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1.  Introduction 

1.1 The Whittington & Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan (W&FNP) Steering Group (SG) identified 
consultation as the key to successfully developing a Neighbourhood Plan (NP).  In doing so, it 
recognised the need for consultation with residents, businesses, landowners/developers and for 
statutory consultation with the prescribed bodies. This Statement describes the approach to 
consultation; the stages undertaken and explains how the Plan has been amended in relation to 
comments received. It is set out according to the requirements in Regulation 15.1.b of the 
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012): 

(a) It contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 
neighbourhood development plan; 

(b) It explains how they were consulted; 

(c) It summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and 

(d) It describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 
addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

1.2 The Steering Group recognised the importance of community engagement throughout the 
process, with several stages of consultation: 

- Community Events and Questionnaire (September 2014 to March 2015)                                                                      
- Landowner and Developer Engagement (March to May 2015)                                                                                      
- Local Housing Needs (January/February 2016)                                                                                                                  
- Open Forum (June 2016)                                                                                                                                              
- Public and Statutory consultation, on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan (January to March 2017) 

1.3 A Newsletter will be issued in June or July 2017 summarising the outcomes of Regulation 14 
Consultation and to explain to local people how the Submission and Examination process works. This 
will be followed at the appropriate time on the promotion of the final plan and awareness raising for 
the local referendum. 

 

2. Designation of Neighbourhood Area 

2.1 The Localism Act 2011 empowers local communities to take the lead in planning how their own 
neighbourhoods will develop. Many communities have taken this opportunity to influence the future 
of their areas. ά¢ƘŜ ²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CƛǎƘŜǊǿƛŎƪ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
local community to shape the future development of the neighbourhood area (the Parish) for the 
ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦέ 

2.2 The Neighbourhood Area is the area that is covered by the Neighbourhood Plan. The Whittington 
and Fisherwick Neighbourhood Area, which is the same as the area of Whittington and Fisherwick 
Parish, was designated by Lichfield District Council on 8th April 2014 (See Annex 1). This decision 
confirmed that Whittington and Fisherwick Parish Council is legally empowered to produce a 
Neighbourhood Plan for the Parish. The Whittington and Fisherwick Neighbourhood Area includes the 
villages of Whittington and Fisherwick and is shown on Map 1, overleaf. 
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Map 1 Whittington & Fisherwick Neighbourhood Area (Reproduced from The Ordnance Survey Mapping with 

ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜǊ ƻŦ IŜǊ aŀƧŜǎǘȅΩǎ {ǘŀǘƛƻƴŜǊȅ hŦŦƛŎŜǎ ό/ύ /Ǌƻǿƴ /ƻǇȅǊƛƎƘǘΥ [ƛŎŜƴŎŜ bƻΦмлллмттср - 2013).  
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© Crown Copyright. Database Rights 2016. Lichfield District Council. Licence No: 100017765 

 
 
3. Earlier (Informal) Consultations (see website: www.wafnp.co.uk/pages/maps.html ) 
 
Community Events and Questionnaire (September 2014 to March 2015) 
 
3.1 This initial phase involved several activities: 
 

- The village Countryside Fair held (September 2014) 
- The Open Day held on the 18th October in the Village Hall. 

 

3.2 A questionnaire was issued to all residents/households in late 2014. It built on the comments 
received, and the issues identified at the village Countryside Fair in September 2014 and an Open 
Day held on 18th October in the Village Hall. The questionnaire addressed 6 issues: Overall village 
character: Village facilities: Housing: Families & community: Traffic & Parking and Environment. 
Details of the responses (327 were returned in total).  

3.3 There was a specific effort to inform/engage young people. A youth questionnaire was 
circulated through groups in early 2015. Twenty five responses were obtained. Consultation was 
undertaken with the Brownies and Guides and also pupils at the local school.  

3.4 A targeted effort was made to engage businesses and a questionnaire was circulated through in 
March 2015. Fifteen responses were made. 

3.5 The analysis of all the responses is given in the (separate) Neighbourhood Plan Appendix B. 

Landowner and Developer Engagement (March to May 2015) 

3.6 The Steering Group was very keen to engage landowners and developers in order that the 
approach set out to new housing in the plan could be realistic and all encompassing. This involved a 
series of five meetings with companies representing landowners which were held during the first 
week in March 2015. The notes of these meetings are given in the (separate) Neighbourhood Plan 
Appendix G. A Developers Open Forum was held on 16th May 2015, where people could come 
along to find out about and comment upon the ideas for new housing development. A total of 199 
forms were returned. The analysis of public responses is presented in Annex 3 to this report. 

Local Housing Needs (January/February 2016) 

3.7 Midlands Rural Housing (MRH) undertook a Housing Needs Survey to give an overview of the 
housing situation in a parish and provide details of the need for local housing.  Housing Needs 
Survey questionnaires were delivered to every household in the Parish in January 2016.  The return 
date for the survey was 22nd February 2016 and returns were made via a postage paid envelope 
directly to MRH.  In total 1400 survey forms were distributed and 267 (19%) were returned. The 

http://www.wafnp.co.uk/pages/maps.html
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survey identified a need for 28 affordable and open market properties within the next 5 years. 
Details are given in the (separate) Neighbourhood Plan Appendix C. 
 

Open Forum (18th June 2016)  

3.8 This was held to give people an opportunity to see and comment on the policy headings which 
had been drawn up from previous consultations and evidence gathering, prior to detail being 
added through the drafting of this document.  The event was attended by 72 people and the 
responses were in the main positive.  

 
4. The 6 Week (Regulation 14 Consultation (July to September 2016). 
 
Public Consultation  
 
4.1 A report was presented to the Whittington & Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
on 22nd Mar. 2016 outlining the public responses to the Draft Plan during the 6-week consultation 
which ran from January to March 2017.  

 

4.2 Two exhibitions/meetings were held in Whittington.  There were attended by a total of 78 
people (including Steering Group members).  A total of 156 questionnaires were completed and 
returned by the deadline of 13th March. Table 1, overleaf, gives the numbers & percentages in 
relation to each of the questions and lists the other comments made by respondents. The text 
below summarises the main conclusions to arise from the consultation. 

 
4.3 The Vision, Strategic Aims, Planning Policies and Community Proposals were all agreed by over 
80% of respondents with the levels of disagreement generally correspondingly low, with all less 
than 10% except for the Community Proposal CPT M 1 (speed limits and traffic management), at 
13%.  The neutral responses were also generally low, ranging from 1 to 16%. This level of 
agreement and support for the Draft Plan is very pleasing and there is no basis for the significant 
amendment or deletion of any of the Strategic Aims or Planning Policies. 

4.4 Data on age showed bias towards older age groups which is typical for a Neighbourhood Plan. 
The lack of opposition to any particular elements of the Draft may indicate that younger families 
are content rather than disengaged. However, efforts will need to be made to ensure that younger 
people are aware as of the NP as it moves thorough Submission, Examination and Referendum.  

4.5 In accordance with the recommendation, the Steering Group noted and welcomed the high 
level of support for the Draft Neighbourhood Plan that has been expressed by local people and 
agreed that, based on the responses obtained, no substantive changes are required to the Vision, 
Strategic Aims or Policies prior to Submission.     

4.6 Some other comments were received that were generally supportive and do not require 
substantial changes to the Draft Plan because of the scope of and intent of the objectives and 
policies in it. Where non- planning issues have been raised, they will be passed onto the Parish, 
District or County Councils or other appropriates agencies (e.g. The Police). Detailed comments 
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were also made by the Whittington and Fisherwick Environment Group (WFEG). They were set out, 
with suggested responses to the points made, at the end of the report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 ς Numbers and Percentages and summary of comments. 

156 Questionnaires returned ς Not all questions were answered on all questions the 77 non- 
completed answers (on a range of individual questions across a number of forms) were treated as 
neutral and included in the neutral figures.  

Vision & Strategic Aims Agree Disagree Neutral 

Vision  
 

128 (82%) 9 (6%) 19 (12%) 

Strategic Aim 1: New 
Housing and the 
Settlement boundary 

134 (86%) 5 (3%) 17 (11%) 

Strategic Aim 2: Design  

 

150 (96%) 1 (1%) 5 (3%) 

Strategic Aim 3: 
Environment and 
Landscape 

152 (98%) 2 (1%) 2 (1%) 

Strategic Aim 4: Traffic and 
Movement 

149 (95%) 1 (1%) 6 (4%) 

Strategic Aim 5: 
Community Facilities and 
Open Spaces 

147 (94%) 1 (1%) 8 (5%) 

Strategic Aim 6: Flooding 
and Drainage 

152 (98%) 1 (1%) 3 (1%) 

Strategic Aim 7: Landscape 149 (95%) 1 (1%) 6 (4%) 

Strategic Aim 8: Local 
Business IT & 
Telecommunications 

132 (85%) 7 (4%) 17 (11%) 
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Planning Policies   Agree Disagree Neutral 

DP1 Development 
Principles: 

130 (83%) 11 (7%) 15 (10%) 

DP2 Local considerations 
for proposed locations for 
new housing development 

147 (94%) 3 (2%) 6 (4%) 

Policy DP3 Flood 
Prevention & 
Management 

154 (98%) 1 (1%) 1(1%) 

POLICY HOU1: 
Development inside the 
village settlement 
boundary. 

130 (83%) 9 (6%) 17 (11%) 

Policy HOU2 Smaller infill 
sites ς general criteria. 

133 (85%) 11 (7%) 12 (8%) 

Policy HOU3: Housing mix 
and affordability 

138 (88%) 6 (4%) 12 (8%) 

POLICY D1: The Design of 
New Development 

136 (87%) 8 (5%) 12 (8%) 

Policy D2: Reflecting Local 
Character and Design.  

146 (94%) 4 (2%) 6 (4%) 

Policy D3: The design of 
residential conversions 
and extensions 

143 (92%) 2 (1%) 11 (7%) 

Policy HE 1: Designated 
Heritage Assets. 

144 (92%) 1 (1%) 11 (7%) 

Policy HE 2 Local (Non-
Designated) Heritage 
Assets 

136 (87%) 3 (2%) 17 (11%) 

Policy HE 3 - Historic 
Farmsteads 

134 (86%) 3 (2%) 19 (12%) 

Policy HE 4 Archaeology 

 

128 (82%) 4 (2%) 24 (16%) 

Policy NE&L 1 - Landscape 
Character 

145 (93%) 3 (2%) 8 (5%) 
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Policy NE&L 2 - 
Biodiversity and Habitats 

145 (93%) 4 (3%) 7 (4%) 

Policy NE&L 3 for new 
development and 
approaches to Green 
Infrastructure 

146 (94%) 3 (2%) 7 (4%) 

Policy CFOS 1 ς Existing 
Community Facilities 

140 (90%) 2 (1%) 14 (9%) 

Policy CFOS 2 - New 
Development 

145 (93%) 1 (1%) 10 (6%) 

Policy CFOS 3 ς Healthcare 150 (96%) 2 (1%) 4 (3%) 

Policy CFOS 4 - Existing 
Open Spaces 

148 (95%) 1 (1%) 7 (4%) 

Policy CFOS 5 - Open 
space provision as part of 
new development 

140 (90%) 1 (1%) 15 (9%) 

Policy T and M 1 ς The 
impact of new 
development 

143 (92%) 4 (2%) 9 (6%) 

Policy T and M 2 - 
Pedestrian/cycle access 
and connections 

139 (89%) 3 (2%) 14 (9%) 

Policy T and M 3 ς 
Managing the impact of 
HS2 

149 (96%) 3 (2%) 4 (2%) 

Policy T and M 4 - The 
West Coast Mainline 

136 (87%) 5 (3%) 15 (10%) 

Policy T and M 5 The 
Coventry Canal 

146 (93%) 1 (1%) 9 (6%) 

Community Proposal- CPT 
M 1 speed limits and traffic 
management  

116 (75%) 21 (13%) 19 (12%) 

Community Proposal - CPT 
and M2 Public Transport. 

144 (92%) 3 (2%) 9 (6%) 

Policy LE&B1: Supporting 
Local Employment and 
Businesses 

132 (85%) 9 (6%) 15 (9%) 

Policy T and RE 1 ς 
Telecommunications 

132 (85%) 4 (2%) 20 (13%) 
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Policy T and RE 2 - 
Renewable Energy 

125 (80%) 12 (8%) 19 (12%) 

Policy AB1 Defence 
Medical Services (DMS) 

140 (90%) 4 (2%) 12 (8%) 

 

Age Groups 

18-40    8 (5%) 41-60     39 (25%) 60+        100 (64%) Not Recorded     9 (6%) 

 

Summary of other comments from the public and the detailed response comments from 

Whittington & Fisherwick Environment Group  

Thanks and appreciation 21 

  

Housing  

Housing is needed for younger people 4 

Ensure a good variety of new homes 2 

110 houses is too many 2 

Housing must be affordable 1 

Common Lane is the best place to build 1 

Support carbon-neutral homes 1 

Only small developments 1 

Give preference to local people for new housing  1 

  

Environment  

Concern about HS2 construction leading to disruption 4 

Green belt- allow only small encroachment 4 

Protect green spaces in the village from infill development 3 

New developments must have adequate off-road parking 2 

Involve the community in green belt allocation 1 

Build on Gills Cable site 1 

Too much litter in the village 1 

DǊŜŜƴ ōŜƭǘ ŘŜǾΦ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ άŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎέ 1 

Brownfield sites should take priority over green belt 1 

  

Traffic and Movement  

Congestion issues around the school 10 

Lower speed limit is desirable 8 

Further parking restrictions needed in Main Street (e.g. by old post office) 7 

bƻ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎŀƭƳƛƴƎ άōǳƳǇǎέ 5 

Developers must address traffic issues 4 

Have smaller more frequent buses 3 

Facilitate footpath and disabled access to Canal Bridge 80 2 

Control timing of deliveries to the Co-Op 2 

Ban HGVs from canal bridges 2 

No golf course access from Common Lane 1 
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Traffic-free links to local communities 1 

Traffic lights at Dog crossroads 1 

Pedestrian crossing at crossroads 1 

Problem with speeding cycling groups 1 

Access issues to Huddlesford Lane 1 

Enforce existing speed limit 1 

Introduce one-way system 1 

Traffic calming needed 1 

  

Facilities  

Development must not compromise school and surgery 12 

Housing needed to support shops and facilities 1 

Superfast Broadband too expensive 1 

Mobile phone reception is poor 1 

 

Comments from Whittington and Fisherwick Environment Group 

Comments Suggested Response 

Mŀƴȅ ƻŦ ²C9DΩǎ нллҌ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ have responded individually 
to the various Neighbourhood Plan consultations. WFEG as an 
organization also wishes to comment on the draft plan. 
  
WFEG brings a unique perspective to bear on the plan as an 
organization in the village that has worked consistently with 
significant success to tackle the critical issues of reducing 
carbon emissions and encouraging biodiversity and wildlife. 
We have 200 members and have helped to have the parish 
recognized as one of the greenest and most sustainable in the 
country winning several regional and national awards and 
gaining coverage in the national, regional and local media. 
  
WFEG warmly welcomes the production of the final draft 
neighbourhood plan and wishes to put on record its thanks to 
the Plan team whose diligence and very hard work over the 
past 3 years have resulted in this document. Broadly speaking 
we are in strong support of the policies set out in the 
document and believe that it goes a long way towards seeking 
to secure the environmental and other policies that will 
benefit our community. In particular, the strong references to 
enhancing biodiversity and promoting wildlife are very 
welcome.  However,. we would like to suggest some changes 
to the document which we believe would make it an even 
better. Our proposals are as follows: 
  
THE VISION We think environmental issues should be central 
to the vision of the parish 20 years hence. The past few 
decades have seen major declines in the richness of local 

The overall support for the Plan is noted and 
welcomed. 
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wildlife, as older villagers will testify and this needs to be 
reversed. Climate change is having a growing impact on our 
weather and our lives. Many residents of the parish have 
made great efforts to reduce their carbon footprints and it is 
vital that this process is continued and that we maintain our 
profile as an exemplary village in that respect. 
 Lƴ нл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜ ²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CƛǎƘŜǊǿƛŎƪ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ǘƘǊƛǾƛƴƎ 
and vibrant community whilst retaining and enhancing its 
historic and rural context. It will be a safe environment for all, 
with a broad range of local facilities that help to maintain its 
strong community spirit. Sensitively located development will 
have met the local needs of people of all ages and incomes 
whilst reflecting local character. It will have further reduced 
its carbon footprint and will be rich in wildlife and 
biodiversity. 
 STRATEGIC AIMS 
 Aim 2 - !ŘŘ ΧΦΦŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ 
Aim 4 ς !ŦǘŜǊ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ŀŘŘ ΨŀƴŘ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘΩ 
Aim 7 ς !ŦǘŜǊ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀŘŘ ΨōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩ 
 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES 

 Add a further point as follows:Ο 
6. Ensuring that new development maximises energy 
conservation while minimising use of fossil fuels and carbon 
emissions. 

  
DESIGN POLICIES Policy D1 ς !ŘŘ ΨŀƴŘ ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
ǳǎŜ ƻŦ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ ŦǳŜƭǎΩ     
  
HOUSING - Add a new section as follows: 
Policy HOU3: Low Carbon Construction Methods 
Ψ{ǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ 
when judged against other policies in the Plan, innovative 
approaches to the construction of low carbon homes which 
demonstrate sustainable use of resources and high energy 
efficiency levels will be supported. Examples would include, 
but would not be limited to earth sheltered, rammed earth, or 
straw bale construction, construction to Passivhaus standards, 
ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ 9ƴŜǊtIƛǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦΩ 
  
HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT POLICIES 
Policy HE 3 Historic Farmsteads 
Add: Redevelopment, alteration or extension of historic 
farmsteads and their agricultural buildings, field boundaries 
ŀƴŘ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƛǎƘΧ 
Add a new section as follows: 
Policy HE 5 Retrofitting Historic Buildings 
Ψ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǘǊƻŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
the appropriate use of micro-renewables in historic buildings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This could be added, but it should be noted that 
some of the subsequent measures proposed by 
WFEG fall outside planning control and/or what 
can be included in a Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
As above 
Agreed 
Agreed 
 
No change needed 
Already covered by clause 2, which is framed 
within the limits of current government guidance 
for the content of Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
This could be included, but the policy is about 
design and layout and so it would need to be 
ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀǎΦΦ άǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ 
ƳƛƴƛƳƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ ŦǳŜƭǎΩ      
 
This could not be a formal planning policy 
because it is outside the limits of current 
government guidance for the content of 
Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
It could be included as a Community Proposal 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
It is not possible to add a new policy without re-
consulting on the Plan.  
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will be encouraged, including the retrofitting of listed 
buildings, buildings of solid wall or traditional construction 
and buildings within in conservation areas, whilst 
safeguarding the special characteristics of these heritage 
ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦΩ 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LANDSCAPE POLICIES 
Policy NE&L 1 Landscape Character 
wŜƳƻǾŜ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΩΤ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
village envelope as well as outside it. 
 LOCAL EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS POLICIES 

Add a fourth point as follows:Οd) maximum effort is made to 
promote energy efficiency and renewable energy generation 
and encourage compliance with BREEAM excellent rating. 
 TELECOMS AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 
Add a further bullet point ς Ψ¢ƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƛǎƘΩǎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘΩΦ 
AREA BASED POLICY 1 (MoD SITE) Add another bullet point 
ΨǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƴŀƴǘ ŀŎƛŘ grassland and lowland heath habitats on 
ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜǎ ƻŦŦ /ƻƳƳƻƴ [ŀƴŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ 
We hope you will find our comments helpful and constructive. 
Deborah Barnish, Chair, Whittington & Fisherwick 
Environment Group (for the WFEG Management Committee). 

However, the text could be included in the 
explanation for policies HE1 & HE2. 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
This goes beyond government guidance on the 
content of NP. It is not possible to add a new 
policy without re-consulting on the Plan.  
However, the text could be included in the 
explanation for the policy. 
As above 
 
Possibly agree, but there are MoD objections to 
the policy. An alternative is to make reference to 
this in Policy NE& 2 in conjunction with satisfying 
the SWT comments on the NP 
 
  

 

Statutory Consultees  

A report was presented to the Whittington & Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group on 
22nd Mar. 2016 outlining the consultee responses to the Draft Plan during the 6-week consultation 
which ran from January to March 2017.  Thirty-five (35) organisations and individuals were formally 
consulted and invited to comment on the Draft Plan (see Appendix 1) during the formal Regulation 
14 which ran for six weeks from January 30th to Monday 13th March. Reminder emails sent to non-
respondents on 2/3/17. Twenty (20) substantive replies were received. The comments which 
required substantive amendments to policies in the Draft Plan or to the evidence base were; 
 

Lichfield District Council.  The vast majority of the suggested amendments will be incorporated in 
to the plan for submission, but further discussion is need on the content and status of policy DP2 
and on the question of the need for a Strategic Environmental Assessment. This decision will be 
informed by the publication of a Draft Site Allocations Local Plan on 20th March by LDC. 

Staffordshire County Council.  The sites requirements (drainage) will be incorporated into the 
evidence based and copies passed to site owners and LDC 

Staffordshire Wildlife Trust. The availability of additional bio-diversity data will be considered in 
conjunction with the Wildlife Trust and added to the evidence base, where necessary. 

Canals & Rivers Trust The suggested changes to Policy T&M5 (Coventry Canal) will be made. 
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CT Planning (land East of Common Lane). A contention that the NP must allocate sites is rejected 
but factual material provided about the site will be incorporated into the evidence base and the 
suggestions to avoid duplication of policies will be considered.  

CT Planning (Elford Homes). A contention that the NP must allocate sites is rejected but factual 
material provided about the site will be incorporated into the evidence base and the suggestions to 
avoid duplication of policies will be considered. 

Pegasus Planning (Land off Huddlesford Lane). It is noted that the approach take not to allocate 
sites is supported. Factual material provided about the site will be incorporated into the evidence 
base and the suggestions to avoid duplication of policies will be considered. 

Defence Medical Services Objects to two polices which they seek to clarify and/or amend; Policy 
CFOS 4: Existing Open Spaces and Policy AB1: Defence Medical Services (DMS). 

An updated version of the Plan (Policy Document) was subsequently circulated to Steering Group 
members showing the detailed changes that have been made, including: 

-  Changes to Policies.                                                                                                                                                  
-  Changes to wording or evidence as suggested by consultees.                                                                                                   
-  Updating to reflect the Submission Status of the document.                                                                                       
-  The removal of detailed material, e.g. on consultation from the Policy document which is to be 
included in the Consultation Statement, thereby avoiding complexity and duplication.  

The Steering Group agreed amendments to the Draft Plan (and recommendations for no change), 
as set out above and detailed in Table 1 (overleaf).  

     

 Table 1 ς Summary of responses and suggested actions  

Consultees (29) Contact Name and Comments Suggested Actions  

Councils   

1 Lichfield 
District Council   
10/03/2017                 
(Heidi Hollins) 

Patrick.Jervis@lichfielddc.gov.uk 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Neighbourhood 
Plan at this Pre-submission stage. It is clear a significant amount of 
work has been undertaken. Prior to commenting in detail on the Plan 
the following more general points may be worth considering should 
you wish to amend the Plan in light of the comments received and 
prior to progressing the Plan further. 
General Comments Generally, the Plan as a drafted is very long and 
includes a number of policies which repeat national and local policies 
and planning guidance. Some of this repetition may not be necessary 
and could be removed to make the document more succinct and user 
friendly. In addition a number of policies are worded in a more 
negative way than the District Council would usually seek to support. 
 
As advised through the Screening Assessment the Plan was 
considered to have significant effects due to the requirements of 
Policy DP2 and as such a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted the NP will be audited 
against the adopted Local Plan 
Strategy and the emerging 
Allocations Document to 
remove any unnecessary 
duplication (see Appendix 1). 
 
The Steering Group believes 
that the earlier changes to DP2 
were more substantial than 

mailto:Patrick.Jervis@lichfielddc.gov.uk
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required. It is noted that minor changes have been made to the policy 
however this has not enabled a different conclusion to be made by 
this Authority. Therefore, at present as no further stages of SEA have 
been undertaken the Plan would not meet the tests required to 
achieve legal compliance. It may be possible to remove the 
requirement for SEA and this is set out in the comments in relation to 
Policy DP2 set out below in the section titled Specific Comments. 
It is hoped the comments below are helpful and whilst they may seem 
extensive they reflect our previous discussions and reflect the scope 
of what planning is able to influence and the subtleties of wording 
necessary to enable scrutiny at the highest level. 
Specific Comments 
 

CƻǊŜǿƻǊŘ оǊŘ ǇŀǊŀΦ wŜǉǳŜǎǘΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ΨŎŀǊǊƛŜǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘΩ 
The statement is misleadiƴƎ ŀ tŀǊƛǎƘ tƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎŀǊǊȅ ΨǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ 
ǿŜƛƎƘǘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƳŀŘŜΩ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ǇƭŀƴΦ 
 

Paragraph 2.15 Request: In the sentence beginning Ψ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ 
ǿƛƴŘƻǿǎΧ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇŀƴŜΩ 
 

Assessment of possible locations for new housing 
The paragraphs should be numbered after para 2.17.  
In addition the last paragraph in this section, first sentence, the range 
in the adopted Local Plan Strategy is Ωор-ммлΩ 
Request: 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ΨолΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨорΩ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ 
the Local Plan Strategy. 
Other changes are recommended to this section see response to 
Policy DP2 below. 
Policy DP1 ς Sustainable Development Principles 
Request: Deletion of the 5th bullet point. The requirement is too 
onerous to be applicable to all types of development. 
Policy DP2: Local considerations for proposed locations for new 
housing development. General Comments: Delete the Policy. No SEA 
has been undertaken and the policy seeks to influence which sites are 
allocated in the Local Plan Allocations document. The policy goes 
beyond the provisions of the NPPF. 
Alternatively, and as recommended previously the text should not be 
a policy but could remain in the Neighbourhood Plan as a set of 
priorities which the Parish has provided to support small scale 
development and could be considered by the District Council in 
determining applications in accordance with Local Plan Strategy Core 
Policy 6: Housing Delivery. Many of the bullet points are addressed in 
other policies within the NPPF, Local Plan Strategy and this 
Neighbourhood Plan so if left as a policy this is unnecessary 
duplication. 
Request: The results of the survey(??) are included in the section 
titled: Assessment of possible locations for new housing at the front 
of the Neighbourhood Plan as the addition of the criteria completes 

minor. However, the restated 
views of LDC will be considered 
positively. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed.  
 
 
 
 
Agreed. To be amended. 
 
 
 
Agreed. To be amended. 
 
 
Agreed. To be amended. 
 
 
Agreed. To be amended. 
 
 
 
 
Agreed to be deleted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed and welcomed, but the 
Steering group would prefer to 
retain DP 2 as a criterion based 
Community Proposal (DP CP1), 
albeit amended as suggested by 
LDC. In addition, the clauses to  
be audited to avoid unnecessary 
duplication with the Local Plan     
 
Details of landowner 
engagement are given in 
Appendix G of the Plan 
document 
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this section by adding the preferences expressed through the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
Amend the final sentence of that section to delete reference to the 
plan including Policy DP2.  
If included as a list of priorities, these should be amended to be in 
conformity with the NPPF and the following is suggested: A number of 
local considerations for proposed locations for new housing 
developments have been identified these are as follows:   
-the need to minimise the release of land from the Green Belt 
-taking into account take account of factors including the economic 
and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land 
quality, intrusion into open countryside, a reduction in the separation 
between Whittington and Fisherwick and the loss of important views 
identified in the Village Plan 
-the need to respect for the historic character and setting of 
Whittington (village?) including a need for and to preserve and 
enhance the Conservation Area and its setting, and for density, layout 
and design to reflect the surroundings 
-the need to meet access and sustainability criteria (where are these 
specified?) including proximity and /or walking and cycling routes to 
shops, community facilities, school and bus stops. 
-the need to avoid the loss of national and locally designated wildlife 
habitats and where it is practicable to retain significant hedgerows 
and trees 
-the need to maintain and where possible improve, existing public 
rights of way 
-the need to ensure that support community infrastructure is 
maintained and where necessary improve it 
-the need to ensure the sustainability of existing utilities and 
services (water, drainage, sewage and waste). 
Application of Policy DP2 
Request: Minor changes to improve the grammar within para 2. The 
ŀǾƻƛŘ Řƻǳōǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ōŜƎƛƴǎΥ ΨLǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΧΩ 

- Fourth line ς ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ Ψƛǘ ǳǎΩ ǿƛǘƘ ΨLǘ isΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǎŜǊǘ ΨōŜΩ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ Ψǿƛƭƭ be ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ōǳǘ ƛƴΧΩ 

- Sixth line ς insert full stop after openness. 
- Seventh line ς ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨofΩ ōŜŦƻǊŜ DǊŜŜƴ .Ŝƭǘ 

Request: Move paras 3-6 to accompany the deleted policy. To avoid 
Řƻǳōǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜ Ψ¢ƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΧΩ  
Request: Minor change to improve the grammar within para 4. To 
ŀǾƻƛŘ Řƻǳōǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜǎ ΨLǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦΦΩ  

-  Third line ς re-punctuate ς ΨǿƛǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΩ 

Renumber Policy DP3 to reflect the deletion of Policy DP2. 
 
Policy DP3 Flood Prevention and Management - Request: Delete 
Policy ς Whilst flooding is clearly a local concern a Flood Risk 
Assessment will be required to be submitted along with appropriate 

 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
Agreed 
 
Disagree this stance is 
supported by SCC (Drainage 
authority) 
 
 
Agreed 
 
Agreed 
Agreed 
To be considered 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
To be considered   
 
Disagree this policy is supported 
by SCC (Drainage authority). 
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planning applications for consideration through the planning process. 
As such the objectives of the policy are already achieved through 
national and local policy and the requirements of the planning 
application process. Therefore, the policy provides unnecessary 
duplication. 
 
Policy HOU1: Development inside the Whittington village settlement 
boundary 
¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨtǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ aŀǇΩ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 
included within or alongside the neighbourhood plan? Given that the 
District Council is making progress with its Local Plan Allocations 
document which will seek to define the village settlement boundary it 
would be better for this policy simply to reference the settlement 
boundary identified within the Lichfield District Local Plan. Request: 
!ƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ 
boundary, as defined on the Lichfield District Local Plan Policies 
aŀǇǎέΦ 
 
Policy HOU3: Housing mix and affordability 
This Policy is insufficiently precise to be used.  Use of the phrase 
proportion allows this to be a 0 calculation which is contrary to the 
aims of the policy. 
Request: deleting the ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ΨǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴǳǎǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦΩ 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜΨ 
Policy D1: The Design of New Development 
The policy is a very generic policy and could be tailored more to 
Whittington and Fisherwick 
Request: Delete Bullet point 5. Bullet point 5 seeks to provide a mix 
of housing types/tenures to suit local needs, with units suitable for 
older people. This is not a matter of design but usage and is addressed 
in the policy and evidence in HOU3: Housing mix and affordability.  
Policy D2: Reflecting Local Character and Design in new 
development. Request: First paragraph, third line: replace the word 
ΨǾŜǊƴŀŎǳƭŀǊΩ ǿƛǘƘ ΨdesignΩΦ ±ŜǊƴŀŎǳƭŀǊ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ŀǎ ǇǊŜŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 
contemporary designs. 
Request: Second paragraph, second line: ƛƴǎŜǊǘ Ψuse of high quality 
materialsΣΩ ŀŦǘŜǊ ΨƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΣΩ 
Application of Policy D2 
Request: In the sentence beginning Ψ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǿƛƴŘƻǿǎΧ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ǿƻǊŘ ΨŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǇŀƴŜΩ 
 

Policy D3: The design of residential conversions and extensions 
Request: ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ōǳƭƭŜǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ Ψ-the scale of 
development including roof heights as extensions should always be 
ǎǳōǎŜǊǾƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩ 
 

HE1: Designated heritage assets 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
Agreed  
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
Conservation Area would be 
duplicate but agree second 
point 
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Explanation. Request: After ΨΣƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΩ ŀŘŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜŀΣΩ 
ŀŘŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ Ψthe significance of which needs 
ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎΦΩ 
Policy: Paragraph 2 amend  so it reads Ω!ǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴΣ ƛƴ ŀ 
Design and Access Statement or Heritage Statement, where required 
by national and local validation guidance how the proposed 
developments will protect, complement or enhance the historic rural 
setting character of the Parish, including the Conservation area and 
Listed Building, with special regard toΥ Ψ 
Evidence Base/Local Plan Policy 
Request: Add the following references: NPPF, Lichfield Local Plan 
Core Policy 14 (Our Built and Historic Environment), Local Plan Policy 
BE1: High Quality Development, Historic England National List, 
Historic Environment SPD.  Delete reference to: Lichfield Local Plan 
Core Policy 13. 
 
Policy HE2: Local (Non-Designated) Heritage Assets 
tƻƭƛŎȅ wŜǉǳŜǎǘΥ wŜǇƭŀŎŜ Ψ¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 5Ω ǿƛǘƘ ΨAny non-designated heritage assets, such as 
ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎΩ This will enable the policy to be applicable to 
all present and future non-designated heritage assets so the policy 
remains up to date. 
Application of Policy Request: Amend the first sentence so it reads: 
ΨThe buildings and structures covered by the policy are listed in 
Appendix G E and are on the list of local heritage assets maintained 
ōȅ {ǘŀŦŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ wŜŎƻǊŘΩ Second sentence: 
wŜǇƭŀŎŜ Ψ9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ ΨIƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩ 
Last sentence: The paragraph refers to a number of sources which are 
not referenced within the Evidence Base or Glossary.  
Request: wŜǇƭŀŎŜ Ψ[ƻŎŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ [ƛǎǘΩ with ΨƭƻŎŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎΩ 
Evidence Base. Request: Add the following references: NPPF, 
Lichfield Local Plan Core Policy 14 (Our Built and Historic 
Environment), Local Plan Policy BE1: High Quality Development, 
Staffordshire Historic Environment Record, Historic Environment 
SPD.  Delete reference to: Lichfield Local Plan Core Policy 13. 
 
Policy HE4: Archaeology 
9ȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ CƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ΨǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪŜŘΩ this is 
not consistent with the NPPF or the Local Plan. 
Policy NE&L1: Landscape Character 
Explanation; Request: inserting in the first sentence: The full title of 
the character study as it is the first time it is referred to in the policy: 
The Whittington and Fisherwick Character Study 
Second sentence: insert a phrase so it reads as: Ω ΦΦΦǿƘŜǊŜ 
characteristic features, such as those referred to in this policy, are 
ǿŜƭƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘΦΦΦΩ 

 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
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Policy: Request amending the policy so it accords with the CƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 
validation guidance and does not relate to minor applications such 
conservatories. The first sentence should be altered: 
Any proposals for development in the rural areas should recognise 
and seek to protect and enhance the historic landscape and local 
character of the Parish. Field patterns and elements of the landscape 
heritage of the area, including ridge and furrow, field ponds, mature 
trees, historic hedgerows, river valley meadows and areas of lowland 
heath should be protected and incorporated into any landscape 
design schemes and their long-term maintenance ensured. ΨProposals 
for wind turbine applications, major commercial and residential 
developments should include consideration of the above factors 
through an appropriate landscape analysis. Proposals impacting upon 
non-designated heritage assets will require an assessment to be 
included in a Heritage Statement. either as a freestanding report or 
as part of a design and access statement. 
 
Policy CFOS 2: New Development 
The policy is considered too onerous for developments of 10 dwellings 
ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ΨƭŀǊƎŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ǘƘŜ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ΨƭŀǊƎŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ мл ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 
dwellings).  There is no evidence that there is insufficient capacity 
within the Neighbourhood Plan area for community facilities to meet 
the scale of development proposed within the adopted Local Plan 
Strategy, however should the Parish wishes further enhancement of 
facilities it can be achieved as stated through use of the meaningful 
proportion of CIL. 
wŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ tƻƭƛŎȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ tǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩ 
rather than a Policy (bold deleted)  
The first paragraph deleted 
Removal of the 2nd ōǳƭƭŜǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ΨtǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 
District CoǳƴŎƛƭ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩ as this is 
beyond the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
5ŜƭŜǘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ψ!ƭƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜΧ 
 
Policy CFOS 3: Healthcare Facilities 
Request the Policy is deleted as it goes beyond the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Policy CFOS 4: Existing Open Spaces 
The policy should be amended so it is more flexible in recognising that 
it may be appropriate to develop open spaces where it is 
demonstrated that such open spaces are no longer required or 
alternative suitable provision can be found elsewhere. 
Request: ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ΨΧΦ ²ƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ 
from development unless it can be clearly demonstrated that 
alternative provision of an equivalent or better standard in terms of 
quality are being provided in a location which is equivalent or 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, the reference to 20 or 
more dwellings has been 
removed. Community 
engagement showed a high 
level of concern over pressure 
on community facilities and so a 
formal policy should be 
retained. However, the Policy 
refers to the need to άǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ 
the identified community needs 
specifically arising from their 
proposalέ and so, any 
requirement is directly linked to 
a given development. 
 
Agreed to be added to the 
explanation section  
 
Agreed, but retain as a 
Community Proposal  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed but retain pc agreement 
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better, improves access and results in no loss of amenity or 
environmental quality. 
 
Policy T&M 3: Managing the impact of HS2 
There are very few planning applications that will be submitted for 
determination by Lichfield District Council in relation to HS2. It is 
considered that this policy is beyond the scope of the Neighbourhood 
Plan as it relates to design/construction of HS2. 
Request: Delete the policy and perhaps insert it to provide as 
evidence from the community and context for the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  
Application of Policy. Request: Paragraph 2 line 4: Delete ΨListedΩ as 
the clubhouse is not a listed building. 
  
Policy T&M 4: The West Coast Mainline 
The requirements of the policy are not appropriate for a 
Neighbourhood Plan as they are more appropriately delivered by 
other legislation. It is not the role of the Neighbourhood Plan to 
duplicate legislation. Request: Delete Policy. 
 
Policy T&M 5: Coventry Canal 
Explanation Request: Second sentence be amended to include 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƴŀƭ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ Ψ¢ƘŜ 
canal is an important landscape feature, and it provides recreational 
opportunities for local people and visitors and is part of the historic 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦΩ 
Evidence Base/Local Plan Policy Request: Replace reference to 
Ψ²/a[Ω with Ψ/ƻǾŜƴǘǊȅ /ŀƴŀƭΩ !ŘŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ bttC ŀƴŘ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 
Environment SPD.  
Community proposals: Delete this paragraph. It does not relate to 
the Coventry Canal. 
 
Policy LE&B1: Supporting Local Employment and Business 
The requirement to include a connectivity statement is considered as 
too onerous as large parts of the Parish are rural. The policy could be 
written to support proposals which achieve this. 
Request: Development proposals for new employment development 
should include a Connectivity Statement setting out how the 
development will help  should seek to achieve a fibre optic 
connection to the nearest connection chamber in the highway. 
Wherever Where this is not possible the development should 
consider providing provide ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ΧΦΩ 
 
Policy T&RE 2: Renewable Energy Policy: Amend the policy as nature 
conservation and heritage assets have differing legislation and 
planning policy. 

 
 
 
Disagree. The policy has not 
been questioned by HS2 Ltd and 
is acknowledged/supported by 
SCC. 
Agreed  
 
 
Disagree, the policy has not 
been questioned by Network 
Rail (and is based on their policy 
wording in another NP) and is 
acknowledged by SCC. 
 
 
Agreed  
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
Agreed  
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Request: amend third bullet point so it reads: The setting of the 
Conservation Area and other designated and non-designated 
heritage assets. 
!ƳŜƴŘ ŦƛŦǘƘ ōǳƭƭŜǘ ǇƻƛƴǘΥ 5ŜƭŜǘŜ ΨŀƴŘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎΩ 
 

2 Staffordshire 
County Council   
13/3/2017 
 

james.chadwick@staffordshire.gov.uk  (Policy Planning Officer) Thank 
you for consulting Staffordshire County Council on Neighbourhood 
Plan.  In general we are broadly supportive of the plan and its 
aspirations. The majority of the comments below reference that 
support and provide further input for consideration.                                   
Ecology. Strategic aims are in accordance with the NPPF and Lichfield 
Local Plan policies for the natural environment and biodiversity 
enhancement.  Policy NE&L 2: Biodiversity and Habitats and Policy 
NE&L 3: Requirements for new development and approaches to 
Green Infrastructure and policy references related to open space and 
the Coventry Canal are welcomed.  

Landscape. Landscape Character and Historic Landscape Character are 
comprehensively included in the Plan in setting the context, and 
embedded in the Policies, and this is welcomed & supported. 

Historic Environment. Strategic Aims 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8 are supported 
but in regards to Strategic Aims 3 and 7 we would raise the following: 

1. Strategic Aim 3 - Environment and Landscape - In principal we 
agree with the supporting statement and the objectives included 
within the final draft of the Neighbourhood Plan (p18).  However, the 
ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ Ψ¢ƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ 
landscape character, public open spaces, footpaths, bridleways, and 
ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƴŀƭ ǘƻǿǇŀǘƘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΩ Ƙŀǎ ƻƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
importance of preserving and enhancing heritage assets within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area.  It is advised therefore that this headline 
statement be amended to include reference to the preservation and 
enhancement of heritage assets. 

2. Strategic Aim 7 ς Landscape - As with the statement for Strategic 
!ƛƳ оΣ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ Ψ¢ƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ 
character, wildlife habitats, green infrastructure and the footpath in 
²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CƛǎƘŜǊǿƛŎƪΩ Ƙŀǎ ƻƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
importance of preserving and enhancing historic landscape character 
within the Neighbourhood Plan area.  It is advised therefore that this 
headline statement be amended to include reference to the 
preservation and enhancement of historic landscape character. 

Rights of Way - We welcome the information within the plan and the 
aspirations to improve accessibility on the walking, horse riding and 
cycling networks throughout the Parish as set out in strategic Aim 3 
and Policy T&M 2.  We would welcome discussions with Parish 
CouƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 
their local path network. The Plan provides for developers to enhance 
the existing path network where possible and appropriate. In such 

 
 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment required 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment required 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed text to be amended 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed text to be amended 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:james.chadwick@staffordshire.gov.uk
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circumstances this should be in line with Staffordshire County 
/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ²ŀȅ LƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

- the creation of bridleways or the upgrading of public footpaths to 
bridleways to improve provision for horse riders and cyclists.                                 
- the creation and promotion of short circular walks to promote the 
health benefits of walking.                                                                                               
- the replacement of stiles with gaps (where there are no stock) or 
gates (where there are) in ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ {ǘŀŦŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 
Least Restrictive Principle for path furniture 

The County Council is able to provide further advice and guidance as 
and when required.  However, it is suggested the Plan makes 
reference to Staffordshire County CounŎƛƭΩǎ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ²ŀȅ 
Improvement Plan in the supporting text to T&M 2. 

Flood Risk and SuDS. ²Ŝ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ !ƛƳ сΥ ΨCƭƻƻŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 
Drainage - To ensure that new development in Whittington and 
CƛǎƘŜǊǿƛŎƪ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ the risk 
of flooding is considered early within the development process.  There 
is history of flooding from the village, given that Whittington is 
located within a shallow depression, and the village is susceptible to 
overland flow from the agricultural areas, several networks of 
pipework to surcharge when overwhelmed.  

We also welcome Policy DP3 Flood prevention & management 
(objective 1), which will encourage developers and consultants to 
rigorously consider the drainage implications of any development. We 
also welcome the intention to restrict sites to greenfield run-off rates. 
Policy D3: sustainable design features and that porous/permeable 
surfacing for drives etc. are to be encouraged.  We are supportive of 
any new development that ensures that they help improve and not 
worsen water quality and include SuDS features to attenuate and 
restrict site outflows.   

There are numerous watercourses and ditches across the Whittington 
and Fisherwick area, such as the Birmingham & Fazeley Canal / 
Coventry canal; Mare Brook; the Tame to the eastern boundary; the 
Leasow Brook; and we have recognised flooding hotspots in 
Whittington village.  Fisherwick is seemingly less affected by flooding 
concerns. Other benefits include slowing down/temporarily storing 
water to help reduce localised flooding. 

Green links also have the potential to offer multiple benefits to the 
existing amenity and biodiversity that it will add to the area. Green 
links can be used as sustainable drainage features to help 
accommodate surface water from carriageways or where surface 
water is pooling from impermeable urban areas in terms of being able 
to collect and convey surface water run-off to prevent any standing 
water build-up and for additional attenuation capacity.  

Noted, no amendment required 
but meeting will be sought with 
SCC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed text to be amended 
 
 
Support noted and welcomed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Analysis and support noted and 
welcomed. Information will be 
added to the evidence base. 
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We would also recommend that any major proposal considers the 
detailed inclusion of two SuDS treatment trains with adequate space 
and areas where they could be located. This should demonstrate 
attenuation, storage and treatment capacities as detailed in the CIRIA 
SUDS Manual (C697) and updated CIRIA C753. We would advocate the 
inclusion of more areas of open space to incorporate conveyance and 
attenuation systems such as filter drains, swales and even proposing 
rainwater harvesting for any future dwellings.  

In terms of the recently published Environment Agency climate 
change advice, depending on the lifetime of the development, we 
would recommend that the attenuation is designed to accommodate 
the 1:100 year & 30% cc storm event and understand the flooding 
implication for the 1:100 year & 40% cc event. It could be that 
additional mitigation is required and that any proposal should design 
for exceedance.  

As with any development, we advise that external levels fall away 
from property to minimise the flood risk from a variety of sources. 
Any overland flows generated by the proposed development must be 
carefully controlled. In terms of the recently published Environment 
Agency climate change advice, we would recommend that the 
attenuation is designed to accommodate the 1:100 year & 30% cc 
storm event and understand the flooding implication for the 1:100 
year storm & 40% cc event. It is possible that additional mitigation is 
required and that any proposal should design for exceedance 

In terms of the highlighted sites, please find our comments below:  

Site W1 (Whittington 1): Land at Huddlesford Lane, Whittington ς 
2.7ha, 60 dwellings - The site is not shown to be adversely affected by 
the updated flood map for surface water (uFMfSW)  of at risk from 
fluvial (river flooding). There is a pond on-site to the north-eastern 
corner, which could be naturally occurring or from previous 
agricultural use.    The subsurface is potentially suitable for infiltration 
SuDS although the design will be influenced by the ground conditions. 
Any application would have to quantify infiltration rate via an 
infiltration/soakaway test and consider whether infiltration can be 
used as a SuDS technique alongside side SuDS based attenuation 
storage. There are also no major watercourses nearby to help dispose 
of surface water. Currently, there are no public sewers nearby to 
accommodate either surface water or foul flows from the proposal, so 
if infiltration is not a feasible option, then sewers may have to be 
requisitioned in order to serve the site.     

We would advise that mitigation is included within any proposal to 
install a French drain at the south of the site to help capture any 
overland flows and to ensure that the risk is not increased or 
exacerbated to the houses nearby.  Any proposed dwellings may also 
consider raising the finished floor level for additional protection 
against overland flow.                                                                                           

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information will be added to the 
evidence base and passed to 
LDC/Landowners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information will be added to the 
evidence base and passed to 
LDC/Landowners. 
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Site W2 (Whittington 2): Former Whittington Youth Centre, Main 
Street, Whittington - Site area 0.3 (Ha). Approximate yield 8. There is a 
1000yr accumulation area shown on the uFMfSW crossing the on-site, 
which could feasibly be picking up the existing hardstanding areas, in 
addition to a mapped flow path along Main Street. In terms of surface 
water, any proposal could utilise either an existing connection to the 
adjacent 225mm combination sewer in Main Street or undertake a 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ 9ƴǉǳƛǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ {ŜǾŜǊƴ ¢ǊŜƴǘ ²ŀǘŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
green space and garden area could feasibly decrease the pluvial 
(surface water) residual risk shown to the site. Any proposed 
dwellings may also consider raising the finished floor level for 
additional protection against overland flow.                                                                                                          
Site W3 (Whittington 3): Land at Chapel Lane & Blacksmith Lane, 
Whittington. Site area 0.6 (Ha).  Approximate dwelling yield 10 - Parts 
of the site are showing significant pooling in the uFMfSW and any 
proposal should consider over-engineering the drainage on-site to 
help alleviate flooding incidences in the area. We would advise that 
mitigation is included within any proposal to install French drains 
around the lower periphery of the site to help capture any overland 
flows and to ensure that the risk is not increased or exacerbated to 
the houses nearby.  Any proposed dwellings may also consider raising 
the finished floor level for additional protection against overland flow.  
There are combination sewers nearby, which subject to capacity and a 
gravity solution may be considered, and in any SuDS scheme should 
also consider the use of infiltration, although the feasibility will be 
influenced by ground conditions.  

Site W4 (Whittington 4): Land west of Common Lane, Whittington. 
Site area 0.6 (Ha).  Approximate dwelling yield 10 - The site is not 
shown to be adversely affected by the uFMfSW (updated flood map 
for surface water) of at risk from fluvial (river flooding). In terms of 
surface water drainage, the subsurface is potentially suitable for 
infiltration SuDS although the design will be influenced by the ground 
conditions. Any application would have to quantify the infiltration rate 
via an infiltration/soakaway test and consider whether infiltration can 
be used as a SuDS technique alongside side SuDS based attenuation 
storage. There are no major watercourses nearby to help dispose of 
surface water. But there are combination sewers nearby, which 
subject to capacity, could accommodate either surface water or foul 
flows from the proposal, so if infiltration is not a feasible option, then 
sewers may have to be requisitioned in order to serve the site.  

We would advise that mitigation is included within any proposal to 
install a French drain to the rear of the existing dwellings to help 
capture any overland flows and to ensure that the risk is not increased 
or exacerbated to the houses nearby.  Any proposed dwellings may 
also consider raising the finished floor level for additional protection 
against overland flow.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information will be added to the 
evidence base and passed to 
LDC/Landowners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information will be added to the 
evidence base and passed to 
LDC/Landowners. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information will be added to the 
evidence base and passed to 
LDC/Landowners. 
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Policy T and M 3 ς Managing the impact of HS2 - It is noted that the 
Plan contains a policy related to HS2. The planning, design, 
construction and operation of HS2 should take account of traffic 
routes and flows, measures to reduce noise disturbance, landscaping, 
construction material used and the re-instatement of any affected 
roads, footpaths, or bridle ways in order to minimise any adverse 
impact on the environment of Whittington. You may refer 
Environmental Minimum Requirements. 
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-
minimum-requirements  which are a set of documents which 
accompany the High Speed Rail (London - West Midlands) Act 2017 
for Phase One of HS2 between London and the West Midlands. The 
Act gives HS2 Ltd. the power to construct, operate and maintain 
Phase One of the railway.  Any nominated undertaker will be 
contractually bound to comply with the controls set out in the 
Environmental Minimum Requirements. HS2 Ltd. also have a 
Community Engagement Framework, which details how they will keep 
communities, including Parish Councils, informed of the work going on 
in their area.  

The Parish Council may also wish to address the importance of 
engaging with the information provision process, and ensuring that 
Parish Councillors and residents are aware of the correct channels of 
communication/complaints procedures. 

As a county council, we remain focused on getting the best deal for 
Staffordshire in terms of mitigation, compensation for residents, 
economic benefits and improved connectivity.  We petitioned against 
Phase 1 and successfully achieved the lowering of 8 km of the line in 
Lichfield.  We will be working with HS2 Ltd. into construction to 
ensure as far as we can that they deliver their obligations under 
Environmental Minimum Requirements. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Acknowledgement and support 
for policy noted and welcomed. 

Organisations    

3 Staffordshire 
Wildlife Trust 
13/01/21-7  

k.dewey@staffs-wildlife.org.uk       

Evidence Base. There does not appear to be any biodiversity or green 
infrastructure information in the evidence base documents/ 
appendices, showing the data required to be gathered by the NPPF/ 
Planning Practice Guidance. This includes: 
Á the location and extent of internationally, nationally and 

locally designated sites; 
Á the distribution of protected and priority habitats and species; 
Á areas of irreplaceable natural habitat, (ancient woodland, 

veteran trees, and other ancient habitats, the significance of 
which may be derived from habitat age, uniqueness, species 
diversity and/or the impossibilities of re-creation); 

 
Noted, will review evidence 
base and add information 
where necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, will review evidence 
base and add information 
where necessary. 
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-minimum-requirements
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environmental-minimum-requirements
mailto:k.dewey@staffs-wildlife.org.uk
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/planningdevelopment/spatialplanning/standingadvice/advice.aspx
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiversity/englands/habitats.aspx
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Á habitats where specific land management practices are 
required for their conservation; 

Á main landscape features which, due to their linear or 
continuous nature, are important for the migration, dispersal 
and genetic exchanges of plants and animals, including any 
potential for new habitat corridors to link any isolated sites 
that hold nature conservation value, and therefore improve 
species dispersal; 

Á areas with potential for habitat enhancement or restoration, 
including necessary help biodiversity adapt to climate change 
or which could assist with the habitats shifts and species 
migrations arising from climate change; 

The group should contact Staffordshire Ecological Record, who can 
provide any existing information on sites, habitats and species held 
currently. www.staffs-ecology.org.uk However, many locally 
designated wildlife sites are in need of re-survey, and that not all 
habitats of high value have been identified across the county, so there 
are likely to be further areas that warrant designation.  Please 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŜŜǘ ΨbŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ - 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ нлмтΩ 
for more details on ecology baseline information. 
Policy NE&L 2: Biodiversity and Habitats This should include 
reference to the above features and how they should be protected, 
impacts mitigated and enhanced. There should also ideally be an aim 
ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ΨaƻǊŜΣ .ƛƎƎŜǊΣ .ŜǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ WƻƛƴŜŘΩ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
important habitats, as per the ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ {ǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ bŀǘǳǊŜΩΣ 
which is attached. Mention of protected and priority species should 
also be made, if there are additional specific policies to be made in 
the plan area. Neighbourhood plans can set out more detailed 
policies, as long as they are in line with national and district guidance. 
The policies for habitat creation within developments in the National 
Forest are a good example of specific requirements for developments 
and other contributions ς see http://www.nationalforest.org/ 
Green Infrastructure (GI) While the policies and wording within the 
draft plan mention green infrastructure and improving this, there is no 
indication that a green infrastructure strategy or plan is to be 
produced, and there has been no mapping of existing GI assets, gaps, 
or opportunities for improvements/ additions. This is important to 
guide contributions from future developments, as well as to plan new 
projects and take advantage of any funding available to the area. We 
recommend that after sufficient baseline information has been 
gathered, that a biodiversity opportunities map is produced, to sit 
within/ inform a GI strategy for the plan area. The plan could also 
include a biodiversity action plan, with more specific targets and aims 
for particular habitats and species important or unique to the area 
and its character.                                              

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, policy will be amended 
accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No amendment to the Plan is 
needed at present. This 
suggestion is noted and the 
potential for developing a GI 
Plan will be considered once the 
Neighbourhood Plan has been 
completed 

4 LEPs 
03/3/17 SSLEP 
 

peter.davenport@staffordshire.gov.uk 
!ǎ ŀ [9t ǿŜΣ {{[9tΣ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ tƭŀƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ 
policy.  Out ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǘŜǎȅ L ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ LΩŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ 

 
Noted, no amendment needed. 

http://www.staffs-ecology.org.uk/
http://www.nationalforest.org/
mailto:peter.davenport@staffordshire.gov.uk
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5 Environment 
Agency 

Noreen.Nargas1@environment-agency.gov.uk 
Assume interest were covered by SCC flooding comments. 

 
No amendment needed. 

6 Sport England 
31/01/2017 

Zoe.Hughes@sportengland.org  The NPPF identifies how the planning 
system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and 
creating healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to 
become more physically active through walking, cycling, informal 
recreation and formal sport plays an important part in this process 
and providing enough sports facilities of the right quality and type and 
in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means positive 
planning for sport, protection from unnecessary loss of sports facilities 
and an integrated approach to providing new housing/employment 
land and community facilities provision is important. It is important 
that the Neighbourhood Plan reflects national policy for sport as set 
out in the above document (Paras 73&74) to ensure proposals comply 
ǿƛǘƘ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ {ǇƻǊǘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŦƛŜƭŘǎκǇǊŜǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƭƻǎǎΣ ǎŜŜΥ Ψ! 
Sporting Future for Playing Fields ς tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ tƻƭƛŎȅ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΩΦ  
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-
land/  Sport England provides guidance on developing policy for sport 
and further information can be found following the link below: 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/forward-planning/  Sport England works with Local Authorities 
to ensure Local Plan policy is underpinned by robust and up to date 
assessments and strategies for indoor and outdoor sports delivery. If 
local authorities have prepared a Playing Pitch Strategy or other 
indoor/outdoor sports strategy it will be important that the 
Neighbourhood Plan reflects the recommendations set out in that 
document and that any local investment opportunities, such as CIL are 
utilised to support the delivery of those recommendations. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-
sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/  If new sports facilities are being 
proposed Sport England recommend you ensure such facilities are fit 
for purpose and designed in accordance with our design guidance 
notes. http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-
guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/   

 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, the context will be 
added to the text of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

7 Historic 
England  

peter.boland@HistoricEngland.org.uk Thank you for the invitation to 
comment on the Whittington and Fisherwick Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan. Historic England is extremely supportive of both the content of 
the document and the vision, strategic aims and objectives set out in 
it. We particularly commend the use of historic characterization to 
provide a context and a sound evidence base for well thought out Plan 
policies. In this and other respects Historic England considers that the 
Plan takes an exemplary approach to the historic environment. 
The recognition in the Plan of the importance of the local historic 
environment is highly commendable and Historic England strongly 
support that view. The emphasis on the conservation of local 
distinctiveness and the protection of locally significant buildings 

This support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Noreen.Nargas1@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:Zoe.Hughes@sportengland.org
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/development-management/planning-applications/playing-field-land/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/forward-planning/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
mailto:peter.boland@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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including historic farmsteads and also of rural landscape character 
including archaeological remains is equally to be applauded. Those 
who have clearly worked extremely hard in drafting what is a truly 
comprehensive Plan are to be congratulated.Overall, Historic England 
considers that the Whittington and Fisherwick Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan ŜȄŜƳǇƭƛŦƛŜǎ άŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ constitutes a very 
good example of community led planning.  Peter Boland, Historic 
Places Advisor 

8 Highways 
England 
David Pyner 
09/03/2017 
 

Letty.Askew@highwaysengland.co.uk 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Whittington & 
Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan. 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for 
Transport as strategic highways company under the provision of the 
Infrastructure Act 2015 and is responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of the Strategic Road Network (SAN) in England. This 
includes all major motorways and trunk roads. In Whittington and 
Fisherwick these are the AS and A38. 
Highways England supports Policy DP2 and the consideration of new 
development impact on traffic flow when taking into account 
proposed locations for housing. 
Highways England also supports Policy T&M1 in that proposed 
developments that would generate a significant amount of movement 
should be supported by measures to maintain highway safety. Further 
to this, Highways England supports the requirement for larger scale 
developments to consider off-site measures and provide Transport 
Statements or Assessments. 
Highways England supports policy T&M1 in encouraging 
developments to seek opportunities for extending and improving 
routes to increase pedestrian and cycle connectivity where that is 
feasible. Highways England also supports Community Proposal 
CPT&M2 in encouraging a sustainable transport system and attempts 
to gain improvements to public transport facilities. 
Highways England is pleased Lichfield District Council recognise our 
position as a statutory consultee. We look forward to being consulted 
on future development plan documents or applications that have the 
potential to impact the operation and performance of the SAN. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
This support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
This support is noted and 
welcomed. 

9 Natural 
England  
06/03/2017 
 

consultations@naturalengland.org.uk  Anthony Muller 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 26/01/2017.  
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory 
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning 
and must be consulted on draft neighbourhood development plans by 
the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they 
consider our interests would be affected by the proposals made.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed. 
 

mailto:Letty.Askew@highwaysengland.co.uk
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bŀǘǳǊŀƭ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ 
consultation though we have no specific comments on this draft 
neighbourhood plan.  
We refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues and 
opportunities that should be considered when preparing a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  For clarification of any points in this letter, 
please contact me on 020 802 60939. For any further consultations on 
your plan, contact: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk  Antony 
Muller, Lead Adviser, North Mercia Sustainable Development Team. 

10 Canals &  
Rivers Trust 

Ian.Dickinson@canalrivertrust.org.uk 
Thank you for consulting the Canal & River Trust on the draft 
Whittington & Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan. The Canal & River 
Trust is a company limited by guarantee and registered as a charity. It 
is separate from government but still the recipient of a significant 
amount of government funding.  The Trust has a range of charitable 
objects including: 
ω ¢ƻ ƘƻƭŘ ƛƴ ǘǊust or own and to operate and manage inland 
waterways for public benefit, use and enjoyment; 
ω ¢ƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ϧ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΤ 
ω ¢ƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
natural environment of inland waterways; and 
ω ¢ƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŎƛƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƛƴƭŀƴŘ 
waterways for the benefit of the public. 
Approximately 5.5km of the Coventry Canal runs through the 
Neighbourhood Plan area, mainly passing through open countryside 
but also skirting the north and east edges of Whittington. The canal 
forms a notable feature within the landscape and provides a reminder 
of the industrial heritage of the wider area, as well as a leisure and 
recreational resource for the local community and visitors alike.  
There are a number of canal bridges along this stretch, although only 
Swan Bridge in Whittington and Tamhorn Farm Bridge are listed 
structures (both Grade II). In addition, about 500m of the old Wyrley 
& Essington Canal branches off the Coventry Canal just within the 
eastern boundary of the Neighbourhood area near Huddlesford- the 
remainder of this canal heading towards Lichfield is currently disused, 
but is the subject of active plans for restoration by the Lichfield & 
Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust. The following elements of the 
draft Plan are of particular relevance to us: 
Strategic Aim 2: Design. We consider  that the aim and intent of 
Strategic Aim 2 is appropriate, and as the canal is an important 
feature which forms part of the historic character of the Plan area, it 
should also benefit from this aim; it is worth considering whether the 
canal should be specifically mentioned within Strategic Aim 2.  
Strategic Aim 3. The Trust supports the intention to preserve and 
enhance the canal towpath network within the Plan area. The canal 
generally provides a wildlife habitat and supports a range of ecology 
and thus merits protection for this reason, as well as to protect its 
value as a recreational resource and the role the towpath plays in 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, this context will be 
added to the evidence base. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed, a 
reference will be added to 
Strategic Aim 2. 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
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forming part of the local network of footpaths. Measures to protect 
the value of the canal and towpath and, where practicable, to 
enhance it are welcomed. 
Strategic Aim 7. The Trust supports the aims set out here which seek 
to protect green infrastructure (which includes the canal as an 
important green infrastructure corridor) and to improve connections 
and accessibility to the canal towpath as part of the wider network of 
paths and open spaces. The towpath offers a recreational and 
amenity resource for the local community, and we support proposals 
to improve access to it and to help integrate it with the wider local 
footpath network, as this will help to encourage its wider use. 
Policy HE2: Local (non-designated) Heritage Assets. We note that the 
canal bridges within the Plan area are highlighted as local heritage 
assets, and we would suggest that the canal itself should also be 
considered as a local heritage asset in its own right and might 
therefore be added to the list contained in Appendix E. As the policy 
seeks to ensure that new development avoids having a detrimental 
impact on the setting or context of buildings and structures on the 
local list, the inclusion of the canal would offer a further level of 
support in ensuring that new development also has proper regard to 
the setting of the canal and the visual impact that new development 
can have on it. 
Policy NE & L 2: Biodiversity and Habitats. The Trust supports the 
inclusion of this policy and would comment that the canal within the 
Plan area forms an important wildlife habitat which supports a wide 
range of ecology, and as such should benefit from the protection 
proposed in this policy. 
Policy NE & L 3: Requirements for New Development and 
Approaches to Green Infrastructure. The Explanation accompanying 
this policy states that linking open spaces along the canal is included 
within its aims. The canal forms a valuable green infrastructure 
corridor which can link wildlife habitats and open spaces, and the 
canal towpath provides opportunities for the local community to gain 
access to the surrounding countryside. We support measures 
designed to enhance the biodiversity value of the canal or to improve 
access to it and to help fully realise its potential as a multi-functional 
resource which can benefit the local community as well as supporting 
a diverse range of wildlife.  
Policy T & M 3: Managing the Impact of HS2. We note that this policy 
refers to measures to minimise adverse impacts on the canal towpath 
at Section E. We can confirm that the Trust has agreed with HS2 Ltd 
the parameters of and process by which, the mitigation of impact on 
our waterways will be achieved for Phase 1 of the HS2 project via our 
side agreement signed in July 2016. 
Policy T & M 5: The Coventry Canal. The Trust is pleased that the 
value of the Coventry Canal to the local community is recognised with 
the inclusion of this policy which aims to ensure that new 
development protects and, where possible, enhances the canal and 

 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed, the canal 
will be added to the list of local 
heritage assets. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
The support is noted and 
welcomed. 
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helps to support its multi-functional role as a valuable leisure and 
recreational resource, wildlife and green infrastructure habitat, visitor 
and tourism attraction and heritage asset. We support the inclusion of 
this policy within the Plan. 
 
The accompanying commentary to this policy refers to the need for 
works to improve and maintain the waterway and towpath. Where 
new development has the potential to generate increased footfall on 
the towpath and/or to facilitate easier access to it, we do look to see 
whether a case can be made to secure a developer contribution 
towards maintaining or improving the towpath surface to help it cope 
with increased use, and Policy T & M 5 could help to provide support 
for this.  
We hope that these comments are of assistance to the Steering 
Group, but please feel free to contact me direct if you wish to discuss 
any matters further. Ian Dickinson, Area Planner (East and West 
Midlands) T: 01636 675790 M: 07825 608321 E-Mail:  
Canal & River Trust, The Kiln, Mather Road, Newark, NG24 1FB 

 
 
 
 
 
Noted, a reference will be 
included in the text of the Plan. 
 

11Network Rail 
15/02/2017 
 

TownPlanningLNW@networkrail.co.uk 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to the proposed 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ  bŜǘǿƻǊƪ wŀƛƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǿƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ 
railway infrastructure, which includes the tracks, signals, tunnels, 
bridges, viaducts, level crossings and stations ς the largest of which 
we also manage.  All profits made by the company, including from 
commercial development, are reinvested directly back into the 
network. Network Rail has no comments. Diane Clarke, Town 
Planning Technician LNW Network Rail, Floor 1, Square One, 4 Travis 
Street, Manchester, M1 2NY. 

 
Noted, no amendment needed 

12 HS2 
30/01/2017 
Plans. James Fox 
Safeguarding 
Planning 
Manager HS2 
REF: HS2-LDC-
PE-017 
 

HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk Thank you for consulting HS2 Ltd on this 
matter, points raised in our previous response from February 2014 
(see below) are still applicable to the draft neighbourhood plan. 
However, please note that the Safeguarding Directions previously 
issued by the Secretary of State for Transport in 2013 were replaced 
by an updated set of directions in August 2016.  Further details 
together with guidance for local planning authorities are available to 
view at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-phase-
one-safeguarding-for-developers-and-local-authorities  and your 
attention is drawn to paragraphs 23-28 of that guidance.  
24/02/2014 RE: Designation of Whittington and Fisherwick 
Neighbourhood Area. Thank you for consulting High Speed Two (HS2) 
Ltd on the above proposal to designate a neighbourhood area. 
While HS2 Ltd has no specific comments to make on the proposed 
designation, should a neighbourhood plan be produced for the area it 
should take account of the proposed Phase One line of route of HS2 
which passes through this Neighbourhood Area. Further advice is 
provided in paragraphs 21-16 of the guidance for Local Planning 
Authorities to accompany the adopted safeguarding direction, which 
can be found at the link below. 

Noted, no objection to the HS2 
specific policy. 

mailto:TownPlanningLNW@networkrail.co.uk
mailto:HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-phase-one-safeguarding-for-developers-and-local-authorities
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hs2-phase-one-safeguarding-for-developers-and-local-authorities
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http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/consultation_library/pdf/S
afeguarding%20Guidance%20note%20October%202013.pdf  

13 CT Planning 
09/03/2017 
 

plan@ctplanning.co.uk  For landowner Mr JF Duncan 
Land East of Common Lane, Whittington, Lichfield, WS14 9LG 
1. It is respectfully submitted that the Whittington Neighbourhood 
Plan is undermined by the fact that it fails to allocate any sites for 
housing. A significant amount of resources from developers, local 
stakeholders and the local community have been invested in the plan 
ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ hǇŜƴ CƻǊǳƳ ƘŜƭŘ 
on 16 May 2015. The failure to allocate housing sites in the 
neighbourhood brings into disrepute the whole consultation process 
undertaken as part of the preparation of the plan and an inability to 
answer the challenging question the plan making process generates. 
2. Lichfield Local Plan Strategy Core Policies 1 and 6 look to 
accommodate housing development at or around a number of 
settlements including Whittington. Policy Whit4 makes provision for 
some 35-110 houses in Whittington. The housing figures give an 
indication of the likely scale of development that is to be 
accommodated within Whittington. 
3. It has been confirmed in recent appeal decisions within Lichfield 
District that these figures in the Local Plan are not a maximum and the 
delivery of Policy Whit4 is not to be constrained by existing settlement 
boundaries; development will have to occur beyond the existing built 
form of Whittington in order for the housing requirement to be met. 
4. Whatever priority might be given to infill development or support 
for small scale development, modest development outside, but 
adjacent to Whittington settlement boundary is to be expected and is 
inevitable. Indeed, Policy Whit4 anticipates that development will 
have to occur beyond the existing built form of the village. 
5. Unless the Whittington Neighbourhood Plan allocates land for 
housing, it runs a real risk that it will have foisted upon them, through 
the emerging Lichfield District Site Allocations Plan, land that it does 
not wish to see developed and indeed at a scale of development it 
does not support. 
6. Neighbourhood plans, as with all development plan documents, 
should plan positively. The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore 
grasp the nettle and identify land for housing for some 110 houses. 
7. The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to justify the lack of any housing 
allocations on Page 13 of the Consultation Draft Plan. It refers to the 
ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ [ƛŎƘŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ {I[!! ŀƴŘ ǎuggests that the sites 
identified in the SHLAA could accommodate 160 dwellings άǎƻ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ 
will be needed and the scale of development on some could be 
ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘέ. It is respectfully submitted that the land at Chapel 
Lane/Blacksmith Lane, Whittington, which is one of the sites identified 
in the SHLAA, is not deliverable in terms of Paragraph 47 of the 
Framework. The landowners are not actively promoting the site. They 
have consistently rejected approaches from developers interested in 
bringing the site forward.There is no realistic prospect that housing 

 
 
Disagree. It is extremely difficult 
for an NP, especially where the 
LPA does not want it to because 
a Local plan is emerging, to 
allocate sites in the Green Belt. 
Indeed, legally an NP cannot 
alter the Green Belt. 
 
 
Noted, no amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
Disagree. It is extremely difficult 
for an NP, to allocate sites in 
the Green Belt. Indeed, legally 
an NP cannot alter the Green 
Belt. 
Noted, but the NP satisfies the 
indicative growth requirement. 
No amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a matter which needs to 
be taken up with LDC in terms 

http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/consultation_library/pdf/Safeguarding%20Guidance%20note%20October%202013.pdf
http://assets.hs2.org.uk/sites/default/files/consultation_library/pdf/Safeguarding%20Guidance%20note%20October%202013.pdf
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will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that the 
development of the site is viable. There is no realistic prospect that 
the site at Chapel Lane and Blacksmith Lane, Whittington is 
deliverable and could be viably developed at the point envisaged. 
8. In the context of the above, it is proposed that land to the east of 
Common Lane, Whittington (edged red on the attached drawing 
4021.99) be allocated for housing development. The site comprises 
some 0.77 hectares that is located between existing residential 
development to the north and Whittington Primary School to the 
south. The site is contained to the east by existing mature hedgerows; 
to the west the site fronts onto Common Lane. The site is well related 
in terms of its scale and location to the existing pattern of 
development. The site can be brought forward for residential 
development without undermining the purposes of Green Belt. The 
site has readily recognisable and defensible boundaries. The release 
of this site from the Green Belt would not undermine the Green 
Belt Function of the adjoining land. 
9. The site is considered capable of accommodating some 21 homes 
providing for a mixture of 2 and 3 bedroom homes and providing for a 
mixture of tenures. 
10. There is also scope within the site to provide for an area of off-site 
car parking to serve Whittington School. 
11. There are no known technical or environmental constraints that 
would preclude the site from coming forward for development. 
12. The site is located outside of the Conservation Area. 
13. The site is available for development now. The site is deliverable in 
Framework terms. 

of the emerging Allocations 
Document. 
 
 
Disagree. It is extremely difficult 
for an NP, especially where the 
LPA does not want it to because 
a Local plan is emerging, to 
allocate sites in the Green Belt. 
Indeed, legally an NP cannot 
alter the Green Belt. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
Noted. 
 
Noted. 
Noted.  

14 Czero   
22/2 

simon@czero.com    robert@czero.com 
We have completed the questionnaire and I attach this submission. 
bƻ ά5ƛǎŀƎǊŜŜέ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ά!ƎǊŜŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ άbŜǳǘǊŀƭέ 

 
Noted, no amendments needed 

15Elford Homes 
10/03/2107 
 

nick@elfordhomes.co.uk   (Through CT Planning) Site at Church Farm, 
Back Lane, Whittington, WS14 9NL  
1. It is respectfully submitted that the Whittington Neighbourhood 
Plan is undermined by the fact that it fails to allocate any sites for 
housing. A significant amount of resources from developers, local 
stakeholders and the local community have been invested in the plan 
ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩǎ hǇŜƴ CƻǊǳƳ ƘŜƭŘ 
on 16 May 2015. The failure to allocate housing sites in the 
neighbourhood brings into disrepute the whole consultation process 
undertaken as part of the preparation of the plan and an inability to 
answer the challenging question the plan making process generates.  
2. Lichfield Local Plan Strategy Core Policies 1 and 6 look to 
accommodate housing development at or around a number of 
settlements, including Whittington. Policy Whit4 makes provision for 
some 35-110 houses in Whittington. The housing figures give an 
indication of the likely scale of development that is to be 
accommodated within Whittington.  

 
 
Disagree. It is extremely difficult 
for an NP, especially where the 
LPA does not want it to because 
a Local plan is emerging, to 
allocate sites in the Green Belt. 
Indeed, legally an NP cannot 
alter the Green Belt. 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment needed. 
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3. It has been confirmed in recent appeal decisions within Lichfield 
District that these figures in the Local Plan are not a maximum and the 
delivery of Policy Whit4 is not to be constrained by existing settlement 
boundaries; development will have to occur beyond the existing built 
form of Whittington in order for the housing requirement to be met.  
4. Whatever priority might be given to infill development or support 
given for small scale redevelopment, modest development outside, 
but immediately adjacent to Whittington settlement boundary is to be 
expected and is inevitable. Indeed, Policy Whit4 anticipates that 
development will have to occur beyond the existing built form of the 
village.  
5. Unless the Whittington Neighbourhood Plan allocates land for 
housing, it runs a real risk that it will have foisted upon them, through 
the emerging Lichfield District Site Allocations Plan, land that it does 
not wish to see developed and indeed at a scale of development it 
does not support.  
6. Neighbourhood plans, as with all development plan documents, 
should plan positively. The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore 
grasp the nettle and identify land for housing for some 110 houses.  
7. The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to justify the lack of any housing 
allocations on Page 13 of the Consultation Draft Plan. It refers to the 
ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ [ƛŎƘŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ {I[!! ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ 
identified in the SHLAA could accommodate 160 dwellings άǎo not all 
will be needed and the scale of development on some could be 
ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘέΦ It is respectfully submitted that the land at Chapel 
Lane/Blacksmith Lane, Whittington, which is one of the sites identified 
in the SHLAA, is not deliverable in terms of Paragraph 47 of the 
Framework. The landowners are not actively promoting the site. They 
have consistently rejected approaches from developers interested in 
bringing the site forward. There is no realistic prospect that housing 
will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that the 
development of the site is viable. There is no realistic prospect that 
the site at Chapel Lane and Blacksmith Lane, Whittington is 
deliverable and could be viably developed at the point envisaged.  
8. It is considered appropriate for the Whittington Neighbourhood 
Plan to seek to allocate a number of smaller sites. This will reduce an 
over-reliance on large sites. A range of smaller sites will ensure that 
there is, at all times, a range of deliverable housing sites which, 
although small in scale, will continue to make a meaningful 
contribution to housing supply. It will also enable traffic to be spread 
across the village as opposed to focussing all the traffic into one 
location.  
9. In the context of the above it is respectfully submitted that 
consideration should be given to the allocation of land at Church 
Farm, Back Lane, Whittington (edge red on attached location plan).  
10. The site comprises some 2.1 hectares and is capable of 
accommodating some 50 dwellings. Development could provide for a 
range of housing in terms of its size, type, design and tenure.  

Noted, no amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
Noted, no amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Disagree. It is extremely difficult 
for an NP, to allocate sites in 
the Green Belt. Legally an NP 
cannot alter the Green Belt. 
 
Noted, but the NP satisfies the 
indicative growth requirement.  
No amendment needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a matter which needs to 
be taken up with LDC in terms 
of the emerging Allocations 
Document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disagree. It is difficult for an NP, 
especially where the LPA does 
not want it to because a Local 
Plan is emerging, to allocate 
sites in the Green Belt. Indeed, 
legally an NP cannot alter the 
Green Belt. The Draft NP 
already encourages smaller sites 
Disagree no amendment 
needed  
 
 
Noted. 
 



WANDFNP © 2017 
 

35 
 

11. The site of Church Farm, Back Lane, Whittington is not subject to 
any ecological or heritage constraints. There are no known technical 
constraints that would preclude the site from being bought forward 
for development. The site is suitable, available and achievable for 
housing and is deliverable within the plan period. Consideration 
should be given to allocating the site for housing.  
12. The land at Church Farm, Back Lane, Whittington is well located in 
terms of its scale and location to the existing pattern of development, 
including the residential development that adjoins the site to the 
south and east. It is of a scale that will not cause harm to the existing 
village character, nor will it generate a significant number of car borne 
trips such to adversely affect the Conservation Area.  
13. The site has a wide frontage on to Back Lane from where access 
would be taken. The site could be developed for housing without 
adversely impacting upon the natural or historic environment.  
14. The site at Back Lane is within easy walking distance of all services 
and facilities within Whittington. Back Lane in the vicinity of the site is 
a public transport route. Everyday activities can be undertaken in 
Whittington; where there is a need to travel, there is the opportunity 
to do so by sustainable modes.  
15. A residential development of the land at Back Lane would 
represent a logical rounding off of the existing settlement.  
16. As a general comment, it is considered that the Whittington and 
Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan contains too many generalised 
development management policies; such development management 
policies are already provided for in the Lichfield Core Strategy and its 
emerging Site Allocations Plan. As advised in Planning Policy 
Guidance, a neighbourhood plan should include policies that are 
distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and 
planning context of the neighbourhood. In these circumstances, the 
Whittington Neighbourhood Plan should include fewer management 
development policies; those policies that are to be included, should 
provide an additional level of detail providing for a distinct local 
approach to planning in Whittington. No planning purpose is served 
by repeating development management policies to be found 
elsewhere in the Development Plan. The draft Whittington and 
Fisherwick Neighbourhood Plan should be amended accordingly.  

 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted this comment will be 
considered alongside this 
submitted by LDC (see above) 

16 Cala homes Interest Changed, see Richborough below. 
 

 

 17 Richborough 
Estates 
(Pegasus) 

Neil.Cox@pegasuspg.co.uk  
INTRODUCTION 1.1 We are instructed by our client, Richborough 
Estates, to respond to the Whittington and Fisherwick Neighbourhood 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ όΨǘƘŜ b5tΩύΦ wƛŎƘōƻǊƻǳƎƘ 9ǎǘŀǘŜǎ 
specialises in identifying brownfield and greenfield development 
opportunities for residential and commercial uses with a track record 
for successfully delivering high quality developments, working closely 
with the landowner, local communities, local planning officers and 
tŀǊƛǎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴǎΦ ²ƛǘƘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ in 

 
New interest noted. 
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Birmingham and Congleton, they operate country-wide but in 
particular they have significant experience and knowledge of the 
housing markets throughout the Midlands. 
1.2 Richborough Estates are grateful for the opportunity to make 
representations in respect of the NDP, which is currently at Regulation 
14 (Pre-Submission) stage, and are supportive of the proactive 
approach the Whittington and Fisherwick NDP Steering Group have 
taken in engaging in the planning process in a manner which seeks to 
identify and deliver the aspirations of the local community. 
1.3 In providing comment, the emerging NDP has been considered 
against the basic conditions relevant to the preparation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan, as set out in paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4b of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, and as summarised in the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG): 
o Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance 
issued by the Secretary of State it is appropriate to make the 
neighbourhood plan; 
ƻ ¢ƘŜ ΨƳŀƪƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
achievement of sustainable development; 
ƻ ¢ƘŜ ΨƳŀƪƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳƛǘȅ 
with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the 
area of the authority (or any part of that area); 
ƻ ¢ƘŜ ΨƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ōǊŜŀŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ 
otherwise compatible with EU obligations 
o Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan 
and prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with 
the proposal for the neighbourhood plan. 
1.4 Our interpretation of the basic conditions is informed by recent 
b5t 9ȄŀƳƛƴŜǊǎΩ wŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ IƛƎƘ /ƻǳǊǘ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ 
affirmed the status of NDPs in the planning process and identified the 
scope/intent of Basic Conditions in terms of detailed planning policies. 
1.5 At the outset, Richborough Estates wish to express a commitment 
to a continuing dialogue with the NDP Steering Group and would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss further any matters raised in this 
representation, and to address any questions that may be outstanding 
in terms of Richborough Estates interests within the Parish. This 
includes land Huddlesford Lane, Whittington which is being promoted 
for residential development through the DiǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ 
Local Plan Allocations document. 
1.6 Accordingly, there is much in the NDP that is supported. 
Therefore, the purpose of making these representations is to highlight 
areas of the NDP that are supported and draw attention to elements 
of the NDP, as currently drafted, that do not meet the Basic 
Conditions. The representations are intended to be helpful identifying 
a number of minor amendments that should be incorporated within 
the NDP to provide for provide greater certainty that an appointed 
examiner will allow the Plan to proceed to referendum. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, the willingness to 
engage is welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supported noted and 
welcomed. 
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1.7 Whilst the NDP sets out eight strategic aims and a number of 
related objectives in order to meet a vision for the Parish, this 
representation is focused on the aims, objectives and policies that 
relate to housing provision and delivery. 
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN HOUSING POLICIES 2.1 Core Policy 6 of the 
Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy requires the delivery of at least 
10,030 homes at a rate of around 478 per year between the period 
2008- 2029. This Policy recognises that to meet this housing 
requirement there is a need to identify new greenfield sites outside, 
but adjacent to, historic settlement boundaries. 
2.2 The spatial development strategy focuses approximately 16% of 
ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ YŜȅ wǳǊŀƭ {ŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ΧΦŀƴŘ 
Whittington. Whilst a significant proportion of this growth is to be 
achieved through completions and commitments to date within 
existing settlement boundaries, the development plan apportions an 
additional 440 properties to these Key Rural Settlements to be 
considered through the Local Plan Allocations document or 
community led plans, such as a NDP. 
2.3 Policy Whit4 provides greater detail in respect of the role 
²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ŀǎǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ Ψŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ор-110 ƘƻƳŜǎΩ ǘƻ 
Whittington. It should be noted that all Key Rural Settlements 
would need to deliver the top end of the range to achieve the delivery 
of the 440 additional homes as specified within Core Policy 6 (as the 
440 requirement is derived from the cumulative sum of the difference 
between the upper and lower housing requirements for the six Key 
Rural Settlements). 
2.4 The Whittington NDP acknowledges this housing requirement, 
stating: ά¢ƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ !ǊŜŀ ƛǎ 
determined by the local planning authority. In the case of Whittington 
and Fisherwick, the Local Plan proposes that a range of between 35 to 
110 homes will be provided, with final numbers and locations to be 
determined in the Local Plan Allocations Document. The Steering 
Group has had to formulate its polices within these parameters. This 
Neighbourhood Plan does not determine where any development will 
be located, but it can influence the decisions of LDC in their land 
ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦέ 
2.5 The NDP goes on to provide clarification that 19 new homes have 
either been built or have extant planning permission in Whittington 
since the start of the Local Plan period, leaving a residual requirement 
of some 91 homes. 
2.6 The NDP is unable to make specific land allocations beyond the 
existing settlement boundary as the Whittington is encompassed by 
Green Belt and, at present, the power to amend Green Belt 
boundaries does not reside with the Parish Council. Whilst the 
recently published White Paper identifies a proposed amendment to 
ǘƘŜ bttC ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴ Ƙŀǎ 
demonstrated the need for Green Belt boundaries to be amended, the 
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ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ ǇƭŀƴΩ 
it is recognised that this is not the current position set out in national 
policy. Therefore, the NDP approach of including a description of the 
conclusions reached from local consultation, discussions with 
developers and landowners and acknowledging the possible approach 
to site selection that will be taken by the District Council as part 
of the emerging Allocations Plan is supported. 
2.7 The conclusion of the local consultation is stated: ά{Ƴŀƭƭ-scale 
infill redevelopment within the Whittington village settlement 
boundary will be supported to provide new housing. However, it is 
accepted that in addition, a modest growth around the village may be 
needed to meet Lichfield District Local Plan requirements and that 
some sites beyond the village boundary may need to be identified, 
potentially including a small amount of Green Belt. Whilst maintaining 
a self-contained community, with clear physical boundaries to 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΧΧΦ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
be afforded to exploiting key sites within the village where 
development is already planned. Secondary priority should be given to 
carefully considered infill developments, appropriately scaled 
brownfield development and/or appropriate conversion of redundant 
buildings outside village boundaries but within the parish. Limited low 
density, high quality, development in Green Belt land adjacent to 
existing settlement boundaries should, subject to a proven demand for 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΣ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘŜǊǘƛŀǊȅ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦέ 
2.8 NDP Policy DP1 supports the delivery of 35-110 new dwellings 
identified in the adopted Local Development Plan. However, 
Richborough submit that the wording of this policy requires a slight 
amendment to make it clear that the above figures are reflective of a 
ΨƳƛƴƛƳǳƳΩ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 
ΨƳŀȄƛƳǳƳΩ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎΦ 
2.9 This provides for a level of flexibility within the NDP as required by 
the Local Plan Strategy and the NPPF and serves to ensure consistency 
with the emerging Local Plan Allocations document for the District. By 
providing a level of flexibility this will assist in ensuring longevity in 
the effectiveness of the Neighbourhood Plan as a tool in the decision-
making process in the longer term. 
2.10 Regarding the consultation summary, Richborough Estates wish 
to highlight that to achieve growth around the village which maintains 
clear physical boundaries and promotes a self-contained community, 
the most appropriate site to release from the Green Belt is that at 
Huddlesford Lane. A detailed review of this site is included in Chapter 
3 of this representation. 
2.11 NDP Policy DP2 sets out a number of local considerations for 
when assessing locations for new housing development. Whilst 
Richborough Estates understand the intentions of this policy, 
particularly in the light of the inability of the Parish Council 
to currently amend Green Belt boundaries, concern is raised that the 
Policy is unnecessarily lengthy and unduly restrictive. For example, the 

 
 
Supported noted and 
welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted but no amendment 
needed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, amendments to and the 
status of DP2 will be considered 
as part of the LDC comments 
(see above). 
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bullet points relating to consideration of the redevelopment of 
brownfield land; the need to preserve and enhance the Conservation 
Area; and the need to maintain or improve public rights of way are all 
reflective of the requirements of the Lichfield District Local Plan 
Strategy and NPPF and do not need to be duplicated here. 
2.12 Richborough Estates wish to express no view in respect of 
Policies HOU1 and HOU2. 
2.13 Policy HOU3 concerns housing mix and affordability. Richborough 
Estates submit that the wording of this Policy is somewhat unclear. 
The intention to secure a varied mix of house types and sizes is 
supported by Richborough Estates in achieving a balanced housing 
market within Whittington. Whilst it is recognised that there is a need 
to include a proportion of one, two and three bedroom dwellings 
within development proposals, the provision of larger dwellings 
(including 4 bed) should not be excluded within schemes of 10 or 
more dwellings. A more flexible approach will not only assist in 
providing a varied scheme but will provide greater resilience in not 
just meeting identified housing needs in the short term, but providing 
the flexibility to react to changing housing needs in the longer term. 
2.14 Regarding Policy D2, Richborough Estates acknowledge the need 
for sensitive design, which reflects of the character of the location in 
which a development proposal is set. Indeed, paragraphs 56-68 of the 
NPPF concern good design, with Paragraph 58 stipulating that local 
ŀƴŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ άrobust and comprehensive 
policies that set out the quality of development that will be expected 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΦέ 
2.15 IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ рф ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bttC ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ άdesign 
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 generallyΦέ 
2.16 It is considered that Policy D2 provides a proportionate 
approach, however the supporting text to Policy D2 appears, as 
drafted, overly prescriptive, providing an unnecessarily detailed 
analysis of brickwork, chimney colours and styling, roof and 
eave details, window style and detailing, decorative finishes to 
properties and boundary treatments. This suggested application of 
Policy D2 leaves little room for design innovation or variation, and is 
therefore not in accordance with the NPPF. 
2.17 Richborough Estates intends to take a proactive approach 
through, dialogue with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and 
local community, in designing a high quality residential scheme, 
however it is suggested that additional wording should be inserted 
into the supporting text for Policy D2 providing room for design 
variation and innovation, in accordance with the NPPF. 
Site Proposals 3.1 The site is located to the north-west of Whittington 
village, north-east of Packington Lane, and covers an area of circa 
3.6ha. It comprises the agricultural field immediately adjacent to the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, but the reference to 1,2 
& 3 bed homes refer to άΦΦŀ 
proportion of smaller dwellings 
ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻƳŜǎΦΦέ and 
does not preclude larger 4 and 5 
bed houses as part of the 
overall mix. This point will be 
clarified  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, amendments to and the 
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properties on Back Lane, as well as part of the next field to the north-
west. A site plan is enclosed at Appendix 1. 
3.2 The site is bordered by established residential development to the 
south and east; to the north-east by a playing field with equipped pay 
and hard surface tennis/basketball court; to the north by the Coventry 
Canal, to the west by Huddlesford Lane and further agricultural fields. 
3.3 Based on the site area and an indicative density of 22 dwellings 
per hectare, the site has capacity to accommodate up to 
ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ул ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǎƛȊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 
to allow for a mix of housing types and tenures, as well as allowing for 
the provision of on-site open space, the location of which would be 
subject to consultation with the local residents of Whittington. 
3.4 Any development of the site would look to facilitate pedestrian 
links with the existing village and utilise existing on site green 
infrastructure where possible. 
Social Infrastructure and Accessibility 3.5 Main Street is located 
approximately 275 metres to the south of the site, which is home to a 
number of local services, including the Post Office, pharmacist, village 
shop operated by the Co-operative, the Bell Inn public house, the Dog 
Inn public house and Whittington Village Hall. A GP operated by 
Langton Medical Group also operates from the Village Hall. The 
Primary School is located south of the village, on Common Lane. 
3.6 Whittington has an hourly bus service between Tamworth and 
Lichfield, with the first service from Lichfield departing at 6:46 and the 
last at 21:50. The first service from Tamworth departs at 6:15 and the 
last  at 21:20. This service therefore represents a genuine sustainable 
transport option for residents of Whittington. The nearest bus stops 
are located on Back Lane, 75 metres from the southern site boundary. 
3.7 As noted, Whittington Primary School is located on Common Lane, 
to the south of Whittington Village. As of January 2016, the school 
identified a level of capacity for additional pupils1. Given that the 
Green Belt surrounding Whittington currently constrains development 
to limited brownfield sites/infilling, it is not expected that this 
capacity will materially change in the future. 
3.8 In terms of medical facilities, the nearest GP is the Langton 
Medical Group, operating from Whittington Village Hall approximately 
240 metres to the south of the site, which can be accessed within an 
approximate 5-minute walk from the site. A pharmacy is located on 
Main Street, close to the GP surgery. 
3.9 There is a public right of way which crosses the site from east-
west, connecting Back Lane to Huddlesford Lane. A further public right 
of way runs along the south eastern site boundary. These rights of 
way would be retained and incorporated into any development 
proposals. A number of new pedestrian routes would be created 
through the development of the site to provide links to the public 
footpath network. 
Natural Environment 3.10 Aside from the Green Belt designation, 
there are no statutory designations within the site. 
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3.11 A comprehensive ecological assessment will be undertaken in 
due course but there is nothing on-site to indicate that there are any 
issues that would prevent the site coming forward. Any localised 
ecological considerations would influence the emerging proposal, can 
provide a green infrastructure framework that would contribute 
towards achieving environmental sustainability, whilst at the same 
time working within the natural features of the site. 
Landscape 3.12 The landscape character of Lichfield is profiled within 
{ǘŀŦŦƻǊŘǎƘƛǊŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ΨIƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ 
!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀǊŜa 
Ψ[I9/½ мп - [ŀƴŘ !ǊƻǳƴŘ ²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩΦ ²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ CƛǎƘŜǊǿƛŎƪ 
Parish Council subsequently commissioned Staffordshire County 
Council to produce a more in depth assessment to be used as a 
baseline for the NDP. 
3.13 The Character Assessment notes that the historical landscape is 
dominated by the village of Whittington, with the land immediately 
ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψ!ƴŎƛŜƴǘ {ŜǘǘƭŜŘ CŀǊƳƭŀƴŘǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 
site at Huddlesford Lane falls within this categorisation. The 
Assessment goes on to note that a number of historical field 
boundaries have been removed in the latter half of the 20th century. 
Indeed, land off Huddlesford Lane comprises a single agricultural field. 
3.14 The site currently contains strong landscape boundaries which 
would be retained. These existing physical features would be retained 
and strengthened to provide a new and enduring Green Belt boundary 
to the north of Whittington. 
Cultural Heritage 3.15 There are no listed buildings or structures 
within the site identified. There are also no listed buildings or 
structures in the immediate vicinity i.e. adjoining its boundary. 
3.16 The nearest listed structure is Swan Bridge, which is located 
approximately 160 metres to the east of the site on Burton Road. 
Green space would be provided on the parcel of land nearest to this 
listed building. Furthermore, there is limited intervisibility 
between the site and the bridge, therefore, it is not considered that 
the development of this site would have any adverse impact on this 
listed structure. 
3.17 The Conservation Area immediately abuts the southern corner of 
the site. Any development of the site would need to take this into 
consideration. Nevertheless, there remains flexibility within the site to 
design development in a sensitive fashion and to provide a positive 
impact on the setting of the Conservation Area. 
3.18 There are considered to be no heritage issues which would 
preclude the development of this site. 
Flood Risk 3.19 The site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1, the 
area at least risk from flooding. Any development proposal would 
seek to utilise Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in developing the 
most appropriate strategy for drainage for the site. 
Economic Benefits 3.20 In terms of economic sustainability, jobs 
would be created during the construction phase of the development 
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(including indirect employment through the construction supply 
chain). The residents of the development would also serve to support 
the existing local facilities and services within the village, such as the 
village shop and Post Office, through additional household spend. 
Summary 3.21 It is evident that land will be required to be released 
from Green Belt in order to ensure the objectively assessed housing 
needs identified within the Lichfield Local Plan Strategy are met. 
3.22 Whilst it is recognised that the NDP is currently unable to make 
amendments to the Green Belt boundary, Richborough Estates are 
heartened to see that this requirement is nevertheless acknowledged 
through draft Policies DP1 and DP2 of the NDP. 
3.23 The site at Huddlesford Lane represents a logical, sustainable 
extension to the village of Whittington and has the ability to 
accommodate a significant proportion of the future housing needs of 
the area, in line with the Local Plan housing requirement and draft 
NDP Policies DP1 and DP2. 
OTHER NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN POLICIES 4.1 Policy HE1 concerns 
ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άDevelopment proposals will be 
supported where they seek to retain buildings which make a 
significant contribution to the character and distinctiveness of the 
Parish. Development in and around the village should protect, 
complement or enhance the historic rural character of the settlement 
and hinterland, identified in the Character Study and Conservation 
!ǊŜŀ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦέ 
4.2 This policy as drafted is considered ambiguous and appears to be 
overly stringent when considered alongside the requirements of the 
NPPF as set out in Paragraph 134 and 135. It is recommended that the 
Policy is reworded to be more specific in relation to development 
impact upon designated and non-designated heritage assets in 
accordance with the NPPF. 
4.3 Policy HE2 concerns local (non-designated) heritage assets, 
requiring that they be: άΧŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƻǎǎ ƻǊ 
substantial harm to an asset will be resisted, unless exceptional 
circumstance can be demonstrated. Proposals will only be supported 
where they do not involve: 

 The demolition or part demolition of buildings or structures on the 
local list; 

 The inappropriate alteration or extension to buildings or structures 
on the local list; 

 A detrimental impact on the setting or context of buildings or 
ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭƛǎǘΦέ 
4.4 A list of identified heritage assets is at Appendix E of the NDP. 
4.5 The test set in NDP Policy HE2 appears to be too stringent in that 
there is no requirement in the NPPF to demonstrate exceptional 
circumstances in relation to non-designated heritage assets. 
Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states:ά¢ƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into 
account in determining the application. In weighing applications that 

Noted  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and support welcomed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted but no change is 
considered necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
bƻǘŜŘΣ άŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎέ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜƭŜǘŜŘ  
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affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or 
loss and the ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀǎǎŜǘΦέ 
4.6 Furthermore, when considering the list of non-designated assets 
ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ b5t !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 9Σ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǎǎŜǘǎΩ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ 
either do not demonstrate any heritage credentials, or are not 
ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀǎ Ψƴƻƴ-designated heritage ŀǎǎŜǘǎΩ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
reasons, as set out below. 
4.7 The glossary of the NPPF defines a heritage asset as: 
ά! ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΣ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǎƛǘŜΣ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ŀǊŜŀ ƻǊ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ 
having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning 
decisions, because of its heritage interest. Heritage asset includes 
designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning 
ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎύΦέ 
4.8 For example, the inclusion of St Giles Church and Swan Bridge, as 
non-designated assets is not factually correct, given that they are both 
statutory Grade II Listed. This is also true for the buildings on the DMS 
MOD site. 
4.9 Similarly, Swan Park and Noddington Park are included, with the 
accompanying descriptions describing them as important open 
spaces. However, no evidence is presented as to their heritage 
credentials. It is considered that these important spaces would be 
better protected through policies protecting open spaces and 
important community facilities, such as NDP Policies CFOS1,CFOS4. 
4.10 Richborough Estates would therefore recommend that this Policy 
and Appendix E are redrafted accordingly. 
4.11 Policy CFOS2 concerns community facilities and new 
development. The Policy States: άbŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ 
larger housing sites, will be expected to retain and enhance existing 
community facilities, unless replacement is acceptable under 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ tƻƭƛŎȅ мΦέ 
4.12 Lǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭŀǊƎŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƻ 
prevent ambiguity in the implementation of this Policy. The reference 
to the enhancement of community facilities should also recognise the 
need to secure any improvements through a planning obligation. It 
should be noted, and reflected in the NDP, that the tests in Regulation 
122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) requires that Ψŀ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŀ 
reason for granting planning permission for the development if the 
obligation is also be necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and 
ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƪƛƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦΩ 
CONCLUSIONS 5.1 Overall, Richborough Estates are supportive of the 
progression of the Whittington and Fisherwick Neighbourhood 
Development Plan, which has been positively prepared and recognises 
that sensitive change within the village is necessary to meet 
development needs. There are however a number of minor 
alterations which are highlighted within this representation which 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, amendment to be made 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, amendment to be made 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, definition to be 
considered alongside comments 
from LDC, see above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed 
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should be carefully considered to improve the prospects of the NDP 
being able to proceed to referendum following independent 
examination. These suggested alterations are intended to be helpful 
to the NDP meeting the basic conditions. 
5.2 The NDP recognition that land needs to be released from the 
Green Belt in order for the Local Plan Strategy housing requirements 
to be met is supported. Whilst the NDP does not indicate a preferred 
location should any land be released, the incorporation of community 
views on site selection is supported. Richborough Estates considers 
that land at Huddlesford Lane represents a sustainable growth option 
for Whittington, due to its positive relationship with the existing built 
form and lack of environmental/historical constraints and intends to 
promote this site through the Allocations document. 
5.3 Richborough Estates welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission document and will 
endeavour to facilitate an on-going dialogue with the Parish Council 
and local community in the promotion of land off Huddlesford Lane. 

 
 
 
See above 
 
 
 
 
Noted, but this is a matter for 
LDC and the site Allocations 
Document  

18 Swan Park 
Landowner 
Sandwell MBC 

property_services@sandwell.gov.uk  Martyn Roberts 
I appreciate your confirmation that the land in questions is not 
allocated for development and in effect will remain protected as its 
current use for open space purposes, and on that basis confirm that I 
do not wish to make any additional comments on the draft NP. 

Noted no amendment needed 

19 Defence 
Medical Service 
Rob Sanderson: 
(Defence 
Infrastructure 
Organisation)  
(13/3/2017)  
 
 

I am writing with regards to the Whittington and Fisherwick Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan. The Plan references the Defence Medical 
Services (DMS) facility which is located within the Neighbourhood 
Plan boundary. The Defence Infrastructure Organisation, (DIO), 
manages the Defence estate on behalf of the Ministry of Defence and 
has the following comments to make on the Draft NP. DIO values the 
positive relationship between the DMS site and the local community. 
We are pleased that both the Draft Neighbourhood Plan and the 
Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy 2015 acknowledge the social and 
economic importance of the site to the local area. The Draft 
Neighbourhood Plan, of which DIO is in general support of the 
strategic aims and objectives, places emphasis on the importance of 
parts of the site as a community asset. The Local Plan recognises the 
site as an important source of economic activity. It is our hope that 
the site can continue to provide both benefits to the local area. 
The Draft Neighbourhood Plan contains two polices which we would 
seek to clarify and/or amend; Policy CFOS 4: Existing Open Spaces and 
Policy AB1: Defence Medical Services (DMS). 
Policy CFOS 4: Existing Open Spaces refers to ς ΨwŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ 
within the Defence Medical Services complex which is used by the 
ǇǳōƭƛŎΩΦ 5Lh ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜƪ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
refers. (It has not been possible to view the Proposal Map referred to 
in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan). At this stage, we make the 
following comments; The MoD playing fields are not open to the 
public and the site ranges are used by the MoD for military purposes. 
Any public access is therefore dependent on the operational 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted and welcomed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The extent of land/buildings will 
be clarified and confirmed in 
the Plan. 
 
Noted the status of the land, 
which is accessed by consent 
according to operational needs 
will be reflected. 

mailto:property_services@sandwell.gov.uk
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requirements of the MoD. Accordingly, the playing fields and site 
ranges should not be considered an Open Space. The area known as 
Baxters Field is not owned by the MoD. 
Policy CFOS 4: Existing Open SpacesΧό9- Swan Park, G - Swan Rd. 
Allotments & H - Recreation land on the Defence Medical Services site 
are proposed to be designated as Local Green Spaces (LGS) and 
development will only be permitted in the Local Green Spaces where 
it is compatible with the aims and objectives of the designation). 
DIO contends that the naming of parts of DMS to be designated as an 
LGS is to misinterpret the National Planning Policy Framework, (NPPF). 
Paragraph 77 of the NPPF states that LGS designation is not 
appropriate for most open spaces and that to be considered an LGS 
ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΣ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ōŜ ΨŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀōƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǘƻ ŀ 
ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƭŘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ 
should be local in character and not an extensive tract of land. In the 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan there is no justification provided as to how 
the proposed LGS designations are considered to meet the criteria in 
the NPPF. DIO therefore objects to Policy CFOS4 of the Draft NP. 
Policy AB1: Defence Medical Services ό5a{ύ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ψǿƛƭl 
be supported provided that there is no adverse impact on nearby 
houses and businesses and the wider community arising from: - 
Increased traffic; - Reduction in security; - Noise and disturbance; - 
[ƛƎƘǘ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄύΩΦ 
DIO is pleased that the potential future need for development of the 
site is acknowledged. However, DIO believes that the wording of 
Policy AB1 is unnecessarily restrictive in terms of the future use and 
growth of the site, particularly given that the site is located within a 
designated Green Belt area and so is already subject to stringent 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ ΨǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
ƴƻ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩ ƛƎƴƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ 
generates some adverse impacts may nonetheless be acceptable in 
Planning terms, having regard to the overall benefits that it generates. 
DIO contends that this lack of flexibility means that Policy AB1 is not in 
alignment with Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy 2015. Core Policy 
7: EmǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ϧ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨCƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 
will need to be allowed to cater for a potential increase in this number 
of jobs as a result of changing occupational structure within the 
District particularly in relation to key growth sectors such as the role 
played by manufacturing supply chains, the medical technologies 
sector (especially relating to the development of the Defence Medical 
{ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀǘ ²ƘƛǘǘƛƴƎǘƻƴύΧΩώaȅ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎϐΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
explicitly aims to encourage growth and jobs at DMS and 
acknowledges the need for flexibility in order for this to be achieved. 
DIO therefore objects to Policy AB1 of the Draft NP. 
DIO would seek to reassure the Parish Council that all potential 
projects undertaken by the MoD are subject to an internal 
Sustainability Appraisal where social, economic and environmental 
impacts are considered. The appraisal is in line with National 

 
 
 
Noted, the proposed LGS 
designation can be dropped if 
there is other recognition of the 
landscape and community 
importance of the land. 
The Green Belt Status is 
acknowledged.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, see above. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, subject to discussion 
with the DIO, the wording will 
be amended to make it more 
positive and to align better with 
the Local Plan Policy CP7. In 
addition, reference will be 
made to the value placed on 
landscape, open space and 
community access given that 
the proposed designations in 
Policy CFOS 4 are to be deleted. 
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DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ΨDǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
Ψ{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ aƻ5 {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ŀƴȅ ƴegative 
consequences of MoD activities. Notwithstanding the concerns that 
we have regarding the above policies within the Draft 
Plan, DIO hopes that the successful local relationship currently 
enjoyed between the site and the community can continue.  

Severn Trent 
Water  
31/3/17 
 

Generic response, but useful information on resource use and 
management which is already reflected in the Policy DP1. 
Thank you forgiving Severn Trent Water the opportunity to comment 
on your consultation. We  have no specific comments to make, 
however we have set out some general information and advice below. 
Position Statement. As a water company we have an obligation to 
provide water supplies and sewage treatment capacity for future 
development. It is important for us to work collaboratively with Local 
Planning Authorities to provide relevant assessments of the impacts 
of future developments.  For outline proposals we are able to provide 
general comments. Once detailed developments and site specific 
locations are confirmed by local councils, we are able to provide more 
specific comments and modelling of the network if required.  
For most developments we do not foresee any particular issues. 
Where we consider there may be an issue we would discuss in further 
detail with the local planning authority. We will complete any 
necessary improvements to provide additional capacity once we have 
sufficient confidence that a development will go ahead. We do this to 
avoid making investments on speculative developments to minimise 
customer bills. 
Sewage Strategy. Once detailed plans are available and we have 
modelled the additional capacity, in areas where sufficient capacity is 
not currently available and we have sufficient confidence that 
developments will be built, we will complete necessary improvements 
to provide the capacity. We will ensure that our assets have no 
adverse effect on the environment and that we provide appropriate 
levels of treatment at each of our sewage treatment works. 
Surface Water and Sewer Flooding. We expect surface water to be 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΣ CǳǘǳǊŜ 
Water. The strategy sets out a vision for more effective management 
of surface water to deal with the dual pressures of climate change and 
housing development. Surface water needs to be managed 
sustainably. For new developments we would not expect surface 
water to be conveyed to our foul or combined sewage system and, 
where practicable, we support the removal of surface water already 
connected to foul or combined sewer. 
We believe that greater emphasis needs to be paid to consequences 
of extreme rainfall. In the past, even outside of the flood plain, some 
properties have been built in natural drainage paths.  We request that 
developers providing sewers on new developments should safely 
accommodate floods which exceed the design capacity of the sewers.  

Noted but no amendments 
needed 
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Water Quality. Good quality river water and groundwater is vital for 
provision of good quality drinking water. We work closely with the 
Environment Agency and local farmers to ensure that water quality of 
supplies are not impacted by our or others operations. The 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ {ƻǳǊŎŜ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ½ƻƴŜ ό{t½ύ ŀƴŘ {ŀŦŜ 
Guarding Zone policy should provide guidance on development. Any 
proposals should take into account the principles of the Water 
Framework Directive and River Basin Management Plan for the Severn 
River basin unit as prepared by the Environment Agency. 
Water Supply. When specific detail of planned development location 
and sizes are available a site specific assessment of the capacity of our 
water supply network could be made. Any assessment will involve 
carrying out a network analysis exercise to investigate any potential 
impacts. We would not anticipate capacity problems within the urban 
areas of our network, any issues can be addressed through reinforcing 
our network. However, the ability to support significant development 
in the rural areas is likely to have a greater impact and require greater 
reinforcement to accommodate greater demands.  
Water Efficiency. Building Regulation requirements specify that new 
homes must consume no more than 125 litres of water per person per 
day. We recommend that you consider taking an approach of 
installing specifically designed water efficient fittings in all areas of the 
property rather than focus on the overall consumption of the 
property. This should help to achieve a lower overall consumption 
than the maximum volume specified in the Building Regulations.  
We recommend that in all cases you consider: 
ω{ƛƴƎƭŜ ŦƭǳǎƘ ǎƛǇƘƻƴ ǘƻƛƭŜǘ ŎƛǎǘŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ those with a volume of 4 litres. 
ω{ƘƻǿŜǊǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ Ŧƭƻǿ 
rate of 8 litres per minute. 
ωIŀƴŘ ǿŀǎƘ ōŀǎƛƴ ǘŀǇǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻǿ Ŧƭƻǿ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ п ƭƛǘǊŜǎ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎΦ  
ω²ŀǘŜǊ ōǳǘǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƎŀǊŘŜƴǎΦ 
We hope this provides you with useful information and look forward 
in receiving your detailed proposals at your earliest convenience. 
Dawn Williams, Water Efficiency and Growth Advisor 
growth.development@severntrent.co.uk 

The following organisations and individuals did not comment 

 1 HAC. mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk  

2 S Staffs. Water developerservices@south-staffs-water.co.uk   

3 National Grid  Nationalgrid.Enquiries@nationalgrid.com  Acknowledged  

4 Primary School admin2@whittington.staffs.sch.uk  

5 MP michael.fabricant.mp@parliament.uk  

6 LDC Councillor robstrachan@o2email.co.uk  /ŎΩŘ ōȅ [5/ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 

7 SCC Councillor agwhite@talk21.com  

8 Wig./Hopwas PC clerk@wiggintonandhopwas.co.uk  

9 Fradley &                  
Streethay PC 

clerk@fradleystreethay.staffslc.gov.uk  

10 Elford PC Clerk@elfordpc.co.uk  

mailto:mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk
mailto:developerservices@south-staffs-water.co.uk
mailto:Nationalgrid.Enquiries@nationalgrid.com
mailto:admin2@whittington.staffs.sch.uk
mailto:michael.fabricant.mp@parliament.uk
mailto:robstrachan@o2email.co.uk
mailto:agwhite@talk21.com
mailto:clerk@wiggintonandhopwas.co.uk
mailto:clerk@fradleystreethay.staffslc.gov.uk
mailto:Clerk@elfordpc.co.uk
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11 Lichfield City  Clerk@elfordpc.co.uk  

12Woodhouse Fm. thewalledgardenatwoodhousefarm@gmail.com  

13 Lyalvale roger@lyalvaleexpress.com NB the status of this site was 
determined by the Appeal Dismissal in Feb. 2017. 

 

14 Swan 
Allotments  

Letter William Shepherd, 48 Birmingham Road, Coleshill, B46 1DD 
(landowner) 

 

13 BirminghamLEP   

 

The Steering Group then approved substantive amendments to Policies DP2 and AB1 and agreed 
that they should be sent to Lichfield District Council and the DIO/DMS for consideration prior to 
being incorporated in the Submission Version of the Plan. These amendments are set out below, 
with relevant changes shown in red, along with emails indicating the agreement of the two 
organisations to them. 

 

 

 

 

Existing Policy DP2 amended for inclusion as a Community Proposal (DP CP1 Local considerations 
for proposed locations for new housing development). 

Explanation This Community Proposal informally sets out the priorities which the Parish has 
provided to support small scale development and could be considered by the District Council in 
determining applications in accordance with Local Plan Strategy Core Policy 6: Housing Delivery and 
to sit alongside the Whittington specific policies (Whit. 1 to Whit. 4). It also recognises the primacy 
of the emerging Local Plan Allocations document in identifying locations to meet the housing 
requirement.  The intention is to identify local considerations, based on the consultation and 
evidence gathering for this Neighbourhood Plan, to complement strategic level site selection by the 
District Council. The intention is that small-scale infill sites within the village settlement boundary 
will be supported to provide new housing. It is accepted that in addition, a modest growth around 
the village will be needed to meet Local Plan requirements and that sites beyond the village 
boundary will be needed, including some Green Belt land. The objective is to maintain a self-
contained community, with clear physical boundaries, complementing the character of the village. 
 

Community Proposal CPDP1 Local considerations for proposed locations for new housing 
development 
 
In conjunction with the strategic context provided by the adopted Local Plan Core Policy 6 (Housing 
Delivery), local considerations for proposed locations for new housing developments have been 
identified. These are as follows:   

- Prioritise the development of sites within the village or appropriate brownfield land where this can 
meet other policies on design character, residential amenity and highway safety. 

mailto:Clerk@elfordpc.co.uk
mailto:thewalledgardenatwoodhousefarm@gmail.com
mailto:roger@lyalvaleexpress.com
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- Minimise the release of land from the Green Belt 

- Take account of factors including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land quality, intrusion into open countryside, a reduction in the separation between 
Whittington and Fisherwick and the loss of important views identified in the Village Plan. 

- Respect the historic character and setting of Whittington village to preserve and enhance the 
Conservation Area and its setting, and for density, layout and design to reflect the surroundings. 

- Proximity and/or walking and cycling routes to shops, community facilities, school & bus stops. 

- Avoid adding to existing problems of traffic flow, parking and pedestrian safety. 

- The loss of national and locally designated wildlife habitats and where it is practicable to retain 
significant hedgerows and trees. 

- Maintain and where possible improve, existing public rights of way. 

- Support community infrastructure and where necessary improve it. 
 
These are not set out as formal planning criteria and their fulfilment does not imply the 
acceptability of development, especially at a scale beyond that which is set out in the Local Plan 
housing requirement of 30 to 110 new houses over the plan period 
 

 
Strategic Aims: The Policy contributes to the delivery of Strategic Aims 1 (Housing) and 2 (Design)  
Application of Community Proposal CPDP1  
 
It is considered that a hierarchy of decision making should be adopted, with priority afforded to 
exploiting key sites within the village where development is already planned.  Secondary priority 
should be given to carefully considered infill developments, appropriately scaled brownfield 
development.  It is recognised that other locations, currently in the Green Belt, will needed but that 
this is a matter to be addressed by the District Council in the emerging Site Allocations Document.   
 
The criteria on local character (including design, layout and density), reflect the desire for new 
housing locations to be in keeping with and enhance the rural character of the village.  This is in line 
ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ мн ƻŦ [5/Ωǎ [ƻŎŀƭ tƭŀƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭΥ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
quality and character of the countryside, landscapes and villages by ensuring that development 
meets identified rural development needs and contributes positively to countryside character 
through ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέΦ  ¢ƘŜ нлмо tŀǊƛǎƘ tƭŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
relationship of development to the surrounding landscape is critical.  New development should 
seek to preserve the rural aspect of approaches to the Parish and consequently, the density of 
housing in such areas should be lower and in keeping with existing density levels within the parish. 
 
It is important that the infrastructure of the village is not over-loaded. For an existing community to 
grow in a socially and economically sustainable way, development should be integrated into the 
village over time, with services, facilities and transport developing to match the growth. The aim 
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will be to work with the District Council on infrastructure delivery which will need to evolve to 
accommodate the impact of new housing and population growth. The intention is for future 
growth to be supported with essential facilities, to ensure the existing quality of life enjoyed by 
residents is not reduced. Further developments must ensure that there is no overstretching of 
these facilities. Community infrastructure enhancement should, therefore, be considered an 
integral part of any development of significant size. The former would include, for example, the 
ŘƻŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǎǳǊƎŜǊȅΣ ƘƻǎǇƛŎŜΣ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀƴd day nursery; voluntary organisations such as 
community halls and their users; and shops, pubs and locally based professionals and trade 
specialists.  As the impact of each is likely to differ a careful balance will need to be struck in each 
case when evaluating the potential benefits and/or disadvantages of any planned future 
development. 

The criteria on accessibility and highway safety are intended to ensure that sites are well connected 
to village facilities services and to avoid adding to existing traffic and highway safety problems. 
Those on services will ensure that environmental standards can be met. 
 
You told us: There is little support for large scale developments but there is recognition of the need 
for more dwellings, notably family or affordable homes. Surveys indicated strong local support for 
maintaining the village atmosphere and its historical character. Many feel we must preserve the 
existing Green Belt areas as far as is possible. (Sources: Lichfield/CABE consultation, Parish Plan and 
Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaires, and the Developers Day May 2015). Some residents expressed 
concern about the impact of simultaneous HS2 construction activity and housing development. 
 
Evidence Base/Local Plan Policy:  Local Plan 41 6.1 Physical and 41 6.2 Strategic Infrastructure, plus 
Policies Whit 1 to Whit 4 and the 2013 Parish Plan. 
 
 
Related amendments to the text of the NP - Assessment of possible locations for new housing 
 
2.17 The Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance with legislation and the regulations, does not seek to 
make any specific proposals for the alteration of the Green Belt to accommodate new 
development. In addition, it does not include site specific allocations for new housing. However, to 
inform the approach for the identification of new housing sites in the emerging Local Plan 
Allocations document, the Neighbourhood Plan includes a description of the conclusions reached 
from local consultation, discussions with developers and landowners. Appendix G includes the 
details of engagement with landowners and developer. 
 
The conclusion of the Neighbourhood Plan based local consultation is that ά{Ƴŀƭƭ-scale infill 
redevelopment within the Whittington village settlement boundary will be supported to provide 
new housing. However, it is accepted that in addition, a modest growth around the village may be 
needed to meet Lichfield District Local Plan requirements and that some sites beyond the village 
boundary may need to be identified, potentially including a small amount of Green Belt. Whilst 
maintaining a self-contained community, with clear physical boundaries to complement the 
ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΧΧΦ ǘƘŜ highest priority should be afforded to exploiting key sites within the 
village where development is already planned.  Secondary priority should be given to carefully 
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considered infill developments, appropriately scaled brownfield development and/or appropriate 
conversion of redundant buildings outside village boundaries but within the parish.  Limited low 
density, high quality, development in Green Belt land adjacent to existing settlement boundaries 
should, subject to a proven demand for additional housing stock, be given lower tertiary ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅέΦ 
 
Based on the assessment and the District Council Committee report, the Neighbourhood Plan 
recognises the following potential locations for new housing.  However, whilst they are in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), neither that or this Neighbourhood Plan 
show a preference for or, commitment to, any of the locations. 

- Former Youth Centre, Main Street, Whittington, (within the village). 
- Land at Chapel Lane & Blacksmith Lane, Whittington, (within the village). 
- Land off Back Lane. 
- Land off Huddlesford Lane. 
- Land off Common Lane, north and west of the Primary School. 
- Land off Common Lane, north and east of the Primary School, adjoining the built-up 

area. 
 
However, it is a clear principle of the Neighbourhood Plan that the amount of new housing is based 
on the adopted Local plan - that is within a range of 30 to 110 dwellings but acknowledging that 
something near the upper figure needs to be achieved. Taking account of 19 new houses that have 
been built or have planning permission, the net requirement is for 91 dwellings. The above sites 
could accommodate up to 160 dwellings and so not all will be needed and the scale of 
development on some could be reduced. This plan includes an informal Community Proposal 
(CDDP1) which sets out local considerations for the choices that are to be made. At the same time 
as satisfying numerical needs it is hoped that these choices will meet local needs and preferences, 
reflect local character, support community infrastructure and avoid adding to existing traffic and 
highway safety problems. It is not, however, intended to set out formal planning criteria and so the 
fulfilment of the local considerations does not imply the acceptability of development, especially at 
a scale beyond that set out in the Local Plan. 

Suggested amended wording for Policies CFOS4 & AB1  

Based on the comments/objections submitted by the Defence Infrastructure Organisation the 
following changes are suggested to Policies CFOS 4 and AB1. 

 
Policy CFOS 4 Existing Open Spaces and Proposed Local Green Spaces 
 

Explanation: The NPPF has an emphasis on ensuring better quality and accessibility of existing 
open spaces. It underlines the importance of open spaces and sports and recreation in contributing 
to the health and well-being of communities. The retention and enhancement of open spaces is 
supported by Sport England and Natural England.  This is reflected in the Local Plan and the open 
space strategies of District Council. According to the Lichfield Open Space Assessment 2012, 
Whittington is one of four settlements identified as having a quantitative deficiency and with poor 
accessibility to open spaces. Therefore, existing open space, which is of good quality and enjoyed 
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by local people, is to be protected and opportunities are taken for improvements in conjunction 
with new development.  
 

Subject to MoD operation needs, the local community has access to some of the playing fields 
available at the Defence Medical Services site. This is much valued but is it recognised that the land 
cannot reasonably be designated as public open space under this policy. It is, however, hoped that 
the permissive use can continue and it is cross referenced in Policy AB1.   
 

Two sites are proposed to be designated as Local Green Spaces (LGS).  Consultation showed that 
people place a high value on the relationship between the village, the countryside and on the open 
spaces that help to define the landscape and character of the area. Designation would be in accordance 
with the NPPF (Para. 76) whereby local communities can identify green areas of particular importance 
to them for special protection. The proposed designations are also in accordance with Para. 77 of the 
NPPF:  
- They are in reasonably close proximity to the community 

- They are special to the local community and hold significance related to history and/or recreation 

- The areas are local in character and are not extensive tracts of land 
 

The linked areas of Swan Park and the allotments off Swan Road are well used and much appreciated by 
local people, but the land is leased to the Parish Council and although in the Green belt the 
continuation of the current uses is subject to some doubt. LGS designation will protect the land from 
alternative use. 
 

 

Policy CFOS 4: Existing Open Spaces 
 

Existing open spaces and recreation facilities will be protected from development. Proposals 
which would reduce the quality or quantity of these facilities may only be permitted where the 
existing facilities are reπprovided to a better quality or quantity in a location agreed by the Parish 
Council. The areas of land covered by this policy (shown on the Proposal Map (Whittington Inset): 
include: 
A - Bit End Field including the bowling green  
B - Jubilee Park 
C - Whittington Cricket club ground 
D - The Croft 
E - Swan Park 
F - Noddington Park 
G - Allotments off Swan Road  
H - The Village Green 
In addition, the Parish Council will use opportunities provided by development - related funding, 
from the Community Infrastructure Levy (and other external funding), to improve existing open 
spaces. 
(E- Swan Park and G - Swan Rd. Allotments are proposed to be designated as Local Green Spaces 
and development will only be permitted in the Local Green Spaces where it is compatible with the 
aims and objectives of the designation.) 
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Strategic Aims: The Policy contributes to the delivery of Strategic Aim 5 (Community Facilities). 
 

Application of Policy CFOS 4: These spaces are protected in line with the NPPF and in recognition 
of the local pressure on open space, of which there is a shortfall. They contribute to the quality of 
life for local residents and to the physical character of the village.  The Parish Council will strive to 
ensure that open space is provided as part of new development and it will support proposals and 
funding bids to enhance open space and recreation facilities as and when opportunities emerge. 
The /L[ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴΩ όнр҈ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ƳŀŘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ƛƴ Ǉƭŀce). 
 

You told us: Parks need updating with new equipment. Village services will need enhancing to deal 
an increased population. Development that increases recreational amenities could be positive 
move. (Sources Neighbourhood Plan Questionnaire, Wednesday Club & Mothers and Toddlers 
Surveys). 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Evidence Base/Local Plan Policy: Local Plan (6.1) Social & Community, Vision for Whittington and 
Policy WHIT2: Lichfield Open Space Assessment 2012. Parish Plan P28 Leisure and Facilities). 
 
Policy AB1: Defence Medical Services (DMS) 
 
Explanation: DMS Whittington is home to the Headquarters Surgeon Generals Department and co-
located with Joint Medical Command. The primary role of the DMS is to ensure that service 
personnel are ready and medically fit to go where they are required in the UK and throughout the 
world. The DMS encompass the entire medical, dental, nursing, allied health professionals, 
paramedic and support personnel. Large numbers of people (military and civilian) are employed at 
the complex and it has an inevitable impact on the environment which gives rise to planning issues 
that it is reasonable to consider through a positively worded Neighbourhood Plan policy, in 
conjunction with the relevant local plan policy. The policy is also intended to cover, the Museum of 
the Staffordshire Regiment which is located adjacent to DMS Whittington. It is open all year and 
attracts numerous visitors annually. There are plans, subject to funding, for an expansion of the 
museum on the current site. 
 

Policy AB1: Defence Medical Services (DMS) 
Proposals for development within the existing Defence Medical Services (DMS) complex and the 
Museum of the Staffordshire Regiment will be supported provided that all practical measures are 
taken to avoid or minimise adverse impact on nearby houses and businesses and the wider 
community arising from: 
- Increased traffic; 
- Reduction in security; 
- Noise and disturbance; 
- Light pollution (including longer views of the complex). 
In addition, measures to maintain existing permissive access to playing fields and the hall on the 
site (off Chester Road) which are used by the local community, will be supported. 

 
Strategic Aims: The Policy contributes to the delivery of Strategic Aims 3 (Environment & 
Landscape) and 4 (Traffic & Movement). 
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Application of Policy AB 1 
 

It is recognised that the adopted Local Plan Core Policy 7: Employment & Economic Development 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ Ƨƻōǎ ƛƴ ƪŜȅ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΧΦ 
the medical technologies sector (especially relating to the development of the Defence Medical 
Services site at Whittington). Locally, the national (cross services) role that is played by Defence 
Medical Services (DMS) is acknowledged and appreciated by the Parish Council and it is recognised 
that some development may be necessary within the existing complex in the future to maintain or 
enhance facilities. The intention of this Neighbourhood Plan policy is to work positively alongside 
higher level polices and national defence needs to draw attention to local factors that need to be 
considered in development proposals.  
 
In addition, the recreational and community value of the playing fields and the meeting hall on the 
site is locally appreciated and if possible, the permissive access to these facilities should be 
maintained. 
 
You told us: (Not Applicable) 
 
Evidence Base/Local Plan Policy: The NPPF and the adopted Local Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further discussions with and responses from Lichfield District Council and Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation (DMS) on amendments to DP2 and AB1 (Copies of e-mails) 
 
1 Lichfield District Council 
 
Apologies for the delay in my response I have been on leave and are extremely busy as we have 
commenced the consultation on the Land Allocations DPD. Thank you for considering our 
representation. I consider the amended approach to DP2 now brings it more in line with the 
adopted Local Plan and consider it is likely the proposed change which removes the policy status 
but retains the information from the community negates the need for SEA, however you may wish 
to request that the screening process is undertaken again to allow the other statutory consultees 
to have the chance to consider it. I would also suggest one further minor revision to CP DP1 which 
ƛǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ōŜƭƻǿ Ψ/ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƻƴ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦ ǎƛǘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻΩ όŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ 
below) as this enables the criteria to be considered in a positive manner.  

- Consider on-site and off-site measures which avoid adding to existing problems of traffic flow, 
parking and pedestrian safety. 
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Please note it will be necessary for the Neighbourhood Plan Group to formally request us to 
undertake a further screening exercise in order to comply with the  Regulations for submission and 
redo the work and consultations etc.  

!ǇƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭŀȅ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ƛŦ L Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
hesitate to get in touch. 

Heidi Hollins MRTPI Spatial Policy and Delivery Officer Lichfield District Council  

 

2 Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DMS) 

From: Gareth Hyde [mailto:gazmalloy@gmail.com]  
Sent: 25 April 2017 19:01 
To: clive keble <clive.keble@btinternet.com> 
Subject: Re: FW: 20170424-suggested amends 

Hi Clive,  Think we have an excellent outcome here. Happy with Heidis comments as well regarding 
SEA. With regard to the Lichfield District Council comments, who do we need to re submit too? 
Garry and Chris 

 On Tue, Apr 25, 2017 at 11:10 AM, clive keble <clive.keble@btinternet.com> wrote: 

Hello again both. See attached and below, this too seems a good outcome to me ς are you happy 
for me to include his suggested amendments? 

From: clive keble [mailto:clive.keble@btinternet.com]  
Sent: 25 April 2017 11:11 
To: DIO SEE-EPS PTCP4 (Sanderson, Rob Mr) 
Subject: RE: 20170424-suggested amends 

 Thank Rob, 

 I will forward this to the SG , but I do not foresee any problems in making the suggested changes. 

  

From: DIO SEE-EPS PTCP4 (Sanderson, Rob Mr) [mailto:DIOSEE-EPSPTCP4@mod.uk]  
Sent: 24 April 2017 11:55 
To: 'clive keble' <clive.keble@btinternet.com> 
Subject: 20170424-suggested amends 

Clive, 

Thank you for consulting us on these suggested amendments and apologies again for the delay in 
replyingΦ hƴ ŀ Ψ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǇǊŜƧǳŘƛŎŜΩ ōŀǎƛǎΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ 
acceptable to MOD. I have suggested a couple of amendments, but only the second is significant 

mailto:gazmalloy@gmail.com
mailto:clive.keble@btinternet.com
mailto:clive.keble@btinternet.com
mailto:clive.keble@btinternet.com
mailto:DIOSEE-EPSPTCP4@mod.uk
mailto:clive.keble@btinternet.com
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and that was intended to clarify the intention of the policy rather than change it. The willingness of 
the Parish Council to work positively with MOD is appreciated. Thanks again. 

 Rob 
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Annex 1 ς Neighbourhood Plan Area designation application letter

 


