
 

 

 

Appendix 29 – Reg 14 Feedback 22nd November 2016 – 17th 

January 2017  

Top Line Feed Back Summary  

 

Feedback from Organisations 

Inland Waterways  - No comment 

National Grid (1) – No comment 

National Grid (2) – From external consultants, assessed electrical/gas implications, no issues 

Historic England – No comment, used our Plan definition for article he is writing 

Canal and River Trust – No comment 

Centre for Sustainable Energy – No comment  

Sports England – They gave us references to documents on sporting facilities and their place in the NDP. 

Outcome – we reviewed this made appropriate changes to the NDP. 

Civil Aviation Authority – No comment 

Warwickshire County Council Strategic Planning and Development – Feedback on two main areas: 

- In our landscape section, picked up a typo, recommended removal/amendments to some 

policies 

- Document on the place of Health in the NDP 

Outcome – we reviewed this and made changes to the NDP 

Stratford District Council – They sent us a very comprehensive list of comments. The key area concerned 

our “small sites” approach to housing. The Council Cabinet asked the planning group to work with us the 

best way of taking this forward. 



Outcome – Almost all the comments were incorporated into the Plan. Following meetings and 

discussions with SDC Planners the housing section was re-written.     

 

 

 

Local Businesses     

 Cotswold Marquees - Main concerns around the lack of provision for land for future 

industrial/commercial development. Did not like Project 2 on cleaning up the industrial estate. 

Outcome – we discussed this. We removed Project 2 and changed some of the policies in this section to 

reflect this and other feedback.  

People at meetings 

Neil Hourigan – Concerns about small developments on the outskirts of the village, if thing are outside 

the BUAB, will this stop all developments. 

Outcome – We explained that this would not be the case. 

Denise Montgomery – Concerns about the amount of development along Sutton Lane. 

Outcome – We explained the process behind the “call for sites” and the site evaluation, no further 

action taken.  

Howard Taylor – Concerns around the provision of affordable houses, how we are reacting to the 

Housing Needs Survey 

Outcome – the group felt no action on this was required. 

People via email 

Nigel and Cathy Short – Do not like Castle Hill Lane development. 

Outcome – This was the result of the “call for sites” process, no action taken. 

Chris Forman – Does not like Castle Hill Lane development. 

Outcome – This was the result of the “call for sites” process, no action taken. 

David Jepson – Does not like Castle Hill Lane development. 

Outcome – This was the result of the “call for sites” process, no action taken. 

Carole Ellis – Does not like Castle Hill Lane development. 



Outcome – This was the result of the “call for sites” process, no action taken. 

Peter and Allison Binns – Job well done 

 

 

Mary Llyod – Wants part of the garden at Attens Byre included in the BUAB. 

Outcome – this will be rectified in the new version of the BUAB. 

Mr & Mrs P Salt – Concerned about the BUAB and the exclusion of smaller plots from it, theirs included. 

Outcome – This was the result of the “call for sites” process, no action taken. 

Caroline Scandrett – Putting forward a new plot for development. 

Outcome – The “call for sites” process was closed in mid 2016, this plot will not be included in the NDP. 

Paul Clark – a number of comments on the overall Plan. Key points related to the wording of some of the 

Policies, do we need a Policy for Separation Corridors and Green Fingers and comment around the 

BUAB. 

There were also comments from the NDP group around typos and content. 

Outcome – Most of Paul’s comments were incorporated in the Plan. Policies were added to reflect the 

protection of “green spaces” and the BUAB was redrawn. 

Comments received after the “close” of the consultation process.  

Jane Hince and Chris Ivin – Concerns around the size of the proposed development in Burnt Orchard. 

Group Meeting on 28/02/17, a group of eight resident expressed concerns about the size of the 

development in Burnt Orchard. 

Outcome - we explained the “call for sites” process. It was apparent that there was some misleading 

information around this. This will be resolved in the new NDP.   

Letter from Mr Paul Clark 

 Following the Pre-Submission consultation period, the group received a 14 page letter from Mr. P Clark, 

a Parishioner of Brailes. The main thrust of his argument was: 

 

- 1.We had failed to protect the AONB. 
- 2. He used a mixture of facts and opinions to say that we had not given due weight to some of 

our evidence. 



- 3. He said we were ignoring the WCC Landscape reports which described some of our sites as 
“inappropriate” to build on. 

- 4. He raised some issues with our evidence base. 
 

The group discussed this document at length and felt as follows: 

 

- 1. Since much of the village is in the AONB and we have to build some houses, we felt our small 
sites policy was the best way to lessen the impact of housing on the AONB. 

- 2. We felt the reliance on “opinion” and not fact was not valid, we are happy that our process 
has been as objective and open as possible. 

- 3. The WCC Landscape reports allocated the “factual” sensitivity ratings to the selected fields, 
comments on “appropriateness” were opinions made with reference to the landscape only, not 
all the other criteria the group has to take into consideration. 

- 4. We felt there were some good points made and have addressed these in our recent revisions. 
 

The group took the decision at their full meeting on 25th April 2017 to continue with the “small sites” 

policy, the group felt they had been open, objective and honest with their approach. 

 

 


