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Representation
1 To which Main Modification does this representation relate?
Paragraph:
Modification Number:

Third paragraph of Policy SS1 (The Spatial Strategy)
MM26

2 Do you Consider the modification is?
Legally Compliant
Positively Prepared
Justified
Consistent with national policy
Complies with the Duty to Co-operate

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

3 Please give details of why you consider the Main Modification is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
If you wish to support the Main Modification, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to paragraphs 1 to 25 of the attached document entitled “Lichfield Civic Society
– Consultation response regarding proposed main modification MM26 – The Spatial Strategy
(Policy SS1) – to the Tamworth Borough Council Local Plan (2006-2031)”

4 Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Main
Modification legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s) that you have
identified in Q2 where this relates to soundness.

NONE. The Lichfield Civic Society supports Main Modification MM26 as presented.

Chairman, Lichfield Civic Society
23rd October 2015
Please note:
(i) This representation incorporates the Society’s comments regarding Examination library
document EX26 (Greater Birmingham & Solihull LEP – Strategic Housing Needs Study
(SNHS) Stage 3 Report)
(ii) The Lichfield Civic Society would appreciate the opportunity to participate in any future
hearings sessions covering policy SS1 / unmet cross-boundary development needs.

Lichfield Civic Society – Consultation response regarding proposed main modification MM26 –
The Spatial Strategy (Policy SS1) – to the Tamworth Borough Council Local Plan (2006-2031)

SYNOPSIS
1

In commenting on the Tamworth Borough local plan the Lichfield Civic Society wishes to ensure that:
(a) there is an unambiguous basis for assessing Tamworth’s unmet housing need1 which is clearly
distinguishable from its housing shortfall2 ;
(b) that a uniform evaluation process should be applied across all local authorities in the Housing
Market Area to seek the most sustainable locations for additional housing; and
(c) that in considering further Green Belt land releases, the “exceptional circumstances”3 test
should be applied consistently across all local authorities in the Housing Market Area.

2

The Lichfield Civic Society supports Main Modification MM26 to the Spatial Strategy (Policy SS1). We
believe this modification rectifies the policy wording in the submitted plan. In reaching this conclusion
we have taken the following into account:
(a) That main modification MM26 requires that an early plan review, if an additional 825 homes and
14 hectares of employment land cannot be accommodated by Lichfield District and North
Warwickshire Borough Councils;
(b) That main modification MM27 recognises that an early plan review may require that current
Green Belt land is released for development; and
(c) That main modification MM08 recognises the importance of ecological sites which are in close
proximity to proposed development sites. Consequently policy EN4 (protecting and enhancing
biodiversity) has been strengthened as suggested by Natural England.

3

We believe a direct link exists between adding 1,000 homes to Lichfield District’s housing target (to
assist Cannock Chase District & Tamworth Borough Councils) and the subsequent main modification
to the Lichfield District local plan which allocated sites for an additional 900 homes at Cricket lane and
Dean Slade farm. These sites were removed from the City’s Green Belt.

4

We endorse the position taken by Lichfield District Council in the Examination to date:
(a) That Tamworth Borough Council “needs to apply a more flexible approach to the consideration of
its Green Belt sites, particularly given the fact that it is reliant upon its neighbouring authorities to
accommodate its overspill”4 ; and
(b) That Tamworth Borough Council did not properly apply the “exceptional circumstances” test
because it failed to consider the sustainability credentials of potential Green Belt sites5 .

5

The Society’s view is that main modifications MM26/MM27 address these concerns adequately as
potential Green Belt sites should be considered in any early review of the Borough’s local plan.
(cont.)

1

Tamworth’s unmet housing need = Tamworth’s housing shortfall minus surplus provision elsewhere in the Housing Market
Area
2
per MM26 the housing shortfall is 825 homes
3
NPPF paragraph 83
4
Response to question 7.1 – Lichfield District Council MATTER 7 hearing statement
5
Response to question 7.2 – Lichfield District Council MATTER 7 hearing statement
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6

We believe that Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) have been met in full across Lichfield,
Cannock Chase and Tamworth local authorities – refer paragraphs 14 to 18 below. Therefore
identifying sites for the additional 825 homes (to which Main Modification MM26 refers) is not a matter
of soundness.

CONSULTATION COMMENTS
Implications of the Strategic Housing Needs Study (SHNS) – Stage 3 Report
7

The Inspector has indicated that he is accepting comments on the SHNS Stage3 reports (Ref: EX26).

8

The primary purpose of the SHNS is to determine the scale of the unmet housing need (using a
common time scale [2011-2031], a common methodology and the most up to date household growth
data from the DCLG). The SHNS will also recommend the extent to which each local authority should
boost its housing trajectory in order to address the unmet housing need.

9

The Society believes that the SHNS Stage 3 reports affects the determination of the unmet housing
need (across the Housing Market Area) and the best approach to address it:
(a) The report suggests that housing delivery targets (across Cannock Chase, Lichfield and
Tamworth local authorities) are at least 1,202 homes (7.4%) above expected rates of household
growth , i.e. housing needs have been met in full across the three authorities. For more details
refer paragraph 15 below.
(b) The report suggest alternative strategies to boost housing delivery within Tamworth Borough’s
boundaries – refer paragraphs 11 to 13 below;
(c) Birmingham City Council have relied on the SHNS to raise their assessed housing need by 9,000
homes to 89,000 homes (2011-2031) and increased their overspill housing requirement by a
corresponding amount to 37,900 homes. Refer Figure 3 below.
(d) Outside major metropolitan boroughs household formation rates have generally slowed, mainly
due to lower than expected levels of outward migration from authorities such as Birmingham.
This creates additional headroom, within existing housing targets, to absorb unmet housing need
from elsewhere in the Housing Market Area.

10

The Society suggests that Tamworth’s unmet housing need of 825 homes should be addressed via the
SHNS process and be treated as a component of the overall shortfall of circa 35,000 homes across the
“Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area” – refer Table 2. The “Greater Birmingham Housing Market
Area” has been subdivided into the the Birmingham sub-market area (housing shortfall of circa 31,000
homes – refer Figure 2 below) and the Black Country sub-market area (housing shortfall of circa 3,000
homes – refer Figure 4 below).
(cont.)
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Alternative strategies to address unmet housing needs
11

The SHNS Stage 3 report list a number of options6 which are under consideration to address unmet
housing needs across the Housing Market Area.
• Intensification – the potential to provide more homes per hectare.
• Urban Extensions – increasing the scale of urban extensions within development plans and
considering sites for additional urban extentions.
• Public Transport Corridors – adding additional housing along these corridors to minimise the
investment in transport infrastructure and discourage unsustainable cross-boundary commuting
patterns.
• Future Jobs and Enterprise Option – The co-location of housing and employment opportunities.
• Dispersed Growth – A more flexible approach to smaller settlements and villages.
• New Towns – New settlement options.

12

We believe that a number of these strategies are applicable to Tamworth, either directly or indirectly.
By introducing Main Modification MM26 (Spatial Strategy) and MM27 (Green Belt) an early plan review
affords an opportunity for Tamworth to boost its house building trajectory and thereby reduce the
unmet housing need across the Housing Market Area. We suggest that the Tamworth Borough Local
Plan should, depending on the findings of the SHNS study, be reviewable on the same terms as other
participants in the joint study.

13

An early plan review is also an opportunity to consider if the Borough’s housing supply will be
increased by recent Government initiatives, e.g. improving financial viability through reduced S106
obligations (starter homes for sale vs affordable housing for rent), automatic permission in principle on
brownfield sites, the extension of permitted development rights (e.g. offices to residential), etc.
(cont.)

6

SHNS Stage 3 report, chapers 4 to 9
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Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) – Southern Staffordshire Districts Housing Market Area
14

Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) were assessed in 20127 and updated in 20148 , using a
Housing Market Area limited to the geographic boundaries of of Cannock Chase, Lichfield and
Tamworth local authorities. Birmingham City Council’s view and the (interim) view of the Inspector
examining their development plan is that the geographic area of the “Greater Birmingham Housing
Market Area”9 comprises 14 local authorities including Cannock Chase, Lichfield and Tamworth.
Table 1: Housing need and supply (2011-2031) – Southern Staffordshire HMA
Annual

2011-2031

2011-2031

Supply
Dwellings
(’000)

Supply
Dwellings
(’000)

HH Growth
Households
(’000)

2011-2031
Surplus /
Shortfall
Dwellings
(’000)

0.210
0.459
0.235
0.904
0.177
0.846

4.200
9.180
4.700
18.080
3.540
16.920

5.671
6.431
4.116
16.218
4.116
16.218

-1.471
2.749
0.584
1.862
-0.576
0.702

Cannock Chase
Lichfield
Tamworth (SHNS supply is pre MM26)
Total Southern Staffordshire HMA
Tamworth (MM26 supply = 177dpa)
Total Southern Staffs HMA incl. MM26
Source: [green text] SHNS Stage 3 report (Table 2.2)
Source: Household Growth, Table 3 below

As shown in Table 1 above and Figure 1 below, there is a housing supply surplus of at least 702 homes
across the Cannock Chase, Lichfield and Tamworth. After including the 500 homes already agreed
with North Warwickshire Borough Council this rises to 1,202 homes, or 7.4% above 2012-based rates
of household growth. Main Modification MM26 will add a further 825 homes.
Figure 1: Household Growth in Southern Staffs HMA per recent DCLG projections
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Source: DCLG Household Projections by District (Table 406)
Southern Staffordshire HMA = Cannock Chase, Lichfield & Tamworth
7

Examination Library ref: B4 – Southern Staffordshire housing needs study and SHMA update, 2012
Examination Library ref: B10 – Southern Staffordshire housing needs study update, 2014
9
The “Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area” is defined in paragraph 19 below
8
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16

It should also be noted, that the adopted plans for Lichfield (2008-2029) and Cannock Chase
(2006-2028) have targets which will deliver homes at a rate of 478dpa and 241dpa respectively. If
these authorities managed to maintain that rate up to 2031 and Tamworth delivered 177dpa then the
20 year (2011-2031) supply figure would be 17,920 homes, a surplus of 1,702 homes over the
2012-based household projection.

17

Unmet housing need assessment should consider land availability & historic over/under delivery
across whole of HMA – As has been pointed out above, unmet housing need and housing shortfall
are not the same. While the latter is the difference between assessed needs and housing supply
targets, the former includes actual housing delivery rates (which may be above or below target) and the
extent to which land availability supports delivery rates in excess of Local Plan housing trajectories.

18

We believe a number of factors need to be taken into account in arriving at an assessment of the
unmet housing need across the whole of the housing market area. These are:
(a) Certain authorities, e.g. Lichfield, have expressed their housing target as a minimum. This is not
reflected in the SHNS Stage 3 report;
(b) Housing land availability (aggregate of SHLAA’s across HMA) may indicate that delivery rates in
excess of targets are possible;
(c) Local Plans assess windfalls on a prudent basis. Where actual delivery rates are higher these
can be taken into account;
(d) Land may already have been set aside where Liverpool/Sedgefield supply backlogs are included
in 5-year land housing land supply calculations. There will be a double count if some authorities
use 2008-based projections (higher inward migration) while Birmingham uses 2012-based
projections (lower outward migration);

Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) – Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area
19

The interim findings of the Inspector examining the Birmingham development plan conclude that
Cannock Chase, Lichfield & Tamworth lie within Birmingham’s Housing Market Area. His interim
findings letter states:
• That the “Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area” comprises 14 local authorities, which the
SHNS Stage 3 report has sub-divided into the Birmingham sub-market (Birmingham,
Bromsgrove, Cannock, Lichfield, Redditch, Solihull, Tamworth North Warwickshire &
Stratford-on-Avon) and the Black Country sub-market (Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall,
Wolverhampton & South Staffordshire);
• That Birmingham City Council accepts that the the Strategic Housing Needs Study (SHNS)
“provides a sounder basis ... for assessing the housing need in Birmingham and across the
Housing Market Area”10 .
(cont.)

10

paragraph 5 Inspector’s Interim Findings, 05/Jan/2015 – Birmingham Development Plan Examination
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20

Table 2 below compares the housing supply (per the SNHS stage 3 report) with the housing demand
(DCLG 2012-based household projections). It reveals a housing shortfall of 34,648 homes across the
14 local authorities within the “Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area”. It should be noted that
while the Inspector examining the Birmingham plan has expressed an (interim) view accepting that
Birmingham’s Housing Market Area (HMA) area extends over 13 other local authorities, the final
examination reports into the Lichfield and Cannock Chase local plan examinations have accepted a
much smaller HMA area which is confined the boundaries of Cannock Chase, Lichfield and Tamworth
local authorities (who commissioned the study).
Table 2: Housing need and supply (2011-2031) – Greater Birmingham HMA
Annual
Supply
Dwellings
(’000)

2011-2031
Supply
Dwellings
(’000)

2011-2031
HH Growth
Households
(’000)

2011-2031
Shortfall
Dwellings
(’000)

5.209
3.267
8.476

104.180
65.340
169.520

135.633
68.535
204.168

-31.453
-3.195
-34.648
-37.572
2.924

Birmingham sub-market
Black Country sub-market
Total Housing Market Area
Per SHNS Stage 3 report (Table 2.2)
Overstatement of supply shortfall
Source: [green text] SHNS Stage 3 report (Table 2.2)
Source: DCLG (2012-based) Household Growth, Table 3 below

21

Most of this shortfall (31,453 homes – refer Figure 2 below) arises in the Birmingham sub-market, with
Birmingham itself setting a housing target which is 37,900 homes below Birmingham City Council’s
own assessment of housing need – refer Figure 3 below.
Figure 2: Household Growth in Birmingham sub-market area per recent DCLG projections
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Source: DCLG Household Projections by District (Table 406)
Birmingham sub-market = Birmingham, Bromsgrove, Cannock, Lichfield,
Redditch, Solihull, Tamworth, North Warwickshire & Stratford-on-Avon

22

It comes as no surprise that the dominant cause of household formation, for Lichfield, Cannock Chase
and Tamworth local authorities, is a net rate of net outward migration from large urban authorities
(principally from Birmingham).
(cont.)
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23

Figure 3 below shows the extent to which the housing shortfall in Birmingham (37,900 homes shortfall)
dominated the shortfall across the Birmingham sub-market area (31,453 homes shortfall). The Greater
Birmingham & Solihull LEP’s Strategic Housing needs study is looking at a number of alternative
strategies (refer paragraphs 11 to 13 above), which will hopefully limit the scale of the overspill and
seek to select the most sustainable locations and strategies to address the housing shortfall.
Figure 3: Household Growth in Birmingham per recent DCLG projections
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Source: DCLG Household Projections by District (Table 406)

24

The Black Country Core Strategy was prepared jointly by Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall and
Wolverhampton local authorities. It pre-dates the NPPF and its housing target derived from the now
defunct West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) (emerging RSS Phase 2 report). Figure 4
below shows that the RSS housing target was a very good estimate, with only a minor housing
shortfall in the Black Country sub-market.
Figure 4: Household Growth in Black Country sub-market per recent DCLG projections
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Source: DCLG Household Projections by District (Table 406)
Black Country sub-market = Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton & South Staffordshire

25

For ease of reference the DCLG’s 2012-based household projections, covering the “Greater
Birmingham Housing Market Area” (2011-2031), are set out in Table 3 below.
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Table 3: Latest Household Growth rates (2011-2031) per DCLG 2012 projection
2011
Households
(’000)

2031
Households
(’000)

Increase
Households
(’000)

411.195
38.360
40.761
41.349
34.740
86.167
31.649
25.862
52.099
762.182
130.013
121.866
107.918
102.328
44.547
506.672
1,268.854

496.952
44.018
46.432
47.780
38.649
98.028
35.765
29.059
61.132
897.815
142.139
147.801
123.317
113.396
48.554
575.207
1,473.022

85.757

Birmingham
Bromsgrove
Cannock Chase
Lichfield
Redditch
Solihull
Tamworth
North Warwickshire
Stratford-on-Avon
Birmingham sub-market
Dudley
Sandwell
Walsall
Wolverhampton
South Staffordshire
Black Country sub-market
Total Housing Market Area
Per SHNS Stage 3 report (Table 2.1)
Overstatement of growth projection

5.671
6.431

4.116

135.633

68.535
204.168
210.482
6.314

Source: DCLG (Table 406) Household Projections by District

END OF STATEMENT

SCHEDULE OF ENCLOSURES
1. Lichfield Civic Society leaflet – added in response to questions on first page concerning
“Groups”. Tamworth Borough Council say these are to “inform the Inspector ... the basis on
which they [i.e. representations] are made”. [our addition]
2. Tamworth Borough Council Spatial Strategy Policy (SS1) – prior to inserting MM26, early
review clause for unmet housing need.
3. Tamworth Borough Council Green Belt Policy (EN2) – prior to inserting MM27, potential
Strategic Green Belt review to address unmet housing need.
4. Tamworth Borough Council Main Modification (MM26) – early review clause if unmet housing
need is not addressed through the Duty to Cooperate process.
5. Tamworth Borough Council Main Modification (MM27) – due to MM26, Green Belt boundaries
not necessarily fixed for life of Plan.
6. Birmingham City Council letter, from Waheed Nazir 20 March 2014 – Local Plan reviews to
include further necessary revisions to Green Belt(s).
7. Birmingham Development Plan Main Modification (PMM2) – early review clause.
8. Lichfield District Local Plan Main Modification (MM1) – early review clause.
9. Lichfield District Council MATTER 7 hearing statement – “The Green Belt and other physical
constraints on new housing” (June 2015).
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GIFT AID DECLARATION
Thanks to the Government Gift Aid Scheme,
the value of your giving to the Charity can be
increased. All you need do is to read, sign, and
date the declaration below.
Please treat as Gift Aid donation my membership
fee and all other qualifying gifts of money that
I make to Lichfield Civic Society on and after
the date of this declaration. I confirm I have
paid or will pay an amount of Income Tax and/or
Capital Gains Tax for each tax year (6 April to 5
April) that is at least equal to the amount of tax
that all charities or Community Amateur Sports
Clubs (CASCs) that I donate to will reclaim
on my gifts for that tax year. I understand that
other taxes such as VAT and Council Tax do not
qualify. I understand that you will reclaim 25p of
tax on every £1 that I give on or after 6 April 2008.
Signature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Date . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Please notify Lichfield Civic Society if you:
- Want to cancel this declaration.
- Change your name or home address.
- No longer pay sufficient tax on your income
and/or capital gains.
If you pay income tax at the higher or additional
rate and want to receive the additional tax relief
due to you, you must include all your Gift Aid
donations on your Self Assessment tax return or
ask HM Revenue and Customs to adjust your tax
code.

DATA PROTECTION ACT
HOW WE USE YOUR INFORMATION
Lichfield Civic Society will not use your details
for any purpose other than for administering the
affairs of the Society.

SOCIETY ACTIVITIES
• Merit awards for new buildings and
restoration projects

Lichfield
Civic Society

• Publication of a monthly newsletter
• Regular review of Planning
Applications
• Commenting on highways and
pedestrian issues
• Monitoring the City streetscape
• Submission of comments on District
Development Plans
• Representations to and appearance
at Public Inquiries
• Historical and photographic archives
• Participation in civic amenity groups
and committees
• Programme of speaker meetings

Caring for the City
• Preserving the best of the past
• Promoting quality in
development
• Protecting Lichfield's unique
character
Registered Charity Number
503302

ABOUT US …

Founded in 1961 Lichfield Civic
Society is a voluntary organisation
dedicated
to
preserving
and
enhancing the features and character
of the historic Cathedral City of
Lichfield. A City to be cherished now
and for future generations.
The Society reviews and monitors
developments in the City and
District, liaises with local authorities,
and
promotes
environmental
improvements.
News of the Society's activities is
published in a monthly Newsletter
which is free to members.
A programme of speaker meetings is
arranged to promote interest in the
City; its past, its present, its future.
For further information visit:
www.lichfieldcivicsociety.org.uk
enquiries@lichfieldcivicsociety.org.uk
@lichfieldcivic
INTERESTED?
WE NEED YOUR SUPPORT
JOIN US
Please complete and return the
membership form.

2015 — SPEAKER PROGRAMME — 2016
Thursday 19 March 2015
DEFENCE MEDICAL SERVICES IN THE MIDLANDS
Commander Simon Brown
Tuesday 21 April 2015
∗ CANNOCK CHASE AREA OF OUTSTANDING
NATURAL BEAUTY
Emma Beaman
Thursday 21 May 2015
THE TRENT VALLEY RAILWAY
Dave Barrett and Robin Mathams
Tuesday 16 June 2015
THE WOODLAND TRUST
Sara Crofts
Thursday 23 July 2015
PUGIN – A PASSION FOR GOTHIC
Fr Michael Fisher
Tuesday 22 September 2015
ST JOHNS HOSPITAL WITHOUT BARRS
Rev Canon Andrew Gorham
Thurs 22 October 2015
∗ FROM SOURCE TO TAP
YOUR WATER SUPPLY LAID BARE
John Morrall
Tuesday 17 November 2015
REMEMBRANCE IN OTHER COUNTRIES
Christine Gregory
Thursday 17 December 2015
WW1 – LETTERS FROM THE FRONT
Joss Musgrove Knibb
Thursday 14 January 2016
PREFABS – THE PALACES OF THE PEOPLE
Ned Williams
Tuesday 16 February 2016
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING
followed by
PHOTOGRAPHIC VISIT TO RAVENNA,
FLORENCE AND THE GATES OF PARADISE
David Keith Jones

∗ With the Royal Geographical Society
Meetings commence at 7.45 pm
St Mary's in the Market Square, Lichfield, WS13 6LG
Admission free to members
Non-members always welcome – admission £3
Please check website for any programme changes

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION
Annual membership £15.
Renewal date 1 February.
Members joining between 1 September and 31
January have membership until 31 January the
following year. Please use block capitals when
completing the form.
Title . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Forename . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Surname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Address . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
............................................
............................................
............................................
E-mail . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Telephone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Please return the completed form with the
membership fee (cheques payable to Lichfield
Civic Society) to:
Treasurer
Lichfield Civic Society
Keepers Corner
Stowe Hill Gardens
Lichfield
WS13 6BW
Want to Gift Aid your membership fee?
Please see overleaf.
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CHAPTER 3 - A SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR TAMWORTH
Introduction
3.1

The spatial strategy is central to the Local Plan. It sets the context for shaping the
future of Tamworth and how the spatial vision and priorities will be achieved. It
quantifies the amount of necessary development and explains how this will be
achieved, including the broad directions of growth and provides a framework for the
Local Plan policies.

Overall Approach
3.2

Tamworth is a very small compact borough with tightly drawn boundaries and only
limited areas of undeveloped urban fringe and countryside. The overall approach of
the strategy is to protect the Green Belt and concentrate development on land within
the existing urban area and a number of sustainable urban extensions to meet needs
as far as possible within Tamworth. The Council will work with neighbouring
authorities to provide the remainder of Tamworth’s housing and employment needs.
Town centre uses will be accommodated within the town centre, followed by the local
and neighbourhood centres, according to the hierarchy of centres. The natural and
historic environment will be protected and enhanced and the health and wellbeing
promoted through the provision of accessible formal and informal open spaces and
facilities.

3.3

The strategy is set out in SS1 below and represented in Figures 3.1 and 3.2. The
background to and justification for each element of the strategy is set out in
paragraphs 3.4 to 3.35. The rest of the chapter deals with duty to co-operate, the
evolution of the Local Plan and how the Sustainability Appraisal has interacted to
guide the evolution and national planning policy on sustainable development.
This policy aims to address all spatial priorities
SS1 The Spatial Strategy for Tamworth
The Council’s spatial strategy is to provide development in the most accessible and
sustainable locations, including within and around the town centre, within the
network of local and neighbourhood centres, regeneration priority areas and
employment areas. In addition to this the Local Plan will set out which areas of the
urban area are to be expanded and ensure that these locations are accessible and
sustainable. This will meet most of Tamworth’s housing and employment needs
whilst safeguarding natural and built assets and addressing social and economic
deprivation and exclusion.
Outside of these specified areas, the majority of Tamworth will not experience
significant change during the lifetime of the plan. The focus for these areas will be on
protecting and enhancing environmental and historic assets whilst ensuring that
development has a positive impact on local amenity and character.
Between 2006 and 2031 a minimum of 4,250 dwellings will be built in Tamworth, this
sets the annual housing requirement to a minimum of 170 dwellings each year.
Sustainable urban extensions and smaller sites within the urban area have been
allocated to meet this requirement. Tamworth’s objectively assessed housing need
cannot be fully met, therefore a minimum of 2,000 new homes will be delivered
outside of the Borough within locations which assist the delivery of Tamworth’s
strategy and those of its neighbours. Lichfield District Council has committed to
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deliver at least 500 dwellings in their Local Plan, and North Warwickshire Borough
Council has committed to deliver at least 500 dwellings in their Core Strategy both to
meet Tamworth’s needs. Lichfield District Council and North Warwickshire Borough
Council have both committed to help deliver the remaining unmet need of 1,000
dwellings arising from Tamworth.
Allocations will be promoted within Tamworth to support the delivery of at least 18
hectares (ha) of B1 (b,c), B2 and B8 employment land to meet an overall need of
32ha. A further 14ha of employment land will be required outside of the Borough
within locations which assist the delivery of Tamworth’s strategy and those of its
neighbours.
Tamworth Town Centre will be the primary focus for new retail leisure and tourism
development complimented by appropriate residential development to create a
vibrant town centre community. The town centre will be the preferential location for
7,800 sq metres of new comparison retail floor space and 2,900 sq metres new
convenience retail floor space between 2021 and 2031.
Investment in local and neighbourhood centres will enable local needs to be met in a
sustainable way whilst strengthening their role as community hubs. Regeneration
will be focussed in the most deprived ‘post war planned neighbourhoods’ and the
Wilnecote Corridor along Watling Street, with an emphasis on improving the quality
of the physical environment, housing provision, employment and the availability of
community facilities and services.
The existing Green Belt will be strengthened and retained. High quality open spaces
will be retained and where possible enhanced, new open spaces will be provided
through appropriate new development and an urban park created in the east of
Tamworth. Sport and leisure facilities will be retained and provision enhanced
through the provision of a new multi-purpose community sports centre. This will help
to project a positive image of Tamworth and to provide opportunities for improving
biodiversity and recreation, thus improving health and wellbeing.
The existing network of green and blue linkages will be enhanced through the
provision of environmental and access improvements to provide safe linkages
between Tamworth’s neighbourhoods, employment sites and to the town centre.
Linkages between the urban area and areas of countryside outside of the Borough
will be developed and promoted.
High quality development will be encouraged in all new development and the historic
environment will be protected and enhanced with consideration of designated and
non-designated assets.

Protecting the Green Belt
3.4

The West Midlands Green Belt covers part of Tamworth and is located to the south of
the Borough, 7% of Tamworth lies within the Green Belt. National planning policy on
Green Belts is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open and once
established, Green Belts should only be altered in exceptional circumstances through
the preparation or review of a Local Plan. The Green Belt Review (2014) establishes
that there are no exceptional circumstances to release land within the Green Belt for
development, in particular new housing. Potential development sites located in
Tamworth’s Green Belt have been assessed as part of the Local Plan process,
through the Sustainability Appraisal, Site Selection Technical Papers and Green Belt
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Review. In addition to there being no exceptional circumstance for Green Belt
release these sites have a combination of issues including significant biodiversity
constraints, location in relation to the town centre and employment areas, expensive
infrastructure needs and potential loss of setting, therefore these sites will not be
brought forward for development.
3.5

The Green Belt Review split the Green Belt into two parcels of land. Through this
assessment it is demonstrated that both parcels have and will continue to perform
their Green Belt purpose as set out in the NPPF. There are a small number of
changes to clarify and strengthen the Green Belt boundary within each land parcel,
which are detailed in the Green Belt Review. The strategy is therefore to maintain
the boundary.
Strategy for Meeting Housing Needs

3.6

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that Local Plans should meet
the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing, unless any
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits. When this cannot be met within the boundaries of a local authority, the
NPPF sets out a framework and through the mechanisms of the duty to co-operate
as to how this unmet need can be delivered elsewhere within the housing market
area. Tamworth is one such local authority and the full objectively assessed needs
for housing cannot be met within its boundaries.

3.7

The objectively assessed housing need for Tamworth was assessed in the Southern
Staffordshire Districts Housing Needs Study (May 2012) and updated most recently
in August 2014. A range of between 240 and 260 dwellings per annum is
recommended as Tamworth’s objectively assessed need. A figure of 250 dwellings
per annum has been chosen as this will help to ensure; that there is no decline in the
working age population, it anticipates an accelerated level of household formation
after 2021 in response to an improved economic climate and it seeks to provide a
supply-site response to redress very high affordability ratio in Tamworth. Over the
plan period 2006 – 2031 this equates to 6,250 dwellings.

3.8

A key element of the strategy is to determine where new development will be located.
Seven spatial options were considered, which involved a combination of sites within
the urban area, sustainable urban extensions and the Green Belt. All options would
result in permanent loss of greenfield agricultural land and some would involve loss
of Green Belt. The two options involving sites in the Green Belt were discounted for
the reasons set out in paragraph 3.4 above. The selected option focuses housing
within the urban area, Coton Lane and sustainable urban extensions at the Golf
Course, Anker Valley and Dunstall Lane and was selected because it maximises
development within Tamworth. The sites are close to existing employment areas, the
town centre and sustainable transport links, whilst protecting the Green Belt.

3.9

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments for Tamworth set out potential
sites for housing development in Tamworth. The Site Selection Paper (2014) brings
together the Sustainability Appraisal, technical consultation, developer submissions
and other detailed assessments such as the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level
2 (SFRA Level 2) to assess these sites in greater detail to establish each site’s
suitability, availability, achievability and deliverability. This process has rejected sites
that have insurmountable constraints or have no prospect of delivery within the Plan
period. Through this assessment it can be demonstrated that Tamworth is unable to
meet its objectively assessed housing need of 250 dwellings per annum across the
plan period. The Site Selection Paper shows that there is capacity for a further 2,948
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Tamworth have been identified as being sensitive landscapes. Figure 6.1 and Table
6.1 show the areas, landscape types, quality and policy objectives.

Table 6.1: Landscape Character and Enhancement
Location

Landscape
character type
Lowland village
farmlands

Landscape
Quality
Low

River Tame
corridor

Riparian alluvial
lowlands

Lowmoderate

Hockley, South
Dosthill

Coalfield
farmlands

Very low

Anker Valley,
north of Coton
Lane, north of
Dunstall Lane

6.8

Landscape policy
objective
At risk of rapid loss of
character.
Landscape restoration using
surviving character and
landscape elements as a
guide. Will include
hedgerow maintenance,
habitat creation and
tree/woodland planting.
Landscape restoration &
enhancement including
hedgerow maintenance,
habitat creation and
tree/woodland planting.
Innovative landscape
regeneration involving
working towards a new
vision because of loss of
character and decline in
condition.

The policy will apply to development outside the existing urban area where reference
to the character areas and landscape policy objectives set out above will guide how
development can contribute to improving the landscape. It will also be used to guide
land management and wider biodiversity partnership projects.
Green Belt

6.9

The 211ha of Green Belt to the south of Tamworth is shown on the Policies Map and
forms just under 7% of the total area. Policy EN2 sets out the Council’s policy for the
Green Belt, which is to maintain the boundary and not release any sites for
development.
This policy aims to address Spatial Priorities SP7, SP8
EN2 Green Belt
The Green Belt boundary, as defined on the Policies Map, will be maintained during
and beyond the lifetime of the Local Plan and uses will be allowed in accordance
with national planning policy. Inappropriate development is harmful to the Green Belt
and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.
Where appropriate to their interest features, informal recreation and public access to
sites of biodiversity and geodiversity value in the Green Belt through partnership
projects will be supported. Links should be maintained between them, including the
proposed footbridge link to the Middleton Lakes RSPB reserve from Dosthill Park.
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6.10

The Green Belt Review (2014) affirms that the Green Belt has been and will continue
to beyond the lifetime of this Local Plan perform the Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This Green Belt review has identified a number of minor changes to the
Green Belt boundary which are set out in detail within that document. In addition to
the Green Belt Review the Sustainability Appraisal (2014) and technical assessments
of land promoted in the Green Belt did not identify any areas suitable to be released
for development. Therefore the Green Belt boundary will be maintained.

6.11

The Green Belt contains a cluster of designated biodiversity and geodiversity sites,
most of which are located to the west of the A51. These include Dosthill Park Site of
Biodiversity Importance (SBI), Dosthill Quarries SBI, Hockley Clay Pit (west of) SBI,
Dosthill Church Quarry Local Geological/Geomorphological Sites (LoGS) and Dosthill
Quarry Grassland Biodiversity Alert Site (BAS). In addition, the Middleton Lakes
RSPB reserve is a regionally important nature reserve based on a restored former
gravel pit. Although it is located outside Tamworth in Lichfield and North
Warwickshire it is an important resource for Tamworth residents. It is imperative that
links are maintained between the sites to the wider green and blue infrastructure
network to allow movement of wildlife.
Green and Blue Infrastructure

6.12

A high quality network of accessible multi-functional green and blue spaces plays a
key role in improving the quality of life for residents and is particularly important in an
urban area like Tamworth. The benefits include healthier lifestyles, economic and
social regeneration, local character, providing habitats and helping to mitigate climate
change.

6.13

Tamworth’s green and blue infrastructure network contains a significant amount of
publicly accessible open space, covering a range of typologies including urban parks,
amenity open space with play provision and semi-natural spaces. Some semi-natural
green spaces are designated as local nature reserves with an emphasis on
community engagement. There are also more sensitive sites designated for
biodiversity and geodiversity to which access is more restricted. Outside the urban
area the countryside plays an important role in providing alternative spaces for
activities such as cycling, walking and horseriding. It is important to maintain and
improve physical links with the countryside beyond Tamworth’s boundary.
Open Space and Green and Blue Links

6.14

It is important that everyone has access to high quality open spaces within a
reasonable distance of their homes. The 2012 Open Space Review assessed all
publicly accessible open space in terms of quantity, quality, value and accessibility.
The review found that when applying a 400m buffer which equates to a reasonable
walking distance, there was no overall shortage of open space for the current
population, the issue was more one of quality. The priority should therefore be to
improve access to ‘good quality’ open space through enhancements to existing
spaces. The exception will be sites that are not within 400m of good quality open
space and larger developments that would generate demand that cannot be met by
the existing network. These sites should provide on-site open space. The review also
highlighted the need for an urban park on the east side of Tamworth, in addition the
three existing parks are not easily accessible from the east.

6.15

Policy EN3 ensures that new development provides an appropriate level of open
space, a maximum distance for access to good quality open space and expectations
for on-site provision. It sets out criteria for assessing applications that would result in
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MM24

HG1

Within Tamworth a net increase of at least 4,250 4,425 dwellings
will be delivered…an average of 170177 dwellings per annum. At
least 2,323 2,358 dwellings will be…

Hearing Sessions

MM25

Paragraph 5.3

These sites will bring forward a total of 2,323 2,358 dwellings…
As the detailed flood mitigation requirements required on theses
sites are not yet defined, they will not be relied upon to be delivered
within the plan period: however These sites have been allocated
to…

Hearing Sessions

MM26

Policy SS1

[modifications to 3rd paragraph]

Hearing Sessions

Between 2006 and 2031 a minimum of 4,250 4,425 dwellings will
be built in Tamworth, this sets the annual housing requirement to a
minimum of 170177 dwellings each year. Sustainable urban
extensions and smaller sites within the urban area have been
allocated to meet this requirement. Tamworth’s objectively
assessed housing need cannot be fully met, therefore a minimum of
2,000 new homes will be delivered outside of the Borough within
locations which assist the delivery Tamworth’s strategy and those of
its neighbours. Lichfield District Council has committed to deliver at
least 500 dwellings in their Local Plan, and North Warwickshire
Borough Council has committed to deliver at least 500 dwellings in
their Core Strategy both to meet Tamworth’s needs. Lichfield
District Council and North Warwickshire Borough Council have both
commited to help deliver the remaining unmet need of 1,000
dwellings arising from Tamworth. Following strategic planning
discussion under the Duty to Co-operate, the Council
2

Plans must have reached the Publication Stage – R19 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 2012

recognises that Tamworth’s objectively assessed housing
need cannot be fully met, therefore a minimum of 1,825 new
homes will be delivered outside of the Borough within
locations which assist the delivery of Tamworth’s strategy and
those of its neighbours. Lichfield District Council has
committed to deliver at least 500 dwellings in their Local Plan,
and North Warwickshire Borough Council has committed to
deliver at least 500 dwellings in their Core Strategy both to
meet Tamworth’s needs.
[After 4th paragraph insert new paragraph]
The three local authorities have committed to continue this cooperation on strategic planning issues to deliver the remaining
unmet need of 825 dwellings and 14 hectares of employment
land. However if it has not been possible to propose sites for
allocation through a statutory development plan 2 for Lichfield
District or North Warwickshire Borough or through the
granting of planning permission in either district by the end of
the year 2017/18 an early review of the Tamworth Plan will seek
to address any outstanding issues. This will ensure that the
appropriate housing and employment land provision is
allocated within the relevant Local Plans; in sustainable
locations in relation to Tamworth’s needs; and that the
appropriate infrastructure is identified within agreed
programmes.
MM27

Policy EN2

The Green Belt boundary, as defined on the Policies Map, subject
to the possible review outlined below, will be maintained during
and beyond the lifetime of the Local Plan …..
[New paragraph]

Hearing Sessions

In the event that land has not been brought forward to meet the
balance of Tamworth’s housing and employment needs
sustainably by the end of 2017/18 as set out in policy SS1, the
Council will consider undertaking another review of its Green
Belt boundaries to reassess whether there is potential land to
meet these local needs in the second half of the plan period.
Policy EN2 sets out the Council’s policy for the Green Belt, which is
to maintain the boundary and not release any sites for
development.

Hearing Sessions

MM28

Paragraph 6.9

MM29

Paragraph
6.10

“The Green Belt Review (2014) affirms that the Green Belt has
been and will continue to beyond the lifetime of this Local Plan
perform the Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF the
importance of the Green Belt in fulfilling the functions set out
in national planning policy. Policy EN2, however, makes
provision for a review of the Green Belt boundaries should
land not have been identified to meet the balance of
Tamworth’s housing and employment needs in a sustainable
way by the end of 2017/18; such a review of Green Belt
boundaries would determine whether there is potential land for
new development in the second half of the plan period.

Hearing Sessions

MM30

Policy EC2

[Amend 1st paragraph]

Hearing Sessions

“In particular, the Gungate Redevelopment Scheme for 20,660
sq m of comparison retail goods floorspace is proposed for
completion prior to 2021. Other town centre uses will be
permitted within this scheme in accordance with the criteria
set out in policy EC3, and residential uses will be permitted on
the upper floors.
If substantial progress has not been made towards securing

Lichfield Civic Society – Consultation response regarding proposed main modification PMM2 –
Overall Levels of Growth (Policy PG1) – to the Birmingham Development Plan (2011-2031)

PROPOSED REVISION TO MAIN MODIFICATION PMM2
16

We propose the following revised text to address the unsoundness of the submitted plan.

17

For clarity we have highlighted alterations as follows:
• Birmingham City Council proposed additions – highlighted as BLACK BOLD UNDERLINED.
• Birmingham City Council proposed deletions – highlighted as BLACK
//////////////////
BOLD/////////////
STRUCK///////
OUT.
• Lichfield Civic Society proposed additions – highlighted in RED.
• Lichfield Civic Society proposed deletions – highlighted in BLUE.

Suggested amendments to Main Modification (PMM2) – Policy PG1 Overall Levels of Growth
18

Over the Plan period significant levels of housing, employment, office and retail development will be
planned for and provided along with supporting infrastructure and environmental enhancements:• 51,100 additional homes.
• 2 Regional Investment Sites of 20 and 25 ha and a ///
80 71 ha employment site at Peddimore.
• A minimum 5 year reservoir of 96 ha of land for employment use.
• About ///////////
270,000/ 350,000 sq.m. gross of comparison retail floorspace by 2026.
• A minimum of 745,000 sq.m. gross of office floorspace in the network of centres primarily
focussed on the City Centre.
• New waste facilities to increase recycling and disposal capacity and minimise the amount of
waste sent directly to landfill.

19

Birmingham’s objectively assessed housing need for the period 2011 to 2031 is at least 86,000
89,000 additional homes. It is not possible to deliver all of this additional housing within the City
boundary. The City Council will continue to work actively with neighbouring Councils through
the Duty to Co-operate to ensure that appropriate provision is made elsewhere within the
Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area to meet the any residual shortfall 37,900 homes, after
taking account of the aggregate level of housing provision per the latest adopted plans of all local
authorities within the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area. If addressing Birmingham’s housing
shortfall requires a broader alignment of development strategies then an early review of the
Birmingham Development Plan will be undertaken.

N.B. Refer following page for list of enclosures.
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Modified text (deleted text shown as struck through, additional text shown in bold and LDC comments in
italics)

MM1

27

4.5

Inclusion of the following new paragraph (new para 4.6) after para 4.5: Following discussions falling under
the Duty to Co-operate Lichfield District Council recognises that evidence is emerging to indicate that
Birmingham will not be able to accommodate the whole of its new housing requirements for 2011-31
within its administrative boundary and that some provision will need to be made in adjoining areas to
help meet Birmingham’s needs. A similar situation applies, albeit on a lesser scale, in relation to
Tamworth. Lichfield District Council will work collaboratively with Birmingham, Tamworth and other
authorities and with the GBSLEP to establish, objectively, the level of long term growth through a joint
commissioning of a further housing assessment and work to establish the scale and distribution of
any emerging housing shortfall. In the event that the work identifies that further provision is needed in
Lichfield District, an early review or partial review of the Lichfield District Local plan will be brought
forward to address this matter. Should the matter result in a small scale and more localised issue
directly in relation to Tamworth then this will be dealt with through the Local Plan Allocations
document.

MM2

24, 50,
52, 115

Express housing requirement as a minimum

MM3

38 / 39

CP1, CP6,
8.2, Policy
Rural 1
SC2, Map 5.1

Last para: A maximum of six large scale wind turbines will be considered within the District to 2020, having
regard to the sites identified as having the greatest opportunity for wind energy development shown
on the Policies Map. In addition to the criteria set out above, opportunities for wind energy developments will
be assessed on the following basis:
Remove Map 5.1 from Plan

Tamworth Local Plan Examination
MATTER 7: The Green Belt and
other physical constraints on
new housing

June 2015
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INSPECTORS ISSUE 7: The Green Belt and other physical constraints on
new housing
7.1

Should the Green Belt, as indicated in Policy EN2, continue to be a
permanent constraint on the development of new housing
throughout the plan period.

Lichfield District Council (LDC) considers that Tamworth Borough Council (TBC)
needs to apply a more flexible approach to the consideration of its Green Belt
sites, particularly given the fact that it is reliant upon its neighbouring authorities
to accommodate its overspill.
Lichfield District Council will shortly be developing its evidence base to inform the
next stage of the Local Plan (following the adoption of the Local Plan Strategy in
February 2015) i.e. the Allocations document. This will include a full Green Belt
review.
Given that LDC is required to accommodate a portion of Tamworth’s overspill and
is working with North Warwickshire and the wider GBSLEP authorities in exploring
options (as set out under Matter 2, Duty to Co-operate), it is considered that TBC
should not be concluding that its Green Belt sites should be a permanent
constraint until this issue has been looked at more comprehensively in terms of
the other appraisal work which is currently being commissioned or ongoing in the
wider area, and in terms of its own sustainability and delivery credentials as set
out below under 7.2. Lichfield District Council appreciates that TBC have reasons
for concluding now that these sites could not be brought forward in any case, and
LDC sets out is comments in relation to this in the next section.
7.2

Are there any likely development scenarios which would amount to
the very special circumstances required to justify the development
of new housing in the Green Belt?

Yes. Paragraph 83 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that
‘Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time,
authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their
intended permanence so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan
period’.
Paragraph 84 of the NPPF then says: ‘when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt
boundaries, local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote
sustainable patterns of development…’.
Paragraph 85 states ‘when defining boundaries, local planning authorities
should….ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified
requirements for sustainable development…..define boundaries clearly using
physical features that area readily recognisable and likely to be permanent’.
‘Very Special Circumstances’ (Paras 87 – 89 of the NPPF) relates to decisiontaking rather than plan making.
It can therefore be concluded that sustainability credentials could potentially
provide the Exceptional Circumstances required to justify changing Green Belt
boundaries.
LDC does not necessarily accept TBC’s argument that such circumstances do not
exist and would wish to see this issue explored further before coming to any
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conclusions, particularly as TBC is reliant upon neighbouring authorities to deliver
a proportion of its growth which will require assessment of Green Belt options as
one potential alternative which will need to be explored given the environmental
and policy constraints affecting both Tamworth and adjacent areas.
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) does not progress SHLAA sites referenced 352
(Land South of Hockley Road) and 354 (Land west of A51 Dosthill) (see SA
Appendix G). It codes them ‘red’ in terms of their Green Belt status, whereas LDC
would argue that this a policy constraint rather than an absolute constraint in
sustainability terms.
In terms of the Hockley Road site, other key constraints relate to the need to
provide a new primary school and the need for landscape regeneration, the loss
of grade 2 agricultural land, the proximity of landfill and issues with local sewage
works requiring further investigation.
In terms of Land west of Dosthill, constraints again relate to the need to provide
a school, landscape restoration issues, biodiversity issues and potential flooding in
parts of the site.
However, these do not appear to be absolute constraints but no potential
mitigation has been provided therefore it appears they have not been progressed
to the next stage of SA as being more sustainable options and, without this
mitigation therefore they continue to score poorly, with Green Belt status also
being used to provide this overall negative score. LDC would argue, however, that
mitigation measures should be more thoroughly explored before TBC sets
requirements and figures for its neighbouring districts to deliver growth on its
behalf – particularly as neighbouring areas are also in the Green Belt and similar
constraints are likely to be experienced in these areas.
There does not, on the face of it, appear to be any indication that these sites are
not developable. The 2012 SHLAA (B2 page 108-109) shows that the agents have
indicated the sites could be available in the next 5 years and the proforma states
‘the main constraint relates to policy designation as Green Belt, whilst this is in
place it is not considered the site could be developed’. It is also advised that
other constraints such as biodiversity and flooding could be mitigated for / only
relate to parts of the site.
Furthermore, in terms of viability, whilst TBC’s viability assessment of the Plan
has not tested these sites, other greenfield sites could be assumed to present
similar issues and there appear to be no viability concerns in relation to these.
It could therefore be argued that, with mitigation, these sites could become more
sustainable and exceptional circumstances could possibly be justified. These sites
could provide a large amount of development (902 homes for Hockley Road and
529 homes for land West of A51). It is accepted this is unlikely, but even partial
development would reduce the pressure on surrounding areas, and development
could be of sufficient scale to provide the new primary school indicated.
Furthermore, open space and school playing fields would still be uses compatible
with Green Belt function so not all of the land would need to be removed from the
Green Belt.
LDC feels strongly that this is an option which should be explored further, as it
has just been through the same process itself and released two Green Belt sites
to accommodate 900 homes and this is explained in the paragraphs below.

3

Lichfield District Council’s Local Plan Strategy was adopted in February 2015. Its
evidence base initially included a strategic Green Belt Review, and then a
Supplementary Green Belt Review to inform work on Main Modifications whereby
the Inspector required the Council to accommodate a further 900 homes to meet
its OAN. The supplementary review focused on the Green Belt around the key
settlements of the district, as the Inspector had already found the spatial strategy
sound in terms of apportioning growth to the District’s towns and key rural
villages. The work on the Main Modifications included appraising options for the
additional growth in the context of their ‘fit’ with the NPPF, their strategic fit with
the spatial strategy, their sustainability credentials via the Modifications SA, the
opportunities and constraints of the additional sites, and their scorings in terms of
the Supplementary Green Belt Review.
After assessing the appraisal work, the Council selected two Green Belt sites to
the south of Lichfield City as being the most sustainable options. One of these
sites, Deanslade farm, scored highly in terms of all of the Green Belt functions set
out in the NPPF para 80 but because of its topography could be ‘split’ to
encompass built development in the lower part of the site closest to the urban
area, retaining the rising contours of the site to the south to provide a country
park and setting new permanent Green Belt boundaries.
The Inspector accepted in his final report that exceptional circumstances existed,
stating (para 207) ‘in my judgement the lack of more sustainable sites outside
the Green Belt to meet the identified need for housing in a way that is consistent
with the Plan’s urban and key centre strategy amounts, in this instance, to the
exceptional circumstances that justify the release of Green Belt land at Deanslade
Farm and Cricket Lane and their allocation for development’ (relevant extracts of
the Inspectors report at Appendix 1).
It should be noted at this point that IM properties submitted a legal challenge to
the adoption of Lichfield’s Local Plan strategy and one of the issues relates to the
demonstration of exceptional circumstances. This is listed for 10th and 11th June
2015 in the High Court.
7.3

Is the Plan relying on the release of any housing sites which are
located within other areas of physical constraint such as areas of
high flood risk, or best and most versatile agricultural land and if
so is this realistic?

Lichfield District Council does not wish to add any further comment beyond that
already stated above: except to reiterate that Tamworth is a highly constrained
area and should be considering an OAN towards the lower end of the range, as
has been suggested by LDC under Matter 4.

4

MATTER 7: APPENDIX


Appendix 1 – Extract from Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy Inspectors
Report
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Appendix 1 – Extract from Lichfield District Local Plan
Strategy Inspectors Report
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that Birmingham City Council cannot accommodate its housing needs
within its own area. This is something that would be likely to take place
through a review of the Plan. However, there is no clear evidence at this
time which suggests that the strategy of concentrating development at
Brookhay Villages would be more appropriate than the strategy proposed
by the Council in the Plan.
185. Moreover, Brookhay Villages is quite correctly being promoted as a single
proposal that would be planned comprehensively. However, as has
already been noted, the scheme would involve land in both Lichfield
District and East Staffordshire Borough and if it were to progress would
need to be included in the Local Plan for each area. The evidence at the
initial hearings was that the scheme does not feature as a proposal in the
emerging plan for East Staffordshire.
186. There would be little merit, therefore, in me recommending that, in
effect, the Plan should unilaterally propose this scheme, a scheme which
requires comprehensive and cross boundary planning, without clear
evidence that it was supported by the neighbouring council. There is no
evidence at this time that such support would be forthcoming.
187. This comment is not intended as a criticism of either council as this
scheme only emerged relatively late in the day. Rather it is intended to
point out the procedural difficulties of promoting this scheme without
clear evidence of cross boundary agreement.
Conclusions on Identified Sites
188. I am satisfied on the available evidence that the proposed Strategic
Development Allocations and the Broad Development Location identified
in the Plan are either deliverable or developable, they are viable and they
are sustainable. I am also satisfied that these sites are the most
appropriate having considered reasonable alternatives.
Additional Sites
Preamble
189. It has been established earlier in this report (paragraph 64) that in its
search for the additional sites necessary to remedy the housing shortfall
the Council considered a number of alternative sites and strategic
options. The outcome of this process, which included an updated Green
Belt Review90, was the selection of two sites, Deanslade Farm and Cricket
Lane, sites which involved taking land out of Green Belt91.
190. There was relatively little in the way of suggestion at the resumed
hearings that these sites were not in suitable locations, that they were
not deliverable or developable or that they were not viable. Indeed the
evidence points to the contrary - the sites are on the edge of and well
related to Lichfield City which is by far the most sustainable settlement in
90

CD2-44a. Green Belt Review Supplementary Report.
The Council’s decision to allocate further land for housing at Fradley East was not
seriously challenged.
91
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the District and they are in the hands of developers who have done the
work necessary to demonstrate that they are deliverable or developable
and that they are viable. The focus of concern at the resumed hearings
was not with these matters but with the fact that the allocation of these
sites involves taking land out of Green Belt.
191. It was common ground at the resumed hearings that an essential
characteristic of Green Belt is its openness and its permanence and that
once established Green Belt boundaries should be altered only in
exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of a local
plan. It was also agreed that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries
account should be taken of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development or, to put it another way, that the revised boundaries
should be consistent with the Local Plan strategy for meeting the
requirements for sustainable development 92.
192. The government has recently published updated guidance on housing
needs93 but this does not alter the points made above, it simply re-states
the point that in considering whether to meet its assessed need for
housing the Council should take account of constraints such as Green Belt
which indicate that development should be restricted. When considering
the relevance of this point it is important to bear two facts in mind.
Firstly, the Council has never sought to argue that Green Belt is a factor
which, in its particular area, restrains its ability to meet its need for
development. Secondly, this is not a situation in which the option of
taking land out of Green Belt is being imposed on the Council. In my
interim findings I concluded that there was a need to identify more
housing sites. I did not conclude that this amounted to the exceptional
circumstances that would warrant the release of Green Belt land nor did I
conclude that this could not amount to such exceptional circumstances. I
left this judgement to the Council.
193. Following on from these points it was agreed at the resumed hearings
that the question of whether or not exceptional circumstances exist is a
matter of planning judgement taking into account the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. The Council
considers that exceptional circumstances exist: others disagree. I will
deal now with the various points of disagreement.
Exceptional Circumstances Ignored
194. The Council was clearly aware that the sites it had selected were in Green
Belt. Before selecting them it produced its Supplementary Green Belt
Review94 the purpose of which was to establish which parts of the Green
Belt it should continue to protect and which parts it would be best to
release if such release were required. In its Sustainability Appraisal95 the
92

93

National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 79, 83, 84 and 85.

Planning Guidance. Housing and Economic Land Availability. Paragraphs 44
and 45.
94
CD2-44a. Supplementary Green Belt Review.
95
CD1-8a. Paragraphs 86 and 87.
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Council also, in effect, took account of the fact that these sites were in
Green Belt. So, although the exceptional circumstances test is not
specifically referred to in the Supplementary Green Belt Review, the
Sustainability Appraisal or the Plan, I am satisfied that the Council had it
in mind when it made its decision to remove two sites from Green Belt.
Too Much Credence Given to Strategy
195. It was argued that the Council gave too much credence to an urban/key
centre focussed strategy in the submitted Plan. The point being made
was that the Council should have looked afresh at where the increased
number of houses, in total, should be located. It could, for example,
have looked again at the merits of a new settlement as a way of
accommodating some or all of the total number of houses needed rather
than take the approach that it did of appraising new settlements only as a
way of accommodating the additional houses.
196. While such an approach was open to the Council I do not consider that
the Council was bound to take it. It is entirely legitimate for the Council
to seek to find additional sites that are consistent with the strategy of the
submitted Plan, particularly as I had already endorsed that strategy in my
Interim Findings.
Too Little Credence Given to Strategy
197. It was argued that by taking land out of Green Belt the Council gave too
little credence to the Plan’s strategy as this sought to minimise Green Belt
releases. When assessing ways of accommodating the additional housing
land required the Council should have adopted a sequential approach and
looked first at alternatives which conformed with all aspects of the
strategy.
198. However, while the strategy seeks to minimise Green Belt releases it has
never ruled them out in the longer term. The submitted version of Core
Policy 1 made clear that changes to Green Belt boundaries around the
edge of Lichfield city to meet longer term needs would be considered.
The need to find additional housing sites has simply brought the process
forward. I see no reason, therefore, why the Council should have
adopted the sequential approach suggested.
Green Belt as a Last Resort
199. The fact that land is in Green Belt should not be taken lightly, it should be
released only in exceptional circumstances. So, for example, it would be
legitimate for the Council, as it has done elsewhere, to select a site
although it was somewhat less sustainable in other respects than
alternative sites but which avoided developing in Green Belt.
200. However, I can find no justification in the Framework, in Planning
Guidance or indeed in the case of I M Properties96 for the proposition that
Green Belt land should be released only as a last resort. This would be to
accept that sustainability is the servant of Green Belt designation - which
96

CD 5-26. I M Properties v Lichfield District Council. Paragraph 96.
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it is not. On the contrary, as has already been established, the duty in
determining Green Belt boundaries is to take account of the need to
promote sustainable patterns of development.
Suitability of Deanslade Farm and Cricket Lane for Green Belt Release
201. The Council, on the basis of information contained in its Supplementary
Green Belt Review and Sustainability Appraisal, has concluded that the
release of the sites at Cricket Lane and Deanslade Farm would not cause
unacceptable harm to the purposes of including land in Green Belt. Both
sites obviously have a role to play in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment and the higher portions of Deanslade Farm form part of
the landscape around the city of Lichfield which in its undeveloped state
helps preserve the historic character and setting of that city.
202. However it is proposed that the upper part of Deanslade Farm would
remain in Green Belt and be incorporated into a District Park. The lower
part of the site could be developed without having a major impact on the
open aspect of views towards the city. The provision of the Country Park
would help provide a strong defensible boundary to the Green Belt at
Deanslade Farm. Cricket Lane already has such boundaries, being
contained within the A38, London Road and Cricket Lane.
203. Having visited these sites and examined the evidence I agree with the
Council’s conclusion that their deletion from Green Belt would not cause
unacceptable harm to the purposes of including land in Green Belt.
Conclusions on Additional Sites
204. The focus of concern at the resumed hearings was not so much that
Cricket Lane and Deanslade Farm were unsuitable, undeliverable,
undevelopable or unviable but rather that there were better sites which
should have been selected. This argument was put forward in favour of
Brookhay Villages, of sites at Burntwood, of various sites in the rural area
including sites at Fazeley, Armitage and Stonnall, of the site at Watery
Lane and of the site at Fradley West. These arguments are not, however
borne out by the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal which I have
examined at length and have concluded are reliable. These findings
indicate that the additional sites selected by the Council are the most
suitable.
205. I have already considered a number of these alternative sites earlier in
this report and concluded that they were not more suitable than the sites
allocated in the submitted version of the Plan. A number of the
comments which I made about Brookhay Villages (Paragraphs 178-187),
about sites at Burntwood (paragraph 131) and about sites in the rural
area (paragraph 164) hold good when comparing these sites to the
additional sites selected by the Council.
206. New information was submitted in support of the site at Watery Lane but
as I have concluded earlier in this report (paragraph 99) I see no reason
to dispute the judgement that this site is less sustainable than the
37
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additional sites selected by the Council. As to the site at Fradley West, it
is common ground that Fradley is a sustainable location for growth as
evidenced by the proposal to allocate other sites there. The fact remains,
however, that it is not as sustainable a location as sites on the edge of
Lichfield and it has not been seriously argued that it is.
207. Nonetheless, the additional sites selected by the Council are in Green Belt
and land should be released from Green Belt only in exceptional
circumstances. In my judgement the lack of more sustainable sites
outside the Green Belt to meet the identified need for housing in a way
that is consistent with the Plan’s urban and key centre strategy amounts,
in this instance, to the exceptional circumstances that justify the release
of Green Belt land at Deanslade Farm and Cricket Lane and their
allocation for development (together with additional housing land at
Fradley East) as proposed in MM12 – MM24. I am also satisfied that the
additional sites selected by the Council are the most suitable having
considered reasonable alternatives.
Issue 4: Housing Supply
208. Discussion on housing supply at the resumed hearings focussed on the
ability of the Strategic Development Allocations in the Plan, particularly
those around Lichfield city, to deliver a five year supply of housing land.
209. Broadly speaking the Council’s evidence at the resumed hearings was
that if the Strategic Development Allocations in the Plan, including the
sites at Deanslade Farm and Cricket Lane, were taken into account it
could demonstrate a 5 year supply of land if the ‘Liverpool’ approach
were adopted and the shortfall in housing completions since the start of
the plan period were spread over the remaining plan period. On the
other hand it could not demonstrate a 5 year supply if the ‘Sedgefield ‘
approach were adopted and the shortfall in housing completions were
spread over the next 5 years. This calculation gave rise to a number of
questions.
Sedgefield and Liverpool approaches
210. The question of whether the Liverpool or Sedgefield approach is adopted
has a critical impact on housing land supply calculations. The advice97 is
that the Sedgefield approach should be taken where possible. This is
understandable as seeking to remedy any past undersupply within the
first five years of the Plan is consistent with the aspiration of boosting
significantly the supply of housing land.
211. However the use of the words ‘where possible’ clearly anticipates that
there will be circumstances in which it will not be possible to apply the
Sedgefield approach.
212. Applying the Sedgefield approach would mean that between 754 and 825
houses would need to be built per annum over the first five years of the
97

Planning Practice Guidance: Housing and Economic Land Availability: Paragraph 35
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Q3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible and follow guidance in this form.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or
it’s compliant with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out
your comments.
Green Belt
Policy EN2 Green Belt makes provision for minor changes to Green Belt
boundaries to rationalise anomalies, but not to provide for any development.
The 2014 Green Belt review (G2) concludes that exceptional circumstances do
not exist for releasing either parcel of Green Belt due to other constraints and
technical difficulties on the land involved. However, many sites in the plan
have technical difficulties which will need to be overcome and these are not
insurmountable: the evidence needs to explain in more detail why these
particular constraints could absolutely not be overcome for these two Green
Belt parcels of land in their entirety, or whether, indeed, subsections of these
parcels might be able to accommodate some development.
It is not sufficient to state that exceptional circumstances do not exist for sites
within Tamworth’s own boundaries and then expect neighbouring authorities
to consider the options of releasing their own Green Belt (and thus
demonstrate exceptional circumstances themselves), to accommodate an OAN
which has been selected from a range which potentially allows for a lower
figure to be considered sound. This needs a more comprehensive approach to
the evidence.
Indeed, the ‘superseded’ 2012 Green Belt review which is not currently
referenced in the Core Document List states (Page 20 para 72) ‘the
conclusions to be drawn in relation to the longer term for the Tamworth Green
belt area are therefore: that it is difficult to assess the potential level of need
for greenfield development beyond the plan period, but that the long term
emphasis of planning strategy for the town will be on regeneration. In addition
to new urban capacity, there are likely to remain potential options for
greenfield development that would not require loss of Green Belt. Dependent
upon the level of need identified at the time of a Local Plan review for the next
plan period there may be a need to consider a ‘sub regional approach’ for the
area. In the light of existing long term regeneration strategies for the town,
the potential options for meeting future needs and the conclusion that the
Green belt south of the town plays an important role contributing to the
purposes of Green Belt, the Tamworth Green Belt area should be retained
beyond the plan period.’
Clearly since this was written the situation has changed. There are greater
pressures for growth, which Tamworth is unable to meet. In not continuing to
support the non Green Belt Broad Location* / larger Anker Valley option to the
north of Tamworth, the selected OAN clearly places further pressure on Green
Belt options both within the Borough and beyond its boundaries, not only in
the longer term, but in relation to the current plan period.
Continued on appended sheet…….
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Lichfield District Council representations to the Tamworth BC pre
submission Local Plan
Continuation sheet: Green Belt
This means that exceptional circumstances should not be discounted without a
clear, robust and justified evidence trail. This should also take into account the
potential impact upon neighbouring authorities. Alternatively, the Local authority
should reconsider the levels of development which it is aiming to achieve, but in
the context of the physical and environmental constraints of the area.
The National Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 027 Reference ID: 3 -02720140306) suggests that should an assessment of housing supply fail to identify
sufficient sites/broad locations to meet the housing need then the assessment will
need to be revisited “changing the assumptions on the development potential of
particular sites (including physical and policy constraints)”. It is possible that
there may be further capacity within Tamworth Borough. The Planning Practice
Guidance clearly states that when sufficient housing land cannot be found a
review must consider physical and policy constraints.
It is noted that the 2012 Green Belt Appraisal (Previously Document G2, now
superseded by the 2014 version, also referenced G2) at paragraph 38 states that
the “evidence base has shown that housing and employment requirements for the
plan period can be met without the need for any strategic adjustment to the
Green Belt”. Clearly this is no longer the case, as the plan seeks to deliver
housing of a strategic scale, along with employment development, in
neighbouring authorities. Therefore the latest Green Belt Appraisal (dated 2014)
is not sufficient in its level of analysis to enable the wholesale discounting of
potential sites which are constrained by current planning policy.
This 2012 Green Belt Review, as stated previously, is no longer one of the Core
Documents available from Tamworth Borough Council and has been replaced by
the 2014 Green Belt Review. The latter is silent on the above matter, although
the issue was raised through previous representations from Lichfield District
Council which based its response to the first consultation draft of this plan on the
2012 review (as the 2014 review had not been published at that point).

*For context: The Broad Location in Lichfield District is a non Green Belt site
proposed through the Lichfield Local Plan Strategy to deliver 1000 homes, 500 to
meet Tamworth’s needs. Tamworth had originally supported this proposal. The
following information is provided to provide some contextual detail and
explanation to the situation.
Initially, and prior to the ‘new’ Tamworth Plan being developed, the
requirement was for Lichfield District to provide 500 dwellings to meet
Tamworth’s needs. Lichfield District Council made provision for this,
working with Tamworth Borough Council in developing a Broad Location to
the north of Tamworth (in Lichfield District), which would link to the (then)
much more substantial Anker Valley proposals with the intention of
developing a comprehensively masterplanned scheme. The Broad Location
(for 1000 homes in Lichfield District, 500 of which would meet Tamworth’s
needs) formed part of Lichfield District Council’s submitted Local Plan, and
was debated in hearings held in summer 2013.
During these hearings, there was discussion around the viability and
deliverability of the Anker Valley scheme which is addressed in the

Lichfield Inspector’s Initial Findings (September 2013) (extract appended
at Appendix A to these representations). The findings stated: ‘The
situation is, therefore, that there is no certainty that the Anker Valley
scheme will come forward and certainly I am not in a position to prejudge
the outcome of the examination into the Tamworth Local plan. However,
on the basis of the information available there appears to be a reasonable
prospect that it will, given the firm commitment to it by Tamworth
Borough Council. If this proves not to be the case the Council will need to
reconsider its position when preparing the Lichfield Local Plan: Allocations
document’.
Following further work on the Lichfield Local Plan: Strategy in relation to
increasing housing provision to meet its own OAN, Main Modifications
hearings were resumed in October 2014 (the process having been delayed
by a legal challenge which arose during the Main Modifications consultation
and which was subsequently dismissed). During the consultation on the
Main Modifications (February / March 2014), Tamworth Borough Council
submitted a representation which a) raised the new issue of the
requirement for additional housing outside its boundaries over and above
the levels previously agreed and already being provided for by Lichfield
and b) stated that Tamworth BC considered the Broad Location was now
not deliverable and should therefore be withdrawn.
Tamworth’s reasoning for wanting the Broad Location to be withdrawn –
(which it had previously supported) – was based on the outcomes of a
Transport Package Appraisal prepared by BWB (Core Document F2). This
concluded (page 50) that without public investment the capacity of the
Upper Gungate Corridor would be limited to supporting 700 new homes 1 .
However: the report states at paragraph 9.5 that ‘it is recognised that this
is a high level appraisal and the following further work will be required to
support the recommendations and initial conclusions [then lists further
work needed]’.
Lichfield District Council acknowledged the issues, but expressed through
the Modifications hearings that it would be premature to withdraw the
Broad Location from the Lichfield Local Plan: Strategy before the further
work described above had been undertaken. LDC also highlighted that
there was a ‘live’ planning application for 1000 homes at Arkall Farm in
the Broad Location in Lichfield District where the applicants were seeking
to demonstrate that development could be suitably accommodated in
transport terms. The issue was debated at length and at the time of
writing these representations the planning application has not yet been
determined, with ongoing further work being undertaken by the
applicants. The Inspector’s report on the Lichfield Local Plan is awaited.
Lichfield District Council did agree through the hearings, however, that IF
the issues could not be overcome then it would reconsider the matter
through its Local Plan Allocations document.
Tranche 2: The additional 1000
Tamworth BC first raised the matter of increased housing requirements to
be borne outside its boundaries through its representations to the Lichfield
1

This capacity is taken up by two planning applications with resolution to grant permission subject to
S106: 165 homes at Browns lane in Lichfield District and 535 homes in the Anker Valley in Tamworth
Borough.

Local Plan: Strategy Modifications (with an associated requirement for
neighbouring Councils to provide 14ha of employment land to meet its
needs outside of the council’s boundaries – also a newly raised issue). In
response, both Lichfield and North Warwickshire Borough Councils
accepted – through a series of Duty to Co-operate meetings, the principle
of the additional requirement for growth and each agreed to accommodate
a proportion of this with further work to be undertaken as set out in the
MoU dated October 2014. Meetings are now being held to look at the
evidence base, identify gaps and define what further evidence and
information is now needed. Provision for whatever proportion of growth is
required from Lichfield will be made either through the Allocations
document or – potentially – through an early review of the Lichfield plan
depending on what happens in relation to the wider issue of Birmingham’s
growth needs.
Issues Lichfield will have to consider – for context
For context, it is worth highlighting at this point that in addition to the
constraints faced by Tamworth Borough Council in accommodating its
OAN, Lichfield district is also highly constrained. Around Tamworth,
infrastructure capacity relating to the Broad Location is not the only
concern: to the west lies Green Belt, there are a number of villages in
close proximity to the town (eg Wigginton, Hopwas, Fazeley, Bonehill and
Mile Oak) where there are issues over potential coalescence, and to the
north are villages which lie in the catchment area of the River Mease
Special Area of Conservation. All of these issues will need to be factored in
as the next stage of the work progresses when Lichfield determines what
proportion of this new growth it can actually accommodate and where –
particularly if this then has to be looked at in the context of reallocating
the development which would have been accommodated by the Broad
Location.
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Q4. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make
the Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test(s)
that you have identified in Q2 where this relates to soundness. (Please
note that any non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be precise as possible.








The 2014 Green Belt Review should be referenced as Document G2a on
the Core Document List: it is not sufficient for it to say it has
superseded the 2012 Green Belt review as all evidence which has
informed the plan should be made available through this process.
The level of OAN plus the constraints within and beyond the Borough
are considered to provide the exceptional circumstances necessary to
justify a case for possible Green Belt release so it is not correct to say
exceptional circumstances to do not exist. They should be considered
through a full and detailed Green Belt Review.
Alternatively, if it is concluded that exceptional circumstances do not
exist for Tamworth then it must also be accepted they do not exist for
other Districts to address Tamworth’s OAN.
It is not sufficient to consider each land parcel within Tamworth
Borough as a whole: each parcel of Green Belt needs to be broken
down into more detailed segments to consider whether parts of that
parcel could be released.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information,
evidence and supporting information necessary to support and justify the
representation and the suggested modification, as there will not normally be a
subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original
representation at this stage.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.
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Q5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?
No

I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes

I wish to participate at the oral examination

Q6. If you do wish to participate at the oral part of the examination,
please outline why you consider this to be necessary, it is the
Inspector’s decision who attends the oral part of the examination.
Lichfield DC is a partner under the Duty to Co-operate and will need to be able to provide
evidence of the most up to date situation at the time of the EiP.
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