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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
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Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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UR 2350

From:
Sent: 28 April 2016 16:32
To: planningpolicy
Subject: FW: Rep ID 2350 - SAD Site IN52.2

Attachments: Majestic - Site IN52.2 Walsall Enterprise West.pdf, Official Copy (Register) -
MM34607.pdf; Official Copy (Title Plan) - MM34607.pdf; 1 Correspondence

with (Godwin Pleck) Ltd.pdf; 2 - RE Land at Prince Street Pleck Walsall. msg;

Majestic Aluminium - growth opportunity; FW: Prince Street Pleck; Prince

Street, Pleck; FW: Prince Street Pleck; Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

Importance: High

28TH April 2016

Rep ID: 2350
SAD Site IN52.2

Planning Policy

Regeneration and Development
Economy & Environment Directorate
Walsall Council

Civic Centre

Darwall Street

Walsall

WS1 1DG

To whom it may concern,

I am the Managing Director of Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd, (www.majesticanodising.com). I
made a representation on behalf of the company about site IN52.2 in Walsall Council’s SAD. The site
area 1s approximately 2.2 acres and I consider the site to be suitable and developable for industry and I
strongly support the allocation for industrial development in the SAD. Majestic Aluminium has been
trying to acquire this site since July 2014, and this is the preferred site for our business expansion. It
would involve the creation of 40 jobs and is also close to our existing workforce, whom can get there
on foot, by bike, by bus or by car. We have appointed Lambert Smith Hampton to progress our interest
in this site.

I have looked at the representation made on 2nd November 2015 by Simply Planning, on behalf of the
owner of site IN52.2, who would like to develop it for housing.

Simply Planning make a number of points in support of the owner’s intention. Majestic Aluminium
would like to reply to these points and supply evidence to support our case.

Simply Planning say they are not aware that there has been any interest to develop the site for

Industry. But as stated above we have been negotiating with the owner to acquire the site over a long
period (see attached correspondence with CKC Properties, who manage the land on behalf of the
owner). From the land registry information, it appears that the owner bought the land for ||jllin
April 2014. We made an offer of [Jjjjjjjjfjacquire this land in April 2015. We think this is a fair offer
taking into account the site constraints and the land owner would have made a profit on the land at

that price without even developing it if he sold it to us. In April 2016 however, the owner suddenly



called us to say that the land had been allocated for industry through the SAD and he was willing to sell
to us forﬁ well above the normal asking price for vacant land with constraints on it in this area,
which we understand 1s about £100,000 per acre for clean land without constraints. This was
acknowledged by CKC Properties (acting for the owner) in an email to us on 19th September 2014
(email attached) Simply Planning do not appear to have been made aware of any of this.

As to their other comments, they state that the site has a poor relationship with the rest of the Walsall
Enterprise Park. In fact, the site has always been an integral part of it with a highway access via Regal
Drive on the Enterprise Park.

It 1s our understanding that part of the highway serving the site is in a different ownership, but we will
negotiate with the owner to use this.

They say that the site has poor accessibility due to third party ownership and a ransom strip, but we
have looked at the land ownership record for this site (see attached) and can find no evidence of this.

They also say that the site constraints mean that it is not viable for economic development because
the utilities would need to be diverted. But our sketch (which we have attached) shows that there 1s
no need to divert the utilities, and also that there would be no need to use the entry through the
residential area (except for emergencies). Our proposal also meets the council’s car parking
standards. We went through the pre-application process (application ref: 14/0110/PREAPP) with the
council in 2014 and took their advice in relation to dealing with the site constraints and what else we
also needed to do make our proposal acceptable to them. We can provide the council’s letter that
contained their advice if required.

In sum, our supporting evidence shows that industry can be recommended on this site and that we
have tried to acquire it for industry, but the problem is that the landowner of site IN52.2 has been
trying to get housing on it and is asking an unrealistically high price for industry.

We think in view of this, the site should continue to be reserved for industry.

Please take this representation into account in the SAD process.

Attachments:

(1) Proposed site layout following pre-application discussions with Walsall Council.

(2) Land Registry site ownership information.

(3) Correspondence between Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd and CKC Properties, on behalf of
the owner Godwen Pleck Ltd.

Kind Regards

Managing Director

Please find below our new email addresses.

General Enquiries Quality Department
info(@majesticanodising.com quality@majesticanodising.com

UR 2350
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Sales Department Accounts Department
sales@majesticanodising.com accounts(@majesticanodising.com

Please also visit our new website at www.majesticanodising.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This communication contains information that is confidential and/or legally privileged.
This information is

mtended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this communication. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby

notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, printing or other use of, or any action in reliance on, the contents of
this

communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by
telephone at +44 (0)

1922 628596

Registered Office: 2 Wheeleys Road, Edgbaston, Birmingham B15 2LLD
Co: Registration No: 05611292
VAT Reg No: GB 883 6198 76

? THINK BEFORE YOU PRINT: before printing this e-mail think whether it is really
necessary

From:

Sent: 28 April 2016 15:06

To: 'planningpolicy(@walsall.gov.uk' <planningpolicy@walsall.gov.uk>
Subject: Rep ID 2350 - SAD Site IN52.2

Importance: High

To Whom it may concern,
I hope you can accept this email as our representation in support off the proposal to continue to
allocate this site for Industrial use in Walsall’s SAD. In respect of our own interest, we believe that its

characteristics make it a good site for industry, and it should be retained.

Please feel free to contact me should you require any further information.

Kind Regards

Managing Director

Please find below our new email addresses.

General Enquiries Quality Department
info@majesticanodising.com quality@majesticanodising.com
Sales Department Accounts Department

sales@majesticanodising.com accounts(@majesticanodising.com
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Please also visit our new website at www.majesticanodising.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This communication contains information that is confidential and/or legally privileged.
Thisinformation is

intended only for the use of the individual or entity named on this communication. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby

notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, printing or other use of, or any action in reliance on, the contents of
this

communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by
telephone at +44 (0)

1922 628596

Registered Office: 2 Wheeleys Road, Edgbaston, Birmingham B15 2LD
Co: Registration No: 05611292
VAT Reg No: GB 883 6198 76

? THINK BEFORE Y OU PRINT: before printing this e-mail think whether it isreally
necessary



11* July 2014

MAJESTIC

I am writing to you today to make an enquiry about the site you have on Prince Street,

Pleck.

I am not sure what your plans are for this site but | am interested in purchasing it; that’s if,

you are willing to sell.

My intended use for this site is to build an industrial factory as | am currently looking at sites
around Walsall to expand my business. This site would be perfect in its location, size

motorway links etc.

Please advise me if you are willing to sell this site within 3 weeks from the date of this letter.

I look forward to hearing from you soon.

Kind Regards

Managing Director
Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd

M| . . >
Y S My  simingham chamber ©

ce and Industcy  Supness
1ISO9001 | ;
REGISTERED FIRM

COUNTRY

Softwace for the Findhing Indiustry CHAMBLR

Majestic House
Premier Business Park
Queen Street

Walsall

West Midlands

WS2 9NU

T: 01922 628 596

F: 01922 628 597
www.majestics.org.uk
info@majestics.org.uk

Company Reg. No. 08267575



VIAJESTIG

Dear [N

Please refer to my letter sent out to you via recorded delivery on the 11*" July 2014.

| am still awaiting your reply.
Please advise me if you are willing to sell this site.

I look forward to hearing from you soon.

Managing Director
Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd

Majestic House
Premier Business Park
Queen Street

Walsall

West Midlands

WS2 9NU

T: 01922 628 596

F: 01922 628 597

Q \/I | «l www.majestics.org.uk
e \ 7] z /“/ £
S ////’F 7l 4/il/  Birmingham Chamber O B : info@majestics.org.uk
________ .1 IAIEGILYY  Sirmingham chamber 57 ity
Softwines for the Firahing [nedstry CHAMBER

Company Reg. No. 08267575

REGISTERED FIRM



GKC Properties Ltd, CKG House, 1 Vermont Flace, Tongwell, Milion Keynes, MK15 8JA
018908 218760 01908 210836 ~ mal@ckegroup.co.uX - Www.ckegroun.co.uk

6" August 2014
Majestic Aluminium Finishings Limited

Majestic House

Premier Business Park Ourref:  CKCP/NS/js/Pleck
Queen Street

Walsall

West Midlands WS2 9NU

SUBJECT TO CONTRACT

ﬁc‘ﬂ'-
-— N NaAt

Re: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

Thank you for your letter of the 11! July 2014 enquiring about the possible purchase
of the above site which has been passed to me. CKC Properties act as Development
Managers for Godwin (Pleck) Limited and therefore | reply on their behalf.

You are correct in that the Company have recently purchased this site and hold it
within its wider land portfolio,

Whilst we have potential proposals for the site, we would be interested in
understanding more about your requirement. In particular, would you be in a
position to explain to us the type and quantum of floor space you require, its use
and whether you would be interested in a leasehold arrangement on the site.

It is not the Company's usual practice to release land holdings on a freehold basis,
however, it may be prepared to consider a leasehold deal if such a scheme were
viable and of interest to you.

As mentioned, if you could provide a little more information about your
requirements, we can explore whether a leasehold arrangement may be
appropriate.

For and on behalf of
Godwin (Pleck) Limited

Registered in England 05739185 : Elwood House, Lytton Road, Barnet, EN5 5BY
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2" September 2014

Your Ref: CKCP/NS/js/Pleck

oor [

Thank you for your recent letter dated 6™ August 2014.

Although our preferred option is to purchase the land, | would like to confirm that we would
definitely be interested in exploring a leasehold option. Subject to the terms of the lease.

We would require approximately 30,000 to 40,000 sq/ft working floor space, which can be a
combination of several buildings for different processes. We would use these buildings to
run our metal treatment processes as well as storage for work. We would then propose to
use what's left of the land for parking spaces and easy access for delivery lorries.

I hope the above information is sufficient for you to understand our requirements and hope
we can potentially come to some form of arrangement for this land.

I look forward to receiving your reply.

Yours Sincerely

Managing Director
Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd



CKC Properties Lid, CKG Houss, 1 Vermont Plags, Tongweil, Milton Keynes, MK15 8JA

{1808 215760 01908 210836  mal@ckegroup.co.k  www.ckegroup.co.uk

17th September2014
Maijestic Aluminium Finishing Limited
Majestic House
Premier Business Park Ourref:  CKCP/NS/js/Pleck
Queen Street
Walsall
West Midlands WS2 9NU

SUBJECT TO CONTRACT

Re: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall
Thank you for your letter of the 2nd September confirming your requirements.

Unfortunately, and due to the underground constraints, we are only able to provide
a maximum of 22,000 sq ft. in a range of buildings (subject to planning).

Thank you for your interest and wish you well in finding appropriate accommodation
elsewhere.

For and on behalf of
Godwin (Pleck) Limited

Registered in England 05739185 : Elwood House, Lytton Road, Barnet, EN5S 5BY
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Ma!estic Aluminium Finishing Ltd

From: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd _
Sent: 07 October 2014 11:41

To: _

Subject: RE: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

<
Thank you for your reply.

I wanted to inform you that | am planning on doing a bit more research on this site and will be hoping to submit a
pre planning application to Walsall council to gain some feedback from them. | strongly feel that that we could get
close to the 30,000 sq/ft mark even with there being several constraints on this site.

| do agree with you that the rent is unacceptable. We have looked at several sites within Walsall and none of them
have been priced as high as that. Subject to the councils feedback, we would need to negotiate on this figure before
anything can move any further.

Managing Director

MAJESTIC

Aluminium Finishing Ltd

Tel: 01922 628596
Fax: 01922 628597
Mob: 07968412096

éTHINK BEFORE YOU PRINT: before printing this e-mail think whether it is really necessary

From

Sent: 19 September 2014 17:29

To: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd

Subject: RE: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

Thank you for the email.

To give you some background, the site has significant services running across the site which precludes total
development. This results in a maximum footprint of space @22,000 sq ft, together with servicing and parking.



UR 2350

The site also has some contamination, and “soft spots” which necessitates a significant amount of remediation to
reach acceptable environmental and funding standards. This results in a very expensive build cost which is unlikely
to be met through a scheme of Industrial type buildings.

In order to cover the costs, and before any profit we would need to achieve a rental in excess of £9.00 per sq. ft.
(circa £200,000 pa.) | would imagine this is unacceptable, and certainly higher than current market levels. | feel sure

you will find alternative accommodation at half the cost!

Sorry | can’t help further. And wish you luck in finding appropriate accommodation.

CKC Properties Ltd, CKC House, 1 Vermont House, Tongwell, Milton Keynes, MK15 8JA
www.ckcltd.co.uk

From: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Lt_
Sent: 18 September 2014 15:06

To:

Subject: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

Your Ref: CKCP/NS/js/Pleck

I

Thank you for your recent letter dated 17" September 2014. | hope you don’t mind, | managed to obtain your email
from your office. | think this may be a quicker method of communication.

In you recent letter, you have stated that a maximum of 22,000 sq/ft in a range of buildings (subject to planning) is
available to build on. We may able to work with this. | will need some more information from you before we can
make a decision.
The information we require is:

1) Do you have a plan highlighting the areas where we can and cannot construct?

2) What lease term are you looking at?

3) What annual rent will you be looking for to lease the land?

If you can provide the above information as soon as possible that will be appreciated.

I would also like to thank you for your cooperation with this matter to date and hope we can come up with a
suitable arrangement.

Managing Director

MAJESTIC

Aluminium ‘Fimshmg Ltd
Tel: 01922 628596
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Fax: 01922 628597

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This communication contains information that is confidential and/or legally privileged. This information is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity named on this communication. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby netified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, printing or other use of, or any action in refiance on, the contents of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this communication
in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at +44 {(0) 628596

=]

Registered Office: 2 Wheeleys Road, Edgbaston, Birringham 815 210
12

Co: Registration No: 06611292
YAT Reg No: GB 883 6198 76

éTHINK BEFORE YOU PRINT: before printing this e-mail think whether it is really necessary
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From:
Sent: 27 February 2015 09:14
To: 'Majestic Aluminium Finishin
Cec:
Subject:

pear I

Further to the meeting of 22nd February 2015.

Ltd'

Majestic Aluminium - growth opportunity

It was encouraging to hear of your plans to grow and invest in your business so that you are able to
meet the increased demand from both existing and new potential customers, and position yourselves
as one of the leading providers of metal finishing processes in the UK. Furthermore, the potential
creation of up to 40 new posts would be most welcome within the borough, and the expectation that
the overwhelming majority of these jobs would be filled by local Walsall residents.

We understand that of the various opportunities we discussed the current vacant site between

Walsall Enterprise Park and Prince Street is the preferred location for your business’s expansion, given
that 1t 1s well located in relation to the existing workforce currently based at Queen Street, and close to
road and motorway links. The Council sees this site as an important industrial development and
employment creation opportunity, and as such it is protected in the Unitary Development Plan for
industry. Officers would therefore in principle be supportive of any planning application for
development of the site at Walsall Enterprise Park for employment use.

You have already been appraised of detailed planning requirements, such as a transport statement, a
ground conditions investigation and ecological survey that would be needed if you wished to submit a
planning application.

Please get in touch if you need any further advice.

Kind regards,

Strategic Regeneration | Walsall Council

Civic Centre, Darwall Street, Walsall, WS1 1TP
Tel
www.walsall.com

Disclaimer: IF THIS EMAIL IS MARKED PRIVATE OR CONFIDENTIAL - PLEASE RESPECT THAT AND DO

NOT

FORWARD IT TO ANYONE ELSE WITHOUT THE EXPRESS PERMISSION OF THE AUTHOR. The
information in

this message should be regarded as confidential and is intended for the addressee only unless explicitly stated. If
you have received this message in error it must be deleted and the sender notified. The views expressed in this
message are personal and not necessarily those of Walsall MBC unless explicitly stated. E-mails sent or received
from Walsall MBC may be intercepted and read by the Council. Interception will only occur to ensure compliance



UR 2350
with Council policies or procedures or regulatory obligations, to prevent or deter crime, or for the purposes of
essential maintenance or support of the e-mail system. Y ou should also be aware that any email may be subject of
a request under Data Protection, Freedom of Information or Environmental Information legislation and therefore
could be disclosed to third parties.

E-mail Security: Communication by internet email is not secure as messages can be intercepted and read by
someone else. Therefore we strongly advise you not to email any information, which if disclosed to unrelated third
parties would be likely to cause you distress. If you have an enquiry of this nature please provide a postal address

to alow us to communicate with you in a more secure way. If you want us to respond by email you must realise that
there can be no guarantee of privacy.



From:
Sent: 08 April 2015 17:17
To: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd
Subject: FW: Prince Street Pleck

See below. Not sounding promising.

Regards,

Associate Director - Industrial & Logistics
Lambert Smith Hampton

Interchange Place
Edmund Street, Birmingham B3 2TA

Keep up-to-date with LSH news and updates on LinkedIn & Twitter

Lambert Smith Hampton acquires ES Group

From:
Sent: 08 April 2015 17:16
To:
Subject: Re: Prince Street Pleck

No, sorry.

On 8 Apr 2015, at 17:12,_ wrote:

This 1s disappointing and contrary to my telephone discussion with Nick Scott.

My client is an occupier, would you look at a freehold solution for their requirement
based on a design and build basis?

Regards,

Associate Director - Industrial & Logistics
Lambert Smith Hampton

Interchange Place

UR 2350
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Edmund Street, Birmingham B3 2TA

Keep up-to-date with LSH news and updates on LinkedIn & Twitter

Lambert Smith Hampton acquires ES Group

From:

Sent: 08 April 2015 13:57
o [

Subject: Prince Street Pleck

My colleague has passed me your note. Unfortunately the site
1s not for sale, we are Developers and are in the process of pursuing our
own application with an end user.

Thank you for your interest.

Regards

CKC Proienies Limited

The information in this e-mail and any attachments 1s confidential and may be subject to legal professional
privilege. Unless you are the intended recipient you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute,
use or retain this message or any part of it. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediately and then permanently delete the e-mail. Thank you for your co-operation.

This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned by MIMECAST for the presence of
computer viruses.

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office is United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London,
WID INN. Registered in England, number 2521225

? Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary

The information in this e-mail and any attachments 1s confidential and may be subject to legal professional privilege.
Unless you are the

intended recipient you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this message or any part
of it. If you

have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and then permanently delete the e-mail. Thank
you for your co-

operation.

This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned by MIMECAST for the presence of computer



. UR 2350
viruses.

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office is United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London,
W1D 1INN. Registered

in England, number 2521225

? Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary



From:
Sent: 08 April 2015 17:14
To: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd
Subject: FW: Prince Street Pleck

See the email trail below. I will let you know when I get a response.

Regards,

Associate Director - Industrial & Logistics
Lambert Smith Hampton

Interchange Place
Edmund Street, Birmingham B3 2TA

Keep up-to-date with LSH news and updates on LinkedIn & Twitter

Lambert Smith Hampton acquires ES Group
From
Sent: 08 April 2015 17:13
To:
Subject: RE: Prince Street Pleck

This 1s disappointing and contrary to my telephone discussion with Nick Scott.

My client 1s an occupier, would you look at a freehold solution for their requirement based on a design
and build basis?

Regards,

From:

Sent: 08 April 2015 13:57
To:

Subject: Prince Street Pleck

My colleague - has passed me your note. Unfortunately the site 1s not for
sale, we are Developers and are in the process of pursuing our own application with
an end user.

Thank you for your interest.

Regards

UR 2350
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CKC Properties Limited
07584 340880

From

Sent: 02 April 2015 14:33
To
Subject: Land at Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall

Subject to contract

ear [l

I have instructions from my client to provide you with an offer to acquire the land at Price Street,
Walsall at £150,000 exclusive. Before I prepare a formal letter etc, can you let me know whether you
are going to look favorably at this level?

Thanks,

The information in this e-mail and any attachments 1s confidential and may be subject to legal professional privilege.
Unless you are the

mtended recipient you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this message or any part
of it. If you

have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and then permanently delete the e-mail. Thank
you for your co-

operation.

This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned by MIMECAST for the presence of computer
viruses.

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office is United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London,
WI1D INN. Registered
in England, number 2521225

? Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary



From:
Sent: 23 June 2015 21:15

To: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd
Cec:
Subject: Prince Street, Pleck

Hope that you are well.

Discussions are ongoing with the owner of the Prince Street site. They have suggested that a freehold
design & build solution may be considered and I have supplied requirement information below. I will
keep you updated.

Regards,

Associate Director - Industrial & Logistics
Lambert Smith Hampton

Interchange Place
Edmund Street, Birmingham B3 2TA

Keep up-to-date with LSH news and updates on LinkedIn & Twitter

Lambert Smith Hampton acquires Tushingham Moore

From:
Sent: 23 June 2015
To
Cec:
Subject: RE: Pleck

21:08

Ideally my client wishes to purchase the site.

Their architect has drawn up an initial plan based on 38,000 sq.ft with 7,000 sq.ft of first floor offices
and a minimum of 25 car parking spaces.

I look forward to receiving your thoughts.

Regards,

From:
Sent: 23 June 2015 18:27
To:
Cec:

UR 2350
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Subject: Pleck

Hi - — Can you give me more information about your client requirement so that we can
prepare a scheme ?

Thanks

The information in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be subject to legal professional privilege.
Unless you are the

intended recipient you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this message or any part
of it. If you

have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and then permanently delete the e-mail. Thank
you for your co-

operation.

This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned by MIMECAST for the presence of computer
viruses.

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office 1s United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London,
WI1D INN. Registered
i England, number 2521225

? Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary
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From:
Sent: 14 July 2015 17:12
To: Majestic Aluminium Finishing Ltd;
Subject: Prince Street, Pleck, Walsall
Attachments: majestic aluminium skO1 site layout plan.pdf

CKC have requested a copy of your proposed scheme in order to provide a proposal. How do you feel
about sharing the attached with them?

Regards,

Associate Director - Industrial & Logistics
Lambert Smith Hampton

Interchange Place

Edmund Street, Binniniham B3 2TA

Keep up-to-date with LSH news and updates on LinkedIn & Twitter

Lambert Smith Hampton acquires Tushingham Moore

The information in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be subject to legal professional privilege.
Unless you are the

intended recipient you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain this message or any part
of it. If you

have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and then permanently delete the e-mail. Thank
you for your co-

operation.

This footnote also confirms that this email message has been scanned by MIMECAST for the presence of computer
viruses.

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office is United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London,
WI1D INN. Registered
i England, number 2521225

? Please consider the environment - only print this email if absolutely necessary
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The submission also includes a copy of the Land Registry Title Plan and
Register entry for the site, but these are copy protected so it has not
been possible to reproduce them here.
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Asset Manager

Our ref: Walsall Planning 2026 Network Delivery and Development
Your ref Walsall Planning 2026: The Cube
199 Wharfside Street
Birmingham
Planning, Monitoring and Delivery Officer B1 1RN
Walsall Council www.highways.gov.uk

Via Email: PlanningPolicy@walsall.gov.uk

12 April 2015

Dear Sir / Madam,

RE: PLANNING 2026: Main Modifications for Walsall Site Allocation Document (SAD),
Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) and Community Infrastructure Levy Charging
Schedule (CIL)

Thank you for forwarding me details of the consultation dated 7 March 2016 on the above
referenced Walsall Planning 2026 documents, which comprise the Site Allocation Document
(SAD), Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule.

HIGHWAYS ENGLAND (“we”) has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as
strategic highway company under the provision of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the
highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN).
The SRN near to Walsall comprises the M6 Motorway and the A5 Trunk Road.

The SRN is a critical national asset and as such works to ensure that it operates and is
managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in
providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity. Highways England
welcomes the opportunity to provide the following comments on the Walsall ‘Planning 2026’
documents.

Where applicable, agreements made in response to comments on the draft consultation
documents at a meeting between representatives of Walsall Council and Highways England
meeting on 14 January 2016, have been incorporated in to the Main Modifications.

We continue to support an improvement scheme at M6 Junction 10 but recognise the current
funding gap, which is considered within the CIL Charging Schedule. We believe this scheme is
imperative in facilitating the future delivery of development within Walsall. Whilst we understand
an improvement scheme at Junction 9 is currently an aspiration, and understand why it is not
included within these documents, we believe that it may be required to facilitate future
development which may, or may not, include the overspill of housing from Birmingham.

We welcome that the SAD recognises an aspiration to maintain a 25 metre buffer between
development and the SRN to allow for future maintenance and any potential improvements. We
also welcome that the SAD sets out the requirement for development to adhere to DfT Circular
02/2013 and the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) guidance and standards,
where applicable.

P
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Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

POLICY HC1: Allocation Ref:HO58

Do you support or object to the plan?

OBJECT

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Not positively prepared or justified

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Housing Allocation HO58 has certain identified constraints (NO2, slinc and
PROW). No mention is made of a further significant constraint however. The
site immediately abuts the Highfields North clay site. The Plan recognises that
the Highfields North site has the benefit of an extant planning permission
(albeit subject to approval of a schedule of modern working conditions) and
identifies it as a Brick Clay Extraction Site (Policy M8). It has been identified
despite the fact that there are several constraints to be overcome (primarily
SSSI related) because there is an on-going, long-term demand for brick clays
from existing operational brickworks within the borough. National planning
policy recognises that minerals are a finite natural resource which can only be
worked where they are found, and it is necessary to make best use of these
resources, to ensure there will continue to be sufficient supplies remaining for
future generations. It therefore appears perverse to allocate land adjoining
such a site for housing when this can only result in further restrictions on
working this valuable and limited mineral reserve.

Additionally, the existing Allocation Site HO58 occupies approximately half of a
larger site composed of a series of industrial units housing a wide range of
operations/activities. Operations of this type would not unreasonably restrict
the potential clay winning operations on the adjacent Highfields North site but
may very well have unacceptable impacts upon any future housing
development on part of the site.
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Suqggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

POLICY HC1: Allocation Ref:HO58

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Delete the Allocation
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy
reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

POLICY IND2: SITE REF IN58
Do you support or object to the plan?

SUPPORT
If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Welcome the continued inclusion of Site IN58 as a Potential High Quality
Industrial Site, one of only 4 such sites which extends to 10 acres or more.
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Suqggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Policy IND5: New Employment Opportunities: Ref: IN122 and IN341

Do you support or object to the plan?

OBJECT

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

All of the above

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

The identification of the Former Moxley Tip as a proposed New Employment
site is welcomed. This accords with the stated SAD objective to ‘allocate high
quality employment land in the best locations, allowing existing businesses to
expand and attracting new businesses whilst retaining local quality
employment land in long-term use to enable existing businesses to stay in
Walsall’.

It has been acknowledged by the Council that limited opportunities exist
throughout the Borough for the establishment of high quality industrial
development on sites of this size as few sites offer good location and the
potential to attract inward investment. As acknowledged in the Plan, most of
the stock of Existing High Quality employment land is currently occupied by
industrial premises, and NO existing high quality land (as opposed to
premises) is currently vacant. There is therefore a need to seek further
allocations.

The Plan identifies a total of 69.46 ha of vacant Potential High Quality sites but
goes on to emphasise the need for larger potential high quality industrial
opportunities to cater for larger companies and inward investment in the M6/
Black Country Route/ Black Country Spine Road Corridor. Further ‘new’
opportunities are put forward - Sites IN122, Former Moxley Tip (10.4ha) and
IN341, Land North of Hughes Road (4.21ha) — in a total of 28.77ha.

The first point of concern relates to the site description for the Former Moxley
Tip. Contrary to what is stated in the Policy, the site is NOT constrained by a
canal, a SLINC or a Public Right of Way — all of which occur adjacent to or near
the site but not on it.

The second point of concern relates to the ‘rider’ accompanying the Policy for
the Muxton site which requires that ‘proposals on this site will be expected to
provide an element of leisure and recreation’. This regarded as contradictory
and unnecessary:

. Proposals relating to the Moxley and Hughes Road sites are currently
being drafted as part of a single package to deal with necessary remediation
issues
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. That such ‘large scale’ potentially High Quality sites are rare is
demonstrated in the Plan (the two sites account for some 12% of the possible
sites available)

. This ‘rarity’ is acknowledged in the policy through the statement that
proposals for non-industrial uses will not be permitted.

. As the Moxley site name implies, and as the Council are fully aware, this
site will require an element of remediation to bring it into use. Assistance with
‘gap-funding’ through the LEP is being actively pursued and it is therefore
difficult to understand why the Council would seek to reduce the site’s size (by
introducing leisure and recreation).

. The net result would be to create a much smaller site which would
threaten the viability of establishing the site in the first place and introduce
ongoing costs. This would appear to undermine the whole logic of the policy.
. The scope exists through the imposition of planning conditions to
provide buffer zones on the site periphery and landscaping on and around the
site sufficient to meet any local need for open space without threatening the
viability of the scheme.

. Retention of this requirement will not assist the Council in achieving one
of the three main tasks related to the delivery of industrial land - to make as
much progress as possible towards the Core Strategy target of 317ha of high
quality employment land.
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Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Policy IND5: New Employment Opportunities: Ref: IN122 and IN341

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

1. Correct the ‘constraints’ listed against Site IN122 to reflect the fact that
none of those constraints are within the site.

2. Retain the Policy in so far as it identifies Sites IN122 and IN342 as
Potential New Employment Sites, but delete the requirement for
proposals on this site to provide an element of leisure and recreation
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

POLICY M8: SITE MP9

Do you support or object to the plan?

Support with Reservations

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

The acknowledgement that planning permission exists for the extraction of
Brick Clay on the Highfields North Site is welcomed.

This accords with National planning policy (reflected in the SAD Policy M1)
which recognises that minerals are a finite natural resource which can only be
worked where they are found, and it is necessary to make best use of these
resources, to ensure there will continue to be sufficient supplies remaining for
future generations. Mineral planning authorities are therefore required adopt
policies to prevent other development from needlessly compromising
(sterilising) future exploitation of these resources. This is emphasised as the
Plan recognises the need to maintain brick clay supplies to local brickworks
and the potential shortfall which is likely to occur.

It is acknowledged that the site offers various challenges, not least of which is
the designation of part of the site as an SSSI with the remainder being included
within a SLINC. Policy M8 consequently requires that an application for modern
working conditions for this site will be expected to include a significant level of
supporting information including Ecological Assessment and a strategy for
minimising loss of the SSSI's special features, together with permanent
retention of a proportion of the SSSI's special features throughout the working
phases of the site. Laudable as this requirement is, it must be recognised that
the imposition of severe restrictions on working the site could seriously impact
upon the viability of the site. As the planning permission pre-dates the SSSI
designation the policy ought to acknowledge the potential implications of the
viability/loss of value which may result. The conflict which arises — need for the
mineral versus retention of ecological features — needs to be fully explored.

Additionally, in light of the identified importance of this site as a potential
reserve for local brickworks, it appears perverse to allocate land adjoining
(Allocation Site HO58) for housing when this can only result in further
restrictions on working this valuable and limited mineral reserve.
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Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

POLICY M8: SITE MP9

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Modify the proposed supporting information requirements to take account of
the points raised above, particularly the fact that the planning permission pre-
dates the SSSI designation.




From:
Sent: 15 March 2016 21:50
To: lanningpolic

Cc:
Subject: Site Allocation Document, Publication Plan, Consultation
Categories: Red Category

Dear Sir or Madam

Thank you for your email of 8 March to my colleague _ of the
Lichfield and Hatherton Canals Restoration Trust, inviting us to participate
in the present consultation.

I am pleased to note, and to welcome the changes incorporated in the present
Plan following the comments submitted byh in November 2011. We
welcome the support of the Council for our proposals to restore the Hatherton
Canal along the protected indicative route shown on the present Proposals Map.
We are also pleased to note the supportive interest in our proposals for the
Lichfield Canal which extend southwards through the Lichfield District Council
area to the edge of the Borough boundary to the north of Brownhills.

For future communications of this nature, please would you replace -
contact details with mine:

Yours faithfully

UR 2603
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
Walsall Site Allocation Document
Publication Draft Plan
Draft Polices Map
Ward Map
Technical Appendices

SAD Policy HC1, HC2

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

We object to the plan as drafted on the following grounds

o The plan is not positively prepared —the plan fails to allocate enough land to
meet the needs of the various uses required and is inconsistent in placing
development in the right locations, especially in terms of housing provision
which is restricted to only being delivered on Brownfield sites.

« The plan is not justified — it is taking an out of date strategy approach and
failing to meet the OAHN by not looking ahead to incorporate the most
appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives such as
a Green Belt Review.

« The plan is ineffective — as it fails to make provision for housing on land
which other than brownfield sites this is an ineffective approach and likely to
see the plan fail to deliver on account of viability and attractiveness to the
market with an overreliance on such sites.

o The plan is inconsistent with national policy — as it fails to meet the OAHN
and allocate sustainable housing sites having undertaken an appropriate
review of all development options including a review of the Green belt and
taking account of the housing requirements from Birmingham.
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Object. We disagree with the wording and sites identified in policy HC1/ HC2 as
the policy fails to include Sites CFS31 Chester Road Aldridge and CFS32
Aldridge Road Streetly.

As per our comments on the Site Allocations Document of 2013 and to the
preferred options in 2015 we consider it is still unrealistic to expect for the
entirety of the housing requirement to be constructed on brownfield land as
currently identified. Such sites are unattractive to the development industry,
due to high remediation costs and surrounding land uses. Walsall should be
looking to the above sites to ensure the delivery of the aims of the BCCS Core
Strategy.

This should include for the consideration of the above sites which are in
sustainable locations on the edge of settlements and can provide for a full
range of house types as well as for affordable housing, open space, education
and healthcare facilities and still be viable to the market. Both of the sites are
controlled by a regional housing developer who is keen to progress them and
deliver houses within 5 years to help ensure the delivery of the plan.

More fundamental is however the issue of the overall housing number. We
object to this as it is based on an out of date interpretation of the needs of the
housing market area.

The plan fails to consider the needs of the Birmingham HMA as a whole, where
it is clear from consideration of the Stage 3 Housing Needs Study of the GBS
LEP of August 2015 that Birmingham cannot accommodate some 38,000
households of its own needs and that these are likely to see this shortfall be
required to be displaced across the housing market to other authorities
including Walsall.

The report indicates that if the green belt is maintained in its current form then
it is unlikely that the shortfall will be able to be accommodated in the
Birmingham HMA. This means that it is likely that other Authorities in the
Greater Birmingham HMA, which includes Walsall will be expected to review
their green belts to accommodate a proportion of this need. In this situation it
is considered that this requirement should be factored into Walsall’s plan now
rather than denying the existence of this positon and by burying heads in the
sand, as this will only acerbate under delivery by an over reliance on brown
field sites which are unattractive and in some instance unviable to the industry.
Basing the plan on an out of date position is considered unsound and at odds
with the NPPF.

Instead consideration of this positon now is required to boast housing sites
and increase supply. This requires starting again in terms of the current plan
and undertaking a change in approach to the releasing of sites to include for
greenfield and green belt sites to ensure for the delivery of homes which can
help meet the OAHN. We do not considered that the proposed change from the
preferred options to acknowledge the BCCS review starting in 2016 and a view
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to a future review of the green belt through this process is enough to bring
forward houses now to support the plan as matters stand.

To achieve this a green belt review is required and at the very least land such
as in the form of the above sites should be safeguarded for future
development. It is apparent that the development of sites such as those at
CFS31 Chester Road Aldridge and CFS32 Aldridge Road Streetly, which are in
sustainable locations and do not jeopardise the fundamental aims of the green
belt are going to be required to ensure delivery of the requirements of the
OAHN of the HMA.

By undertaking such an approach and allocating sites on greenfield land will
increase the supply of sites with attractiveness to the market. These will then
be delivered and help the authority provide homes towards their OAHN. The
current plan does not and will not achieve this, for this reason Walsall should
consider the release of Greenfield sites in order to provide new homes to meet
the OAHN.

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes

you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

As Above

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Our ref: UT/2006/000279/SL-
Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council 03/EW1-L01
Regeneration Strategy Your ref: SAD Mar 2016
The Civic Centre
Darwall Street Date: 3 May 2016
Walsall
West Midlands
WS1 1DG

Dear Sir,
WALSALL SITE ALLOCATIONS PUBLICATION DRAFT PLAN
Thank you for consulting us on this document.

Overall, we are pleased with the revisions made since the previous draft, in particular,
there has clearly been a concerted effort to incorporate the Water Framework Directive
into the plan. However, we still have some minor concerns and comments to make as
follows.

Flood Risk

All future flood risk assessments will be required to take account of the latest climate
change guidance and allowances as part of the assessment. The new guidance is more
detailed than previously regarding climate change allowances, but also less
straightforward to understand, particularly in these early stages of applying it. We are
currently taking the approach that what constitutes major development will be the
threshold for when the new climate change allowances should be applied through
further modelling of the watercourses. For Walsall, it also unlikely that there will need to
be remodelling for the Industrial Uses, however, for residential, an extra 10% will likely
to be applied, (30% for Climate Change).

https://www.gov.uk/quidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances

Policy HC1: Land Allocated for New Housing

As previously advised, our floodplain maps for the Waddems and Bentley Flood Relief
Channel in Willenhall have not been amended. We still consider that we will annotate
this as a defended area as the flood relief channel here acts as the flood defence. The
area shown on the map illustrates the flood flow route should the culvert become
blocked. Therefore, sites within the defended area will have to still undertake a Flood
Risk Assessment, but it will be based on the scenario of what will happen if the culvert

Environment Agency

9, Sentinel House Wellington Crescent, Fradley Park, Lichfield, WS13 8RR.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506

www.gov.uk/environment-agency

Cont/d..
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becomes blocked, (an assessment of the effects of overland flow possibly).

However, Site 305 should be looked at further at this stage. This site is bisected by an
ordinary watercourse, Full Brook. Part of the site is within Flood Zones 3 and 2 based
on the JBA mapping. Within the constraints box it is noted that Green Belt is a
constraint, however, floodplain will also be a constraint to delivery, particularly Flood
Zone 3 and any easement necessary either side of channel. This should be looked at
again to check if there is a viable amount of land left for development once all the
constraints are taken into account.

It should be noted that parts of site HO303 are shown to be in what looks like Flood
Zones 3 and 2 and if this is the case, the site will need to be carefully designed and
delivery numbers reviewed. However, due to the size of the site, it should be possible to
manage the level of flood risk through appropriate site layout / design and the provision
of mitigation measures.

There are several sites partially within Flood Zone 2 that will require Flood Risk
Assessments at the appropriate time if taken forward and remodelling required as
appropriate.

Industrial Sites

Although there are a quite a few sites at least partially within the floodplain, for purposes
of flood risk, it is only relevant to look at the ‘Potential High Quality Industry’ and the
‘New Employment Opportunities’ sites.

Policy IND2: Potential High Quality Industry

Site IN98.2 is in Flood Zone 3 and this should be included as a constraint. It is also a
small site very near to the River Tame where would expect to see an easement, ideally
of 8 metres. Although we do expect sites such as these to be redeveloped, there are
significant constraints from our point of view. One solution may be to combine this site
with 98.1 and the majority of it being left as open/green space.

Site IN93.2 is located in Flood Zones 3 and 2 which should be included as a constraint.
It is also adjacent to the River Tame and an 8 metre easement will be required.

Sites IN54.1, IN54.2, IN54.3, IN105, IN109, IN110 and IN205, IN84, IN92 are adjacent
to the River Tame / Ford Brook and an 8 metre easement will be required.

Site IN88 is adjacent to the Darlaston Brook (and River Tame) and an 8 metre
easement will be required from top of bank.

Sites IN78.2 and IN78.3 are located on the line of the Tame Tunnel (main river). There
should be a no build zone above the culvert and a 10 metre easement from the
centreline of the culvert.

Policy IND5: New Employment Opportunities

IN 333 may have floodplain constraints in relation to the scope/size of the developable
area so if the site is to be taken forward, early consultation would be recommended in
order to factor this into the design.

Cont/d.. 2
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Waste Planning

We welcome the reference made to Fire Protection Plans within Policy W2. However,
we would query why reference has not been made to Fire Protection Plans within Policy
W3 for New Waste Treatment and Transfer aswell and request a similar addition in this

policy.

It appears that all sites have been left in the plan for Waste Treatment, including the
sites’ we flagged up as potentially causing issues. Whilst we accept that in theory, most
activities and the potential impacts they cause should be mitigated by the permitting
process, sites coming forward in closest proximity to residential areas will have a
significantly higher chance of generating complaints. The Local Authority will also have
to consider such impacts as lorry movements and for sites such as the Former
Mckechnies Site in Aldridge, (IN12.8), this will undoubtedly be contentious. However, in
Planning Policy Terms, aside from the recommended amendment to the reference to
Fire Protection, we are reasonably satisfied with this Chapter as it now stands.

Biodiversity

Most comments made previously have been included to a satisfactory degree. We are
pleased to see reference to the Water Framework Directive from a Biodiversity
perspective.

EN1 — Natural Environment Protection, management & enhancement

Where development will result in harm to biodiversity, alternative options or site layout
should be considered first in line with best practice guidelines before mitigation is
considered as an option.

EN4: Canals

The canals in Walsall provide a vital network of green infrastructure of benefit to both
people and wildlife. Most are designated as local wildlife sites. We reiterate the following
that could be included within the policy justification: ‘Any development next to the canal
should improve the canal corridor through sensitive design and landscape.
Developments should look to incorporate some form of edge softening e.g. pre planted
coir rolls to aid in the establishment of marginal vegetation, and enhance the canal’s
value as a wildlife corridor.’

Groundwater
From a Groundwater/Contamination perspective, we are satisfied and have nothing
further to add.

Yours faithfully

Planning Specialist
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD Policy EN2: Ancient Woodland
Paragraph a)

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Not consistent with national policy

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Whilst we are pleased to see a policy dedicated to ancient woodland, we are objecting as it does not
provide the enhanced protection that national and local policy now supports. In addition, this policy
does not include ancient trees in contravention of NPPF paragraph 118.

It is critical that the irreplaceable semi natural habitats of ancient woodland and ancient trees are
absolutely protected. It is not possible to mitigate the loss of, or replace, ancient woodland by
planting a new site, or attempting translocation. Every ancient wood is a unique habitat that has
evolved over centuries, with a complex interdependency of geology, soils, hydrology, flora and fauna.
We would like this section to reflect the evolution of enhanced planning protection for ancient
woodland in national and local policy as set out below.

It is also important that there is no further avoidable loss of ancient trees, particularly in parks,
through development pressure, mismanagement or poor practice. The Ancient Tree Forum (ATF)
and the Woodland Trust would like to see all such trees recognised as historical, cultural and wildlife
monuments scheduled under TPOs and highlighted in plans so they are properly valued in planning
decision-making. There is also a need for policies ensuring good management of ancient trees, the
development of a succession of future ancient trees through new street tree planting and new wood
pasture creation, and to raise awareness and understanding of the value and importance of ancient
trees. The Ancient Tree Hunt (http://www.ancient-tree-hunt.org.uk/) is designed specifically for this
purpose.

Details of the location of ancient woodland are available through the county Ancient Woodland
Inventory (Natural England) and ancient trees can be identified by the Ancient Tree Hunt data
(http://www.ancient-tree-hunt.org.uk/). We also draw your attention to Natural England and the
Forestry Commission’s standing advice for Ancient woodland and veteran trees: protecting them
from development - https://www.qov.uk/quidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-
protection-surveys-licences.

Emerging national policy is increasingly supportive of absolute protection of ancient woodland and
ancient trees. The Communities and Local Government (CLG) Select Committee published its
report following its June 2014 inquiry into the ‘Operation of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF%’, in which it has specifically recognised the need for better protection for ancient
woodland (Tues 16" Dec 2014). The CLG Select Committee report states: ‘We agree that ancient
woodland should be protected by the planning system. Woodland that is over 400 years old cannot
be replaced and should be awarded the same level of protection as our built heritage. We
recommend that the Government amend paragraph 118 of the NPPF to state that any loss of ancient
woodland should be “wholly exceptional”. We further recommend that the Government initiate work
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with Natural England and the Woodland Trust to establish whether more ancient woodland could be
designated as sites of special scientific interest and to consider what the barriers to designation
might be.” hitp://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmcomloc/190/190.pdf.

This shows a clear direction of travel, recognising that the NPPF does not currently provide sufficient
protection for ancient woodland. Until the NPPF is amended there is a clear role for Local Plans and
associated documents to provide this improved level of protection and to ensure that irreplaceable
habitats get the same level of protection as heritage assets enjoy under the NPPF.

In addition, the policy justification in paragraph 7.5.1 makes the point that the Council cannot
envisage a scenario justifying harm to ancient woodland and we would like to see this reflected in the

policy.

This recommendation should also be considered in conjunction with other - stronger - national

policies on ancient woodland and ancient trees-
e The Government’s policy document ‘Keepers of Time — A statement of Policy for

England’s Ancient & Native Woodland’ (Defra/Forestry Commission, 2005, p.10) states:
‘The existing area of ancient woodland should be maintained and there should be a net
increase in the area of native woodland’. ‘Keepers of Time’ (Defra, 2005) — now re-affirmed
in the Government’s Forestry Policy Statement — also requires that: ‘Ancient and native
woodland and trees should make an increasing contribution to our quality of life.... Take
steps to avoid losses of ancient woodland and of ancient and veteran trees’ (P.10/11).

e The Government’s Independent Panel on Forestry states: ‘Government should reconfirm the
policy approach set out in the Open Habitats Policy and Ancient Woodland Policy (Keepers
of Time — A statement of policy for England’s ancient and native woodland).....Reflect the
value of ancient woodlands, trees of special interest, for example veteran trees, and other
priority habitats in Local Plans, and refuse planning permission for developments that would
have an adverse impact on them.’ (Defra, Final Report, July 2012). This has been endorsed
by the response in the Government Forestry Policy Statement (Defra Jan 2013): We
recognise the value of our native and ancient woodland and the importance of restoring open
habitats as well as the need to restore plantations on ancient woodland sites. We, therefore,
confirm our commitment to the policies set out in both the Open Habitats Policy and Keepers
of Time, our statement of policy for England’s ancient and native woodland’.

e The Government’s Natural Environment White Paper — The Natural Choice: securing the
value of nature (HM Government, July 2011, para 2.56) states that: ‘The Government is

’

committed to providing appropriate protection to ancient woodlands....".

¢ The Biodiversity Strategy for England (Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England’s Wildlife &
Ecosystem Services, Defra 2011, see ‘Forestry’ para 2.16) states that — ‘We are committed
to providing appropriate protection to ancient woodlands and to more restoration of
plantations on ancient woodland site’.

There is increasing evidence of other local authorities supporting absolute protection of ancient
woodland in their LDF planning documents -
North Somerset Council Core Strategy Adopted April 2012 —

‘Policy CS4: Nature conservation

North Somerset contains outstanding wildlife habitats and species. These include limestone
grasslands, traditional orchards, wetlands, rhynes, commons, hedgerows, ancient woodlands




UR 3486

Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

and the Severn Estuary. Key species include rare horseshoe bats, otters, wildfowl and wading
birds, slow-worms and water voles.

The biodiversity of North Somerset will be maintained and enhanced by:....

3) seeking to protect, connect and enhance important habitats, particularly designated sites,
ancient woodlands and veteran trees’.

South Ribble Borough Council Local Plan 2012 — 2026 (Adopted July 2015)
Policy G13-Trees, Woodlands and Development

a) Planning permission will not be permitted where the proposal
adversely affects trees, woodlands and hedgerows which are:
i Protected by a Tree Preservation Order (TPO);
ii Ancient Woodlands including individual ancient and veteran
trees and those defined in Natural England’s inventory of
ancient woodlands;
i In a Conservation Area; or
iv Within a recognised Nature Conservation Site.

10.73 Ancient Woodlands (woodlands which have been continuously wooded since 1600AD) are
particularly important for their flora, fauna and their undisturbed soil and drainage patterns. It is
essential that Ancient Woodlands are protected from the adverse effects of development since they
are an irreplaceable asset.

10.74 Trees in Conservation Areas also make a special contribution and enhance the environmental
quality of these areas. Such trees are protected under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990. Six weeks prior written notice must be given to the local planning authority of any
intended works to the trees. This will enable the Council to make a Tree Preservation Order if the
proposed works are unacceptable and detrimental to the character of the Conservation Area. The
Council wishes to encourage the planting of native tree and hedgerow species, where trees are
characteristic of the landscape and are beneficial to wildlife

The Bristol City Council - Site Allocations and Development Management Policies (Adopted July
2014) [part of Local Plan) states that

Policy DM17: Development Involving Existing Green Infrastructure
“Trees

All new development should integrate important existing trees. Development which would
result in the loss of Ancient Woodland, Aged trees or Veteran trees will not be permitted”.

Torbay Local Plan (adopted December 2015) Policy C4 -
Trees, hedgerows and natural landscape features

“Development will not be permitted when it would seriously harm, either directly or indirectly, protected
or veteran trees, hedgerows, ancient woodlands or other natural features of significant landscape,
historic or nature conservation value”.
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Suqggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

We would like to see the first two words (‘In principle’) of paragraph a) of SAD Policy EN2 removed,
and ancient trees added in, so that it reads — ““Development proposals which would adversely affect
Ancient Woodland AND ANCIENT TREES will be resisted, and development affecting Ancient
Woodland AND ANCIENT TREES will be assessed in accordance with the NPPF, particularly NPPF
paragraph 118, UDP saved Policy ENV18 and other relevant local plan polices”.

We would also like to see this policy cross reference to the forthcoming Walsall Urban Tree Strategy.
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD Policy EN2: Ancient Woodland
Paragraph b)

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Not consistent with national policy

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Whilst we are pleased to see paragraph b) supporting more tree planting in development proposals,
we would like to see it made clear that tree planting in all appropriate development situations should
be encouraged, not just in relation to ancient woodland.

We also consider that the Council has a statutory duty to protect trees and promote tree planting in an

Open Space Study. Section 197 of the Planning Act (1990) states:
197. Planning permission to include appropriate provision for preservation and planting
of trees.
It shall be the duty of the local planning authority —
to ensure, whenever it is appropriate, that in granting planning permission for any development
adequate provision is made, by the imposition of conditions, for the preservation or planting of
trees’.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) also supports the need for more habitat creation
by stating that: “Local planning authorities should: set out a strategic approach in their Local Plans,
planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of
biodiversity and green infrastructure', (DCLG, March 2012, para 114). Also para 117 states that: "To
minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity, planning policies should:....promote the
preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and
recovery of priority species populations, linked to national and local targets, and identify suitable
indicators for monitoring biodiversity in the plan’.

The England Biodiversity Strategy which makes it clear that expansion of priority habitats
like native woodland remains a key aim - "Priority action: Bring a greater proportion of our
existing woodlands into sustainable management and expand the area of woodland in
England', (Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England's wildlife and ecosystems services,
DEFRA 2011, p.26).

A reading of these two policies in the National Planning Policy Framework together with the
England Biodiversity Strategy indicates that habitat expansion, like native woodland creation,
should form a high priority for this new Allocations Plan.

Woodland creation also forms a significant element of the Government Forestry Policy
Statement (Defra Jan 2013): *We believe that there is scope for increasing England's
woodland cover significantly to deliver economic, social and environmental benefits. We want
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to see significantly more woodland in England. We believe that in many, although not all,
landscapes more trees will deliver increased environmental, social and economic benefits. We
particularly want to see more trees and woodlands in and around our towns and cities and
where they can safeguard clean water, help manage flood risk or improve biodiversity'.

Good examples of Local Plan policy for woodland creation are provided by —

East Hants DC Local Plan: Joint Core Strateqy (adopted June 2014) -

“Policy CP20 Landscape

d) protect and enhance natural and historic features which contribute to the
distinctive character of the district’s landscape, such as trees, woodlands,
hedgerows, soils, rivers, river corridors, ditches, ponds, ancient sunken lanes,
ancient tracks, rural buildings and open areas;

e) incorporate appropriate new planting to enhance the landscape setting of the
new development which uses local materials, native species and enhances
biodiversity;

CP21 Biodiversity

New development will be required to:

b) extend specific protection to, and encourage enhancement of, other sites and
features which are of local value for wildlife, for example important trees, rivers,
river corridors and hedgerows, but which are not included in designated sites.”

Solihull Local Plan (adopted Dec 2013) -

“Policy P14 Amenity
Safeguard important trees, hedgerows and woodlands, encourage new and

replacement tree and hedgerow planting and identify areas that may be suitable for the
creation of new woodland”.

Stroud District Local Plan — (adopted November 2015) -

“Delivery Policy ES8 - Trees, hedgerows and woodlands

Development should seek where appropriate to enhance and expand the District’s tree and
woodland resource. Development that would result in the unacceptable loss of, or damage to,
or threaten the continued well-being of protected trees, hedgerows, community orchards,
veteran trees or woodland (including those that are not protected but are considered to be

worthy of protection) will not be permitted”.
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Suqggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

We would like to see the heading of ‘SAD Policy EN2: Ancient Woodland’ changed to “Ancient
Woodland and Woodland Creation”. We would also like to see the word “elsewhere” added into
paragraph b) to read: “Development proposals that present opportunities to improve/ restore
Ancient Woodland, or provide complimentary planting, particularly ELSEWHERE where
planting will extend and improve the connectivity of the Environmental

Network, will be encouraged, subject to other local plan policies”.

We would also like to see this policy cross reference to the forthcoming Walsall Urban Tree Strategy.
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15™ April 2016

Planning Policy
Walsall MBC
Darwall Street
Walsall

Dear Sirs

Publication consultation planning policy 2026: Have your say
HC4a GT6 34-38 Gould Firm Lane

We have today attended a consultation event in Aldridge with
regard to the above Walsall Site Allocation Document.

We would like to place on record our objections to the planning
proposal for the above site being upgraded from temporary to
permanent and from one site to four double sites.

As you aware this site is within the green belt area and there should
be no further development. Indeed this site should be closed down
and relocated to a brown site area, or the present residents should
be offered accommodation via the local social housing programme
where they would be integrated into the local community.

Yours sincerely

ECONOMY AND
ENV:’RONF\AE(\;’T

13 APR 2016

RECEIVED



From:
Sent: 23 April 2016 11:22
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Proposed development EN7

Categories: Red Category
Dear Sir or Madam,

I must object in the strongest terms to the proposed
development EN7 on green belt land. It is clear to everyone in the local area
that the main focus and objective of the developers is to build a housing
estate, on the premise that it will fund the restoration of Great Barr Hall.
We believe the developers to be disingenuous as clearly the cost of
renovating Great Barr Hall exceeds what could be achieved by the sale of the
houses.
That aside it 1s astounding that the council are even considering this, yet
again, you have a duty to protect prime agricultural, historical, GREEN BELT
LAND!
The environmental impact to the area would be devastating along with the loss
of historical listed parkland being decimated, all this for the development of
exclusive luxury houses which are not needed in the area (hardly addressing
the affordable housing shortage!) Please do the right and moral thing and
refuse the application!

UR 3503
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FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council

| wish to comment on the changes made to Walsall’s Sites Allocation Document, in particular SAD
EN7 which relates to the Great Barr Hall Estate and the surrounding Listed Parkland.

As a consultee in respect of the Great Barr Hall Planning Application | am at a loss to understand why
| was not in fact consulted.

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary
Development Plan. | object to this as | feel the changes will permit inappropriate development in the
green belt

The restoration of Great Barr Hall Estate listed in the UDP as ENV 8 made no mention of enabling
development. The Council’s objective being to safeguard the character of the estate and to secure
careful control of development and change of use.

EN 7 now focuses predominately on enabling development as the funding solution for the
restoration of Great Barr Hall. This is probably the least desirable solution and should only be
considered along with other more suitable options.

Great Barr Hall is sadly now a ruin with little historical value remaining. The enormous cost of any
meaningful restoration would need an enormous amount of enabling development leading
inevitably to the destruction of the listed parkland. This is of much greater importance than the
restoration of the Hall and requires minimal investment to protect it.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is completely dependent upon the Listed Parkland. This
has been recognised by Walsall Council and the Planning Inspectorate in previous decisions. It had
been agreed that an holistic approach is necessary in considering the future of this sensitive site.

EN7 surely must reflect this

Historic England is currently reviewing the listing of Great Barr Hall. This is not mentioned in EN7.
Any recommendations made by Historic England need to be included



The Prime quality agricultural land within the historic parkland should be given consideration, it has
until recently been farmed successfully.

Consideration should also be given to the pylons situated on this land. They are currently being
upgraded from 270.000v to 400,000v.

The 36 inch diameter water main serving Barr Beacon Reservoir also makes the area around and
over this main unviable for enabling development.

| also see that there is a recommendation in EN7 that vehicular access from Chapel Lane will be
minimised for environmental and traffic reasons

This is in keeping with the recommendations made at the 2004 Public Enquiry We agree and
commend this recommendation.

Yours Sincerely
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FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council

| wish to comment on the changes made to Walsall’s Sites Allocation Document, in particular SAD
EN7 which relates to the Great Barr Hall Estate and the surrounding Listed Parkland.

As a consultee in respect of the Great Barr Hall Planning Application | am at a loss to understand why
| was not in fact consulted.

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary
Development Plan. | object to this as | feel the changes will permit inappropriate development in the
green belt

The restoration of Great Barr Hall Estate listed in the UDP as ENV 8 made no mention of enabling
development. The Council’s objective being to safeguard the character of the estate and to secure
careful control of development and change of use.

EN 7 now focuses predominately on enabling development as the funding solution for the
restoration of Great Barr Hall. This is probably the least desirable solution and should only be
considered along with other more suitable options.

Great Barr Hall is sadly now a ruin with little historical value remaining. The enormous cost of any
meaningful restoration would need an enormous amount of enabling development leading
inevitably to the destruction of the listed parkland. This is of much greater importance than the
restoration of the Hall and requires minimal investment to protect it.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is completely dependent upon the Listed Parkland. This
has been recognised by Walsall Council and the Planning Inspectorate in previous decisions. It had
been agreed that an holistic approach is necessary in considering the future of this sensitive site.

EN7 surely must reflect this

Historic England is currently reviewing the listing of Great Barr Hall. This is not mentioned in EN7.
Any recommendations made by Historic England need to be included
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The Prime quality agricultural land within the historic parkland should be given consideration, it has
until recently been farmed successfully.

Consideration should also be given to the pylons situated on this land. They are currently being
upgraded from 270.000v to 400,000v.

The 36 inch diameter water main serving Barr Beacon Reservoir also makes the area around and
over this main unviable for enabling development.

| also see that there is a recommendation in EN7 that vehicular access from Chapel Lane will be
minimised for environmental and traffic reasons

This is in keeping with the recommendations made at the 2004 Public Enquiry We agree and
commend this recommendation.

Yours Sincerely
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From:
Sent: 25 April 2016 11:07
To: planningpolicy

Subject: St Margarets grounds

To whom it may concern

I really don't think you have any idea of the congestion the new housing scheme will cause on Chapel
Lane. This is a nightmare at the best of times let alone with a few hundred houses and the owners with a
minium of one vehicle.

You don't have to live around here so why put us residents, some of whom and myself included have
lived here all our lives.

It really is not fair to put this on us. I'm sure you could find other ways to fund the hall being renovated
mstead of building anymore eyesores in that area.

I think it 1s totally bang out of order that you are even contemplating this idea. Maybe if you turned off
lights in your new housing building when everyone has gone that you could save a fortune.

We don't want a stupid banqueting suite either. It is greenbelt land so why will you be ruining 1t? You
really need to get off your backsides and ask residents around this area., and take our feelings into
consideration instead of lining pockets all the time.

yours
one angry and cheesed off Great Barr resident

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
Sent: 25 Apnl 2016 11:15
To: planningpolicy

Subject: St Margarets grounds

To whom it may concern

I really don't think you have thought this through.

You do not have to live around the already congested and awful Chapel Lane area. This road 1s NOT
wide enough to carry a few extra hundred, if not thousand vehicles so they can join the M6.

It 1s also greenbelt land, so building more houses will ruin our area. I have lived here for 37 years and in
the same house all that time. You really have not taken our thoughts into consideration when you are
trying to find money. It's always money...maybe of you turned lights off in the new housing building of a

night. Maybe if you stopped building stupid buildings and concentrated on feelings of others for once.

I certainly OBJECT to the building of many more hundred, if not thousand houses. It's disgusting that
you even think you can get away with this. Us residents of Great Barr will not give in.

Try doing up your own houses in the Walsall area instead of building new ones.
Yours

One.....no three angry and cheesed off Great Barr residents.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
Sent: 16 April 2016 15:26
To: planningpolicy

Subject: H-128 daw end school

To whom it may concern,
Ref H0128 Daw End school - housing proposal.

It has come to my attention that there is a proposal to build 41 houses, on the site of Daw end
school. T have no objection to homes being built, but to the type of homes being built and the
amount.

I live n the_ and the back of my house looks out onto the site, we are also on
higher ground, so it concerns me if it is going to be apartments (over 2 story in height) or 3
story houses, as they will have full view into my property.

The estate where 1 live is owned by Accord and it is roughly the same size - mainly 2 bedroom
houses. It certainly doesn't hold 41 homes. Again this worries me, as to the type of home that

is being built.

I raised these concerns, when 1 was asked a few years ago, but never had a response. When
will the plans be open for public viewing and please will you take these concerns into account.

Reiards
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From:
Sent: 25 April 2016 08:07
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Site Allocation Document EN7 - objection

I wish to register my objection to the plans for Great Barr Hall (EN7).

EN7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland by allowing its destruction
with an enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The destruction of the
parkland will result in huge historical and environmental loss to the local area. It also fails to

identify and protect the green belt's prime agricultural land.

Kind regards
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From:
Sent: 23 April 2016 16:42
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Site Alocations Document

I am very disappointed to hear of the Council's consultations with some
Walsall residents - I hasten to add that is has not involved my local area -

re the above. The proposed policy changes would appear to pave the way for
approval of the current planning application to develop the site of Great Barr
Hall (document ref EN7) to which I have strong objections.

EN7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland by
allowing its destruction with an enabling development to fund the rebuilding
of Great Barr Hall. The destruction of the parkland will result in huge
historical and environmental loss to the local area. It also fails to identify
and protect the green belts prime agricultural land.



From:
Sent: 22 April 2016 16:38
To: planningpolicy

Subject: SAD document EN 7

22nd April 2016

Walsall Planning Policy
Reference Site Allocations Document EN7
Dear Sirs,

We wish to object to the proposed developments on the Great Barr Hall and

Parkland estate.

These are the points we would like you to consider:

1. Building on Green Belt land is against the National Planning Policy, and permission is
only granted when special circumstances exist which will benefit the local community.

2. This development cannot benefit the local community since we shall have no general
access to it, which is contrary to the wishes of the present owners of the site.

3.  The development will destroy the rural character of the area. The land marks the
boundary between the urban areas of Birmingham and The Black Country and the rural
lands to the North and West of the conurbation.

The architects have drawn possible comparisons to the local Red House Park, and Perry
Barr Park. However, a better model for comparison could be Sutton Park, or Merrions
Wood, adjacent to the site. An appeal could be made for National Lottery funding for this
possibility. In London there is Hampstead Heath and Parliament Hill Fields, surely we
deserve something like that.

In our opinion document EN7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland
by allowing its destruction with an enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr
Hall. The destruction of the parkland will result in huge historical and environmental loss to the
local area. It also fails to i1dentify and protect the green belt’s prime agricultural land.

UR 3511
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From:
Sent: 24 April 2016 23:22
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Great Barr Hall

I object to the current plans for Great Barr Hall and surrounding land. In my opinion ‘EN7 fails to give equal or
more value to the historical listed parkland by allowing its destruction with an enabling

development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The destruction of the parkland will result

in huge historical and environmental loss to the local area. It also fails to identify and protect the

green belts prime agricultural land.’

Sent from my 4G Ready LG G3 on Three



From:
Sent: 24 April 2016 17:32
To: planningpolicy

Subject: great Barr hall & parkland

dear sir

We would like to make a comment on the allocation document EN7 which is about
Great Barr Hall and Parkland

We were not informed about this document even though we have written before
about the Great Barr planning application
This policy has changed from the previous development plan and we would like to
object as 1t will allow appropriate development in the Green belt that the other
version of policy did not.
The Enabling development is being used to get houses on Green belt land when in
reality GREAT BARR HALL IS NO LONGER FIT TO BE RESTORED.. as it will not be done
for 10 years there will be even less to restore even if these builders have any
mtention to do so.
the Parkland is the most important part of the area . and once the residents lose this
we can never get it back
The use of the agricultural land in the parkland is also very important.it has until
recently been farmed successfully beneath the pylons.This area 1 am sure would not
be suitable to build houses on
Also be aware the traffic into Chapel lane would impact considerably on all the
surrounding areas

yours sincerely

UR 3513
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23" April, 2016

The Planning Policy Directive,
Walsall Council,

Civic Centre,

Darwall Street,

Walsall,

WS1 1DG.

Dear Sir/Madam,

SITE ALLOCATIONS DOCUMENT.

We would like to object to SAD EN7 in respect to Great Barr Hall Estate and listed parkland. We wish
to also comment on the fact that despite being a consultee in regard to Great Barr Hall Planning
Application We was not contacted regarding this document and we find this very disappointing.

EN7 has been changed enormously and we wish to object as we feel it will allow inappropriate
development on green belt land that the former policy did not mention, the former policy did not
mention enabling development. EN7 focuses predominantly on the use of enabling development as a
funding solution for Great Barr Hall.

Restoration will require large enabling developments that will undoubtedly lead to developments on the
Park lands which will lead to its destruction. The listed park land is of huge importance to the area and
valued much more than the restoration of the hall. The Park land has a lot of history and has a lot of
benefit to the local community.

The Great Barr Hall character is dependent on the listed park land and this has previously been
recognized by planning and it has always been thought that everything needs to be considered as whole
when considering future development on this sensitive site. The Great Barr Hall listing is currently
under review by Historic England and we feel this should be included within EN7.

There is agricultural land within the park land which has been farmed successfully for sometime, this
land is under pylons and is on a 36in diameter water main which serves Barr Beacon reservoir this
makes this land unlikely suitable for a large high quality development.

The reference to EN7 limiting vehicles down Chapel Lane due to environmental reasons is commended.

Yours sincerely,



From:
Sent: 20 April 2016 17:44
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Objection to EN7 - SAD proposed development of Great Barr Hall

Please note my objection to EN7 which in my opinion fails to give equal or
more value to the historical listed parkland by allowing its destruction with
an enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The
destruction of the parkland will result in huge historical and environmental
loss to the local area. It also fails to identify and protect the green belts
prime agricultural land.

Sent from my i1Phone
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From:
Sent: 24 April 2016 22:31
To: planningpolicy

Subject: great Barr Hall / St Margarets area PROTEST

To whoever it may concern

I am appalled at the decision to build and use the greenbelt area of St
Margartes and Great Barr Old Hall

The area 1s already badly conjested with Chapel Lane being rammed during early am
Residents also already use Merrions Clse like a racetrack to cut through avoiding the
A34

In my opinion the EN7fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland
by allowing its destruction by enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr
Hall. The destruction of the parkland will result in huge historical and environmental loss
to the local area. It also fails to identify and protect the green belts prime agricultural
land.’

I sincerely hope this action is reviewed and the green belt area kept as just that

Yours Sincerely

UR 3516



pron: |
Sent: 18 April 2016 16:14

To: planningpolicy

Subject: ref. HO128 Daw End School

Hi, I'm writting about the housing proposal on the old Daw End school plot on Floyd Lane, Rushall
& I'm concerned about what will be built there.
Our houses are built back to front so the lounge faces the school grounds and our houses have patio
doors which the builders built, so when I sit in my lounge, the only room I have for sitting, I can't avoid
the view

I also want to point out our houses are on land higher than the plot and my garden slopes down to the

fence so any houses built on it I'd be able to see into them and they'll be able to see me, I know when

the last travellers parked their vans on the old paly ground behind me the other week every time I
* let my dog into my garden I found myself looking straight into
their vans and they could see me at my door, we couldn't avoid each other, I'm very concered about
this

I'd also like to point out I get unusual birds in my garden, I regularly get a greater spotted woodpecker
on my feeders and groups of long tailed tits, plus a sparrow hawk looking for small birds which it has
caught occationally on my lawn, we see another pair of birds of pray regularly fly over head but I don't
know the name, they are drawn here by the nature reserve next to us I think but am worried that some
tallish building built will deter them

Can I ask you to put me on the mailing list re the proposed plans for the plot on Floyd Lane please
Thank you

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

UR 3517
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From:
Sent: 24 April 2016 20:11
To: planningpolicy

Subject: ref: Great Barr Hall

The area requires leisure centers, hospitals, schools not more houses, the are will become a Ghetto of
Millionaire homes, and the Developers will not spend money developing Great Barr Hall, as there
mntention from the start was to build houses, I have met with the developers and they are only interested
in whats best for them hence why there are 10 partners who all wanted to build a house each and extra
homes for friends and family nothing towards the community or The Listed building

Please reject these plans or atleast get them to develop the Listed building 1st
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Dotect e Green a
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy
reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD policy EN7

Do you support or object to the plan?
OBJECT

If you object; on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)
CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY

Comments (continue on a sebarate sheet if necessary)

EN7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland by allowing its
destruction with an enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The
destruction of the parkland will result in huge historical and environmental loss to the local
area. It also fails to identify and protect the green belts prime agricultural land.

These plans will have a detrimental effect on the extensive wildlife to be found on the
registered parkland. Including protected species categorised under the SLINC and SSSi

Building on Green Belt will set a precedent for other areas of green belt across the borough
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Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Protect the green belt — scrap plan, make more green spaces
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From:
Sent: 25 April 2016 14:01
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Sites Allocation Document EN7

Dear Sir or Madam

I am writing to comment on the Sites Allocation Document in particular SAD EN7 which relates to the
Great Barr Hall Estate and Listed Parkland. I am very disappointed to hear that consultations have been
taking place as I have not even been informed that a consultation was taking place.

I very much object to the changing of the policy statement in EN7 from that in the Unitary Development
Plan and fear that it will lead to inappropriate development of the green belt area. I believe that the
maintenance of the Listed Parkland on the estate must be of prime importance and am concerned that
any enabling development will destroy this: I believe that the focus should be on maintaining &
developing this historic parkland preferably for the benefit of the local community & other visitors.

I wish to strongly agree with the recommendation that there would be no or minimal access to the estate
from Chapel Lane. Chapel Lane becomes very busy particular at peak times with traffic tailing back
from the Birmingham Road junction to the road beyond St Margaret's Church. At other times traffic can
be seen regularly flouting the 20 mph speed limit within the controlled traffic area.

I hope this is helpful.

Yours faithfulli
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From:
Sent: 26 April 2016 10:26
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Site Allocations Document - Great Barr Hall Estate - EN7

Dear Sir/Madam

I am very disappointed to hear of the Council's consultations with some Walsall/Great

Barr residents - I hasten to add that this has not involved my local area - re the above. The
proposed policy changes would appear to pave the way for approval of the current planning
application to develop the site of Great Barr Hall (document ref EN7) to which I have very strong
objections.

It 1s obvious the main reason for this planning application is to build houses. The rest is just a
perceived sweetener and serves little purpose to the local community. If these houses are built,
as all amenities (gas/electricity/water), access roads etc. will have been installed, this will help
set the wheels in motion for further expansion of the "housing estate" in the future and make
following applications a formality.

As I am sure you are aware (or should be), Chapel Lane is extremely busy at rush hour times on
a minor road not designed for this amount of traffic, and local schools/doctors/dentists etc. are
already bursting at the seams, so extra houses will only exacerbate the problems.

EN7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland by allowing its destruction
while enabling development to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The destruction of the
parkland will result in huge historical and environmental loss to the local area. It also fails to
identify and protect the green belt's prime agricultural land.

I hope you will consider these objections when considering the planning application.

Yours faithfully,



From:
Sent: 25 April 2016 16:51
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Fwd: Sites Allocation Document -SAD EN7

Please see below.
Sent from my 1Pad

Begin forwarded message:
From:
Date: 25 April 2016 at 16:42:08 BST
To: planingpolicy@walsall.gov.uk
Subject: Sites Allocation Document -SAD EN7

I set out below my comments on the Sites Allocation Document with specific reference
to SAD EN7 relating to the Great Barr Estate and Listed Parkland.

I am particularly disappointed that I have not been consulted on this document by the
Council even though I am:

1. A resident of Walsall, and
2. A consultee in respect of the Great Barr Hall Planning Application which is referred
to mn EN7.

It 1s notable that the policy statement in EN7 has significantly changed from the current
Unitary Development Plan (UDP). I object to this as I believe it will allow inappropriate
development in the green belt.

In the UDP - policy ENV 8, relating to the restoration of Great Barr Hall, there is no
reference to an enabling development. In this regard it was commendable that the
Council's objective was to safeguard the special character of the estate and secure its
enhancement through careful control and change of use. EN7 changes the policy
mntention by focussing predominantly upon the use of enabling development as the
funding solution for the restoration of the Hall. It is acknowledged that an enabling
development could be an option and form part of any solution. However, the UDP
aspirations should remain in place since an enabling development should be considered
to be the least desirable solution and should be considered along with other solutions.

The cost of restoration of the Hall will require a major enabling development within the
Listed Parkland and would be likely to lead to it's destruction. There is a clear opinion
that the Listed Parkland is of greater importance that the restoration of the Hall. It has
greater historical importance, is mainly intact and offers significant benefit to the local
community who live within the boundaries of Walsall, Sandwell and Birmingham.

The aesthetics of the Hall are entirely dependent upon the Listed Parkland as has
already been acknowledged by the Council and the Planning Inspectorate both of
whom have recognised the need for an holistic approach to finding a solution.

There is no mention in EN7 of the current exercise being undertaken by Historic
England to review the listing of Great Barr Hall. Any recommendations made by
Historic England should be included.
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The siting of electricity pylons ( currently being upgraded to 400,000v) and a large bore
water main on within the Parkland both undermine the viability of any high quality
enabling development.

I am pleased that EN7 includes the recommendation that vehicle access from Chapel
Lane will be minimised for environmental and traffic reasons.

I should be grateful if you would take into consideration the above in your deliberations.

Sent from my 1Pad
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From:
Sent: 25 April 2016 13:28
To: planningpolicy

Subject: OBJECTION

Dear Sir/Madam

I wish to strongly object to the proposed changes to great barr
hall estate referred to as EN7 it fails to give value to the historical

parkland by allowing its destruction with an enabling development to fund the
rebuilding of Great Barr Hall, the destruction of the parkland will result in
huge historical and environmental loss to the local area, it also fails to

identify and protect the green belts prime agricultural land thank you please
register my objection

Yours Sincereli

Sent from my 1Phone



FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council

| wish to comment on the changes made to Walsall’s Sites Allocation Document, in particular SAD
EN7 which relates to the Great Barr Hall Estate and the surrounding Listed Park

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary
Development Plan. | object to this as | feel the changes will permit inappropriate development in the
green belt

The restoration of Great Barr Hall Estate listed in the UDP as ENV 8 made no mention of enabling
development. The Council’s objective being to safeguard the character of the estate and to secure
careful control of development and change of use.

EN 7 now focuses predominately on enabling development as the funding solution for the
restoration of Great Barr Hall. This is probably the least desirable solution and should only be
considered along with other more suitable options.

Great Barr Hall is sadly now a ruin with little historical value remaining. The enormous cost of any
meaningful restoration would need an enormous amount of enabling development leading
inevitably to the destruction of the listed parkland. This is of much greater importance than the
restoration of the Hall and requires minimal investment to protect it.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is completely dependent upon the Listed Parkland. This
has been recognised by Walsall Council and the Planning Inspectorate in previous decisions. It had
been agreed that an holistic approach is necessary in considering the future of this sensitive site.

EN7 surely must reflect this

Historic England is currently reviewing the listing of Great Barr Hall. This is not mentioned in EN7.
Any recommendations made by Historic England need to be included

The Prime quality agricultural land within the historic parkland should be given consideration, it has
until recently been farmed successfully.

Consideration should also be given to the pylons situated on this land. They are currently being
upgraded from 270.000v to 400,000v.
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The 36 inch diameter water main serving Barr Beacon Reservoir also makes the area around and
over this main unviable for enabling development.

| also see that there is a recommendation in EN7 that vehicular access from Chapel Lane will be
minimised for environmental and traffic reasons

This is in keeping with the recommendations made at the 2004 Public Enquiry We agree and
commend this recommendation.

Yours Sincerely



FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council

| wish to comment on the changes made to Walsall’s Sites Allocation Document, in particular SAD
EN7 which relates to the Great Barr Hall Estate and the surrounding Listed Park

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary
Development Plan. | object to this as | feel the changes will permit inappropriate development in the
green belt

The restoration of Great Barr Hall Estate listed in the UDP as ENV 8 made no mention of enabling
development. The Council’s objective being to safeguard the character of the estate and to secure
careful control of development and change of use.

EN 7 now focuses predominately on enabling development as the funding solution for the
restoration of Great Barr Hall. This is probably the least desirable solution and should only be
considered along with other more suitable options.

Great Barr Hall is sadly now a ruin with little historical value remaining. The enormous cost of any
meaningful restoration would need an enormous amount of enabling development leading
inevitably to the destruction of the listed parkland. This is of much greater importance than the
restoration of the Hall and requires minimal investment to protect it.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is completely dependent upon the Listed Parkland. This
has been recognised by Walsall Council and the Planning Inspectorate in previous decisions. It had
been agreed that an holistic approach is necessary in considering the future of this sensitive site.

EN7 surely must reflect this

Historic England is currently reviewing the listing of Great Barr Hall. This is not mentioned in EN7.
Any recommendations made by Historic England need to be included

The Prime quality agricultural land within the historic parkland should be given consideration, it has
until recently been farmed successfully.

Consideration should also be given to the pylons situated on this land. They are currently being
upgraded from 270.000v to 400,000v.
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The 36 inch diameter water main serving Barr Beacon Reservoir also makes the area around and
over this main unviable for enabling development.

| also see that there is a recommendation in EN7 that vehicular access from Chapel Lane will be
minimised for environmental and traffic reasons

This is in keeping with the recommendations made at the 2004 Public Enquiry We agree and
commend this recommendation.

Yours Sincerely



FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council

| wish to comment on the changes made to Walsall’s Sites Allocation Document, in particular SAD
EN7 which relates to the Great Barr Hall Estate and the surrounding Listed Park

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary
Development Plan. | object to this as | feel the changes will permit inappropriate development in the
green belt

The restoration of Great Barr Hall Estate listed in the UDP as ENV 8 made no mention of enabling
development. The Council’s objective being to safeguard the character of the estate and to secure
careful control of development and change of use.

EN 7 now focuses predominately on enabling development as the funding solution for the
restoration of Great Barr Hall. This is probably the least desirable solution and should only be
considered along with other more suitable options.

Great Barr Hall is sadly now a ruin with little historical value remaining. The enormous cost of any
meaningful restoration would need an enormous amount of enabling development leading
inevitably to the destruction of the listed parkland. This is of much greater importance than the
restoration of the Hall and requires minimal investment to protect it.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is completely dependent upon the Listed Parkland. This
has been recognised by Walsall Council and the Planning Inspectorate in previous decisions. It had
been agreed that an holistic approach is necessary in considering the future of this sensitive site.

EN7 surely must reflect this

Historic England is currently reviewing the listing of Great Barr Hall. This is not mentioned in EN7.
Any recommendations made by Historic England need to be included

The Prime quality agricultural land within the historic parkland should be given consideration, it has
until recently been farmed successfully.

Consideration should also be given to the pylons situated on this land. They are currently being
upgraded from 270.000v to 400,000v.
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The 36 inch diameter water main serving Barr Beacon Reservoir also makes the area around and
over this main unviable for enabling development.

| also see that there is a recommendation in EN7 that vehicular access from Chapel Lane will be
minimised for environmental and traffic reasons

This is in keeping with the recommendations made at the 2004 Public Enquiry We agree and
commend this recommendation.

Yours Sincerely



From:
Sent: 26 April 2016 13:08
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Walsall Site Allocation Document

Dear Sir,

With reference to the above document, I wish to make my response in relation to SAD EN7 1.e. Great
Barr Hall and surrounding listed parkland.

I am a resident of _, Great Barr although my property comes within Sandwell MBC. I have
previously made objections to the planning application involving Great Barr Hall as mentioned in EN7
and I am concerned that the policy statement in said EN7 will allow inappropriate development on
green belt land. The development of the Hall, included in the current Unitary Development Plan as
policy ENV 8, did not refer to any enabling development. EN7, however, emphasises the use of
enabling development even though Great Barr Hall is basically a ruin. Historic England is currently
reviewing the Hall’s listing and its findings, I feel, should be included in the policy.

The enormous cost of restoration will require extensive enabling development and will destroy the
listed parkland which, in my opinion, is more important than the derelict Hall. This destruction will
result in a huge historical and environmental loss to the local area and fails to protect the green belt.
This parkland will be of greater benefit to the local community than the Hall.

Immediately opposite my house is land that has been farmed until recently and I am assured that this
1s prime agricultural land which should be given a much more higher regard than stated.

I am also very concerned that such development will add to the already heavy amount of traffic along
Chapel Lane.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns and I hope that these will be given
consideration.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Re: Planning application Great Barr Hall. 13/1567/FL

25/04/2016

Dear Sir / Madam,

We are writing to you with regard to the revised planning proposal reference
Great Barr Hall / Parkland and the SADENT7 planning document.

As local people who own property and have lived in the area for [Jjj years we
have a close affinity and are deeply concerned about the local area. The green
belt in which the hall and parkland are located is an extremely important
feature of the local area acting as the lungs of the planet - especially important
since the development of the motorway network (deemed to be one of the
busiest motorway junctions in the country!). In addition the parkland provides a
corridor for local wildlife which includes a number of endangered species.

The parkland, we believe, has significantly more importance from a local
historical and environmental point of view than the pile of rubble that was once
Great Barr Hall. The parkland provides a habitat for fauna and flora, land and
water born wildlife, which includes a number of protected and endangered
species. Under the new planning proposals a large amount of the habitat will be
damaged or destroyed. In turn, therefore, many of these plants and creature
could / may be lost forever.

The upper levels of the parkland are situated under high voltage overhead
cables and pylons also a large water main linking the local area to the Great
Barr reservoir runs under the fields, which we believe potentially, makes it
inappropriate for habitable development. The area is currently prime
agricultural land farmed by a local farmer which we believe to be a more logical
use for the area.

The focus of the proposed planning application appears to be raising founds to
restore Great Barr Hall to its former glory as a banqueting and conference
venue. The hall currently is no more than a pile of rubble and is we believe
beyond reclamation. We further understand that hall is no longer of any
historical significance and that Historical England are currently reviewing the
historical importance of the parkland. Therefore any destruction of this area
would be inappropriate and irreversible.

Yours faithfully
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08/03/2016

Planning Policy

Regeneration and Development
Economy & Environment Directorate
Walsall Council

Civic Centre

Darwall Street

Walsall

WS1 1DG

Dear Sir or Madam,
Walsall Planning 2026: Have Your Say - Publication Stage Consultation

Thank you for your recent consultation on the above. We have considered the proposal relevant to the
mobile network operators Vodafone and Telefonica(O2) and would offer the following comment on their
behalf.

We would take this opportunity to comment that we consider it important that there is a specific
telecommunications policy within the emerging Local Plan. We consider that the vital role that
telecommunications play in both the economic and social fabric of communities merit the inclusion of a policy
which refers specifically to telecommunications developments.

National guidance recognises this through Section 5: “Supporting high quality communications infrastructure”
of National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) which provides clear guidance as to the main issues
surrounding telecommunications development.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 42 confirms that;

“advanced, high quality communications infrastructure is essential for sustainable economic growth
and play a vital role in enhancing the provision of local community facilities and services.”

Paragraph 43 of NPPF confirms that;

‘in preparing local plans, local planning authorities should support the expansion of
telecommunications networks”,

but should also;

“aim to keep the numbers of radio telecommunications masts and sites for such installations to a
minimum consistent with the efficient operation of the network. EXxisting masts, buildings and other
structures should be used, unless the need for a new site has been justified.”

As indicated above, the formulation of policy does not exist in isolation and there are numerous documents
which will affect the formulation of any telecommunications policy, the most important of these being NPPF.
On this basis we would suggest that a concise and flexible telecommunications policy should be included
within the emerging Local Plan. Such a policy should give all stakeholders a clear indication of the issues
that telecommunications development will be assessed against.

We would suggest a policy which reads;

“Proposals for telecommunications development will be permitted provided that the following criteria
are met:

(i) the siting and appearance of the proposed apparatus and associated structures should
seek to minimise impact on the visual amenity, character or appearance of the
surrounding area;
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(ii) if on a building, apparatus and associated structures should be sited and designed in
order to seek to minimise impact to the external appearance of the host building;

(iii) if proposing a new mast, it should be demonstrated that the applicant has explored the
possibility of erecting apparatus on existing buildings, masts or other structures. Such
evidence should accompany any application made to the (local) planning authority.

(iv) If proposing development in a sensitive area, the development should not have an
unacceptable effect on areas of ecological interest, areas of landscape importance,
archaeological sites, conservation areas or buildings of architectural or historic interest.

When considering applications for telecommunications development, the (local) planning authority
will have regard to the operational requirements of telecommunications networks and the technical
limitations of the technology.”

We would consider it appropriate to introduce the policy and we would suggest the following;

“Mobile communications are now considered an integral part of the success of most business operations and
individual lifestyles. ~With the growth of services such as mobile internet access, demand for new
telecommunications infrastructure is continuing to grow. The authority is keen to facilitate this expansion
whilst at the same time minimising any environmental impacts. It is our policy to reduce the proliferation of
new masts by encouraging mast sharing and siting equipment on existing tall structures and buildings.”

We trust you find the above comments of assistance. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have
any queries relating to the above matters.

Regards,

I
CTIL (Vodafone and O2) Regional Community and Planning Specialist — North West
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From:
Sent: 29 April 2016 11:22
To: planningpolicy
Subject: Walsall Site Allocation Document - St Margaret's Church & Great Barr Hall
Attachments: Letter from Church Wardens, St Margaret Church re SAD Doc.pdf

Please find attached a PDF of the letter from the Church Wardens at St Margaret’s Church regarding
the above. We would expect to be kept informed of any future developments/changes regarding
proposals affecting this area since we were not consulted in the preliminary rounds by Walsall Council
despite being a landowner in the Walsall area.

Church Wardens
St Margaret’s Church
Great Bair
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From:
Sent: 26 April 2016 19:46
To: planningpolicy

Subject: great barr hall

EN7 FAILS TO GIVE EQUAL OR MORE VALUE TO THE HISTORICAL LISTED
PARKLAND BY ALLOWING ITS DESTRUCTION WITH AN ENABLING DEVELOPMENT
TO FUND THE REBUILDING OF GREAT BARR HALL???7??7?????. THE DESTRUCTION OF
THE PARKLAND WILL RESULT IN HUGE HISTORICAL AND ENVIROMENTAL LOSS TO
THE LOCAL AREA IT ALSO FAILS TO IDENTIFY AND PROTECT THE GREEN BELT
PRIME AGRICULURAL LAND . AND HOW WILL THIS DEVELOPMENT BENIFIT THE
LOCAL PEOPLE AND SURROUNDING AREA. CHAPEL LANE IS AS IT SAYS A LANE.
CORONATION ROAD IS A NO ENTRY FROM BARR BEACON BUT IT IS USED AS A
NORMAL ROAD. THE POLICE AND THE COUNCIL DO NOT WANT TO NO OR DO
ANYTHING ABOUT IT. SO WHAT WILL HAPPEN WHEN THERE IS MORE TRAFFIC. THE
REBUILDING OF GREAT BARR HALL WILL NEVER HAPPEN IT HAS NEVER HAPPENED
IN THE PAST AND WILL NEVER HAPPEN IN THE FUTURE . THERE IS NEVER ENOUGH
MONEY TO GO AROUND. SAVE THE GREEN BELT LAND FOR THE PEOPLE AND NOT
FOR BRICKS AND MORTOR .  YOURS SINCERLY
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
\Walsall Site Allocations Document: SAD Policy M4 page 177.

Do you support or object to the plan?

\We support the plan.

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Comments:
The former Aldridge Quarry (MP1) forms part of the land that is held upon trust by the estate of

the late for the benefit of the residuary beneficiaries of the estate of the late ||
deceased.

Following the recent death of , we (the majority of the residuary beneficiaries) have
only recently discovered the issues detailed in the SAD Policy M4 plan, and we are currently
preparing to have new trustees appointed in order to rectify any and all issues associated with
our land.

\We fully intend to identify, evaluate and address any potential harmful effects on health, the
environment, amenity, and infrastructure etc. and address any concerns raised by the relevant
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regulatory authorities, statutory consultation bodies and infrastructure providers.

\We realise that Walsall District is one of the only areas referred to in the plan that potentially
has winnable primary sand and gravel resources. As the landowners, we are keen to serve the
area with the required minerals thus helping Walsall contribute to the annual production targets
set out in the Black Country Core Strategy Plan.

To this end, we wish to open up a dialogue with Walsall Council in order to explore the
possibilities for further extraction of sand and gravel from, and around, the former Aldridge
Quarry.

All areas of land excavated will thereafter be duly reinstated to be presentable within its normal
environment.

Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the
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changes you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
\Walsall Site Allocations Document: SAD Policy M4 page 177

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

\We would like to modify the plan to state that the former Aldridge Quarry (MP1) and the
surrounding area does have winnable sand and gravel reserves remaining, and that we
are intending to seek the necessary approvals to continue extraction.
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Policy SAD EN4:Canals
Do you support or object to the plan?

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Whether part b) is justified and effective
Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Corrections

At part d) v. “canal side” should read “canalside”.

At part e) “water course” should read “watercourse”.
Comments

The Trust supports the provision of a specific canal related policy to guide developments and
ensure that they respect and enhance the character of the waterways. We consider that the
policy further enshrines the principles set out in BCCS4 Policy ENVA4.

We would reiterate the following specific comments and suggestions on the policy which do
not appear to have been amended following the consultation draft:

At part b) v. we suggest that the word “applicable” is replaced with “appropriate”. There may
be situations where it is not appropriate to retain or incorporate existing structures, features
and buildings of heritage value.

In addition we would make the following specific comments and suggestions on the
amendments made to the policy following consultation in 2015:

The policy has been amended to include reference to the Hatherton Canal restoration. The
Trust welcomes the requirements for any future restoration projects to fully consider the
environmental impact however we would query whether part (b) of the policy is necessary.
This part of the policy requires any restoration proposals to be supported by additional
technical work. This detail however appears to already be required by part (g) of policy EN4.

The navigation along the Cannock Extension Canal is the responsibility of the Canal & River
Trust and it is not considered appropriate for a planning policy to specifically restrict boat
movements.
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Part g) of policy EN4 already sets outs the issues future restoration projects will need to
address. Furthermore the additions of parts c¢) & d) to policy EN1 would also appear to
sufficiently set out the requirements for developments in relation to protection of the
environment. Any concerns with regards to potential environmental impacts should be dealt
with appropriately under these policy requirements along with any necessary mitigation.

The protection and enhancement of the canal networks wildlife value should not prevent the
waterways potential for being fully unlocked or discourage the use of the waterway network.

Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
Part b) could be removed and part g) expanded

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

g) For development proposals to restore sections of the canal network applicants will
be expected to demonstrate that sufficient water resources exist, ground works will
not adversely affect the integrity of the existing canal network or the environment and
any significant adverse impacts on the functions and ecology of the wider canal
network can be avoided. Proposals will also be expected to include appropriate
environmental impact assessment and details on mitigation measures to minimise

any impacts.
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

See separate letter

Do you support or object to the plan?

See separate letter

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)
See separate letter

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
See separate letter
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

See separate letter

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

See separate letter




















































The Director

Planning Policy Directorate
Walsall Council Civic Centre
Darwali Street

Walsall

WS1 1DG

25 April 2016

Dear Sir

SITES ALLOCATION DOCUMENT IN PARTICULARE SAD EN7
WHICH RELATES TO THE GREAT BARR HALL EASTATE AND LISTED PARKLAND

I refer to the above and would comment that as a consultee in respect of the Great Barr Hall
Planning Application which is referred to in EN7 | was not consulted in respect of this
document.

The policy statement in EN7 has been significantly changed from that contained in the
current Unitary Development Plan and | object to this as | consider it will allow inappropriate
development in the green belt which the former versions of the policy do not. The Council’s
objective being to safeguard the special character of the estate and secure its enhancement
through careful control of development was to be commended.

The huge cost of restoration of Great Barr Hall will inevitably require extensive enabling
development within the Listed Parkland and this will certainly lead to the destruction of the
Parkland. The Listed Parkland being of greater importance than the restoration of the Hall
and would require minimal investment to restore when compared with the cost of the Hall. It
is of greater importance historically and of huge benefit to the local community within the
boundaries of Walsall, Sandwell and Birmingham and within the Sandwell Valley Green Belt
Green Wedge.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is totally dependent upon the Listed Parkland
and this has been recognised in previous decisions by the Council and Pianning
Inspectorate and should continue to be considered in the future of this sensitive site and
EN7 needs to reflect this.

Furthermore following the ongeoing upgrade of the pylons on the land to 400,000v and the
water main supply, which serves the reservoir on Barr Beacon, is within the Parkland this
does not make the land suitable for home building but for farming for which it is currently
used.

Yours faithfully
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H . o poaD
anning Policy Directorate RS TR

The Civic Centre AN AENT
Darwall Street ENYT e
Walsall g8 e E
WS1 1DG
_ ~cED
R
Dear Sir,

Re: SITE ALLOCATION DOCUMENT 2016 GREAT BARR HALL & REGISTERED
PARKLAND CHAPEL LANE GREAT BARR.

| wish to object to the revision to policy statement EN7 in the above document.

The current policy ENV8 in the Unitary Development Plan sets out clearly the options
for the listed parkland and Great Barr Hall and | see no reason for the relaxation of
the existing policy that is weighted in favour of the use of enabling development to
fund the reconstruction of Great Barr Hall.

It would appear to me that the planning team who have prepared the suggested
policy, consider that the parkland, which is the greater of the two heritage assets, is
of less benefit to the community than the Hall. This of course is entirely not the case.
The communities of Walsall and Sandwell derive great benefit from the openness
that it provides, whereas the Hall provides no benefit and the current proposals will
cause serious harm to residents who live in Walsall and Sandwell. Not least of which
will be the loss of openness and the increase in traffic to and from the site.

It is difficult to understand why anyone who knows the history of the site would seek
to allow the destruction of the listed parkland in order to fund the re-building of what
is best described as a copy of a building that is now devoid of any historical value.

The Hall is totally reliant upon the parkland, allowing the destruction of this valuable
and sensitive site is incomprehensible and it behoves the policy team to ensure it is
protected for future generations. EN7 as suggested, will not safeguard this heritage
asset.

| trust that the Policy will be amended accordingly.
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24 April 2018
Planning Policy ~ND
Walsall MBC L AENT
R 20
To whom it may concern
EiVED

- c C }
Walsall Site Allocations Document (SAD) ne

| was very disappointed to discover the shift in emphasis and policy wording around
the site of the former Great Barr Hall and registered parkland EN7 in Walsali
Council's proposed Site Allocations Document from the current policy.

The proposed new policy for EN7 will make it much easier for an enabling
development to go ahead on the Green Belt to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall.
The emphasis in the SAD shifts to protect the hall at the expense of the listed
parkland. Your previous policy gave much more protection to the green belt and |
am shocked that your proposed wording now suggests that it is inevitable that
enabling development is required. Equal weighting at least or more protection
should be given within the SAD for the listed parkland.

Great Barr Hall has been left to fall into disrepair for far too long. There is very littie
left of the original features and anything historical. Any enabling development will
destroy the listed historical parkland with its abundance of wildlife and folia.

| would like the SAD amended so that it protects the green belt at this important site
rather than paving the way for it to be destroyed.

Enabling development should not be assumed and the way it is positioned in the
SAD for EN7 suggests Walsall Council are seeking a quick fix solution for what has
been a troublesome site for them for thirty years. Where is your vision and
commitment to providing a long term sensible solution for this site which protects our
precious green belt and meets the requirements of the Black Country Core Strategy
and NPFF?

Once again we are let down by our short sighted council,

Yours sincerely
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Planning Policy Directorate NS
The Civic Centre ;,“,{;"v.;.ﬁ
Darwall Street Y
Walsall ML
WS1 1DG a
Dear Sir,

Re: SITE ALLOCATION DOCUMENT 2016 GREAT BARR HALL & REGISTERED PARKLAND
CHAPEL LANE GREAT BARR.

I wish to object to the revision to policy statement EN7 in the above document.

The current policy ENV8 in the Unitary Development Plan sets out clearly the options for the
listed parkland and Great Barr Hall and | see no reason for the relaxation of the existing
policy that is weighted in favour of the use of enabling development to fund the
reconstruction of Great Barr Hall.

It would appear to me that the planning team who have prepared the suggested policy,
consider that the parkland, which is the greater of the two heritage assets, is of less benefit
to the community than the Hall. This of course is entirely not the case. The communities of
Walsall and Sandwell derive great benefit from the openness that it provides, whereas the
Hall provides no benefit and the current proposals will cause serious harm to residents who
live in Walsall and Sandwell. Not least of which will be the loss of openness and the increase
in traffic to and from the site.

Itis difficult to understand why anyane who knows the history of the site would seek to
allow the destruction of the listed parkland In order to fund the re-building of what is best
described as a copy of a building that is now devoid of any historical value.

The Hall is totally reliant upon the parkland, allowing the destruction of this valuable and
sensitive site is incomprehensible and it behoves the policy team to ensure it is protected
for future generations. EN7 as suggested, will not safeguard this heritage asset.

| trust that the Policy will be amended accordingly.
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27 April 2016

Planning Policy
Walsall MBC

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Walsall Site Allocations Document (SAD)

To my disgust it was brought to my attention about Walsall’s Site Allocations Document. |

am disappointed that even though | have objected to the current planning application for

the site you refer to as EN7 Great Barr Hall and registered parkland | was not informed or

consulted directly with the fundamental changes you are proposing to this very important
site. It appears Walsall MBC are changing the rules to suit themselves.

The proposed new policy for EN7 will make it much easier for an enabling development to
go ahead on the Green Belt to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The emphasis in the
SAD shifts to protect the hall and it would seem the whole of the parkland will be destroyed
with no thought to its historical value or setting. | would like to see the SAD amended to
provide equal weighting in terms of protection to both the hall and the parkland as was in
the original document. .

Great Barr Hall has been left to fall into disrepair for far too long. There is very little left of
the original features and anything historical. Any enabling development will destroy the
listed historical parkland with its abundance of wildlife and folia. | would like the SAD
amended so that it protects our green belt rather than paving the way for it to be
destroyed.

As a resident of _for-ears I believe your proposed changes for EN7

will pave the way for approval of planning applications which will have a devastating effect
upon our local community.

i trust that Walsall Council will consider the protection of the historic parkland and Green
Belt as once this has been built on it will be lost forever and it is far more important than a
shell of a house no longer of any importance.

Yours sincerely
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From:
Sent: 28 April 2016 02:14
To: planningpolicy
Subject: Site Allocation Document

Attachments: GREAT BARR HALL - SAD proposals.docx

Dear Sirs,

I wish to lodge the attached objection to proposals in the SAD document currently out
for consultation.
A hard copy of my letter is being forwarded.

Concerning Great Barr Hall, I might add that the nature of part of the Parkland as
farmland ought to be given weight and consideration, and would conform to the nature
of the Green Belt deserving protection. This provision would be reduced or lost by any
enabling development but would otherwise provide an alternative income to maintain
the parkland.

Yours sincerely

Vicar of Great Barr

UR 3555
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these reasons, it is subject of a specific policy which seeks to safeguard the future of these assets, as
well as providing for public access.’

Yet the wording of EN7 is mainly in conflict with this statement and the other previous sections of
SAD section 7, as it immediately jumps to focus on the permitting of enabling development on the
registered and listed Parkland as the solution to restoring Great Barr Hall.

Given that Great Barr Hall and Parkland are currently the subject of an active planning
application which includes such development on the Parkiand, this sudden change in policy
may well be seen as an attempt to favour the current planning application, changing the goal
posts mid-way through the application and therefore exposing the council to the charge of
bias, favouritism, or collusion. Moreover it jumps to a conclusion not currently conceded by
Historic England.

The question of the future of Great Barr Hall has been a thorny one and the Council’s objective in
the current Unitary Development Plan, as ENV 8, has been to safeguard the special character of
the whole estate and to secure its enhancement.

The previous plans had looked at the whole area and its conservation as the original Estate and
Parkland covers St. Margaret’s Church, Merrions Wood, Great Barr Golf Club and other areas in
addition to the Hall and Great Meadow now under planning consideration. EN7 acknowledges the
fragmented ownership (p121) of the wider area and claims to be secking to maintain a coordinated
approach. As 1 and the other owners have not been consulted and the fact that EN7 has the
presumption of enabling development in part of the ancient Parkland which would destroy the
unique nature of the historic asset and break up the nature of the Conservation Area, I ask how these
statements can occur in the same document. This whole section ought to be removed from SAD
document and the previous statement in the UDP reinstated.

One of the problems of the current planning application and arguably EN7 is that these fails to take
the whole Conservation Area into proper consideration. There are also currently ongoing discussions
with Historic England as to the nature of the restoration of the Hall as it was in constant evolution.
A return to the Strawberry Hill Gothic Hall of the 1770s could be differently funded and might
require far less enabling development, if any.

In the current planning proposals, it is argued that the proposed enabling development along
Chapel Lane is tucked away in a difficult corner, but in fact it would destroy the wider vistas
and historic setting of the Parkland. EN7 tries to justify enabling development while at the
same time suggesting that any enabling development should ‘take care to avoid causing any
harm to the heritage assets and their settings.’ In my opinion, these two statements are in
direct conflict.

The lack of consideration for the whole area is exemplified in the planning application as the
reasons given for considering Chapel Lane as a suitable area for development is that it is on
the edge of the site owned by the owners of the Hall and is blighted by the power lines. This,
however, disregards the wider vistas and Conservation Area and would forever destroy the
view and link between the Hall and Merrions Wood. It is also the case that from September
2016 the overhead cables will carry 400,000V instead of the current 275,000V, making
housing most undesirable. It is also quite possible that in the future the power lines might be
placed underground, removing the reason entirely. The planning proposals also include a
circular road around this area of Parkland would lead to increasing pressure to completely
infill the area to meet the finances, as currently expressed.

2
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I believe that EN7 fails to take seriously the overall significance of the greater Parkland, for the
following reasons —

Historic England currently lists Great Barr Hall and Parkland:
“List Number 1001202 registered 01-Jul-1986

Great Barr Park is listed as Grade Il on the Historic England Heritage Register of Parks and
Gardens and lies within the Great Barr Conservation Area. Within the parkland is Great Barr
Hall, a Grade IT* listed building associated with the original parkiand.

Historic England current - REASONS FOR DESIGNATION:

Great Barr Hall, Walsall, West Midlands, an C18 landscape park, is designated at Grade 11
for the following principal reasons: * Group value: the C18 landscape park is contemporary
with and provides the setting for Great Barr Hall (listed Grade II*). * Design interest: C18
and C19 design work by Humphry Repton, John Nash and Gilbert Scott, and possibly
William Shenstone. * Intactness: the overall layout, boundaries and features of the park
remain mostly intact and it retains strong visual links with Great Barr.”

The Parkland has been designated as a conservation area since 1986 and is an oasis within an
intensively urban area. It contains a wealth of plants and animals and areas of special interest.
It is a fragile but complete ecosystem. In the Bovis Management Plan Great Barr Park is
noted as ‘having unique cultural, aesthetic and conservation characteristics which are
reflected in a plethora of policy designations’ including both the Grade If* Hall, Grade II
landscape, sites of nature conservation, relic of ancient woodland amd sites of
archaeological importance. 24 Zones of discrete landscape character are also identified.
*All this should be protected in accordance with the previous statements of SAD section 7.

All this supports the view that the value of the Parkland is that it involves the whole area with
the vistas involved. A lithograph from 1848 looks from the Hall to include the church spire in
the distance. Coming the other way from Walsall, the church spire draws the traveller through
Merrions Wood before revealing the valley and the Hall below.

In the section concerning design interest given by Historic England, there is a list of notable
names associated with the listing. However, with the exception of Gilbert Scott who worked
on the lodges and billard room/”chapel”, William Shenstone, Humphrey Repton, and John
Nash are all associated with the designing of the wider Parkland and grounds, and not the
architecture of the Hall itself.

William Shenstone (1714-1763) — Poet & Landscape Gardener

There is a belief dating from at least 1834 that William Shenstone helped lay out the
improvements that were made to the Nether House (which became Great Barr Hall) during
the 1740s by John Scott for his son William.

There was indeed a link between the families in the 1700s, as the Dolman Family (including
the then Vicar) married into both the Shenstone and Scott families, making William
Shenstone and William Scott cousins and the evidence is that they were in regular contact.
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There is no direct evidence of William’s involvement in redesigning the Nether House and
Park but it is know for certain that William occasionally visited Great Barr and had extended
stays there. There is also a considerable body of circumstantial evidence supporting the
tradition that William helped his kinsman.

1740 marked the beginning of William Shenstone’s activity at the Leasowes and the parallel
development at the Nether House. Already a large farm house, like the Leasowes, the Nether
House was being turned into the Nether Hall with landscaping around to provide the vistas
desired. The sweeping topography was incorporated into The Park by the removal of field
boundaries and the Great Meadow created as the centre piece of an ornamented farm or
ferrne ornée. The parallels to the Leasowes and to the influence of William Shenstone
seem abundantly clear.

Stebbing Shaw remarks of the pathways on the slopes behind the Hall:

“The first bench affords little move than an agreeable resting-place. The path winds
pleasantly from hence to a seat, which commands a truly Shenstonian scene, looking down
through the wild copse upon the water in the vale”

Humphrey Repton

Samuel Galton jn became particularly close to Priestley and his family, and the events of the
Birmingham riots of 1791 shook everyone, Perhaps for this reason Samuel Galton set about
buying Warley Woods in 1792 to build a new family home. He commissioned Humphry
Repton, to convert the existing field-systems into a fitting setting for the new house Warley
Abbey. (Repton 1795)

Repton must have visited the Nether House during this time and perhaps offered Galton
advice concerning Barr.

The historian Stebbing Shaw noted that as Joseph Scott returned:

My Repton was consulted in laying out the grounds, and furnished a variety of sketches, &e.
many of which he put into, execution, and (pardon me for adding) very hastily and
injudiciously planted several beautiful knolls, which the more considerate eye and hand of
the skilful owner has since entirely removed. This is no reflection on, or disparagement of; or
to, the reputation of that ingenious improver of places in general;

In the Merrions Wood part of the Estate there are areas noted as being ‘Repton Beeches’ and
vistas, with the ride through the Wood created to give the impression of the extent of the
Estate.

Much is currently being made of the association of the Lunar Society with the Hall.
However, the earlier version of the Hall used by them from time to time, was a delightful and
convenient meeting place, but it was the Parkland that gave much source of investigation and
study.
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Local historian Peter Allen remarks on the significance of the Parkland and Estate during the
Lunar Society period:

“Furthermore, Dr William Withering was the first scientist in the world to classify the
cryptogamia (nonflowering plants such as fungi and algae) by the Linnaean system,
publishing this work in 1792 as the much-delayed third volume to the 1787 second edition of
his Arrangement. I have an uncut, partially unopened copy of this milestone in the history of
mycology, still in the original pale-blue boards as issued [see image]. It is a real rarity—a
book collector’s dream. There are at least a dozen annotated references in this landmark
publication to specimens of fungi collected on the Great Barr Hall Estate.”

(“Touched by genius’ by Peter Allen)

Charles Pye's book "A DESCRIPTION Of MODERN BIRMINGHAM Whereunto Are
Annexed, Observations Made during an Excursion round the Town" dated to 1818, included
a description of Barr Park:

‘The hospitable mansion of Sir Joseph Scott, Bart, is surrounded by a park of considerable
extent, wherein there is the greatest variety of undulating hills and dales, wood and water,
together with such extensive views, as can only be found in this part of the kingdom.”

The whole area around the Hall and Church, the layout of the lanes, houses and field systems
is still basically as it was in 1790 if not in 1600. It is for all these reasons that it has been
designated a Conservation Area.

From what is said above, I believe that the Parkland setting is of at least equal importance to
the central focus of the House. To lose the Parkland would have both a great historical and
scientific loss as well as destroying the uniqueness of the Hall. Indeed the Parkland continues
to have a huge significance for the now separate Merrions Wood Trust and for St. Margaret’s
Church, as well as for the area in general.

For all these reasons I believe that the presumption for Enabling development within
the Parkland is thus inappropriate and that the proposed EN7 should be rejected and
the previous statement of ENV 8 retained.

Yours sincerely

icar o reat parr
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Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Para 1.7 (OAN)/Policy HC1

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Plan is not positively prepared, justified and effective.

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

RPS provides comments on behalf of William Davis, objecting to a number of areas
including the objective assessment of housing need, proposed housing supply, Green
Belt releases, reserve sites and flexibility in the plan. It is for these reasons that
William Davis considers that the plan has not been positively prepared and is not
justified or effective, as required by paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Further justification
supporting our comments is included in the accompanying letter.




Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form

UR 3557

March - May 2016

Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes

you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Overall provision of housing/Policy HC1

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

See enclosed letter for more information.
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Our Ref: JBB8394.C4407 E-mail:
Date: 29 April 2016

By email

planningpolicy@walsall.gov.uk

Planning Policy Team
Regeneration and Development
Walsall Council

Civic Centre

Darwall Street

Walsall

WS1 1DG

Dear Sir/Madam
Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Plan Consultation March 2016

RPS welcomes the opportunity to respond to the above consultation on behalf of William Davis
Limited (William Davis).

It is considered that the Council’s approach lacks sufficient justification at present and is not an
effective strategy for future growth given the housing pressures in the housing market area. In
particular, the plan fails to respond or provide a sound mechanism that enables the authority to
respond flexibly to the recognised shortfall in housing land in neighbouring Birmingham which
should be met through positive collaboration between the partner authorities in the Greater
Birmingham Housing Market Area (HMA).

Overall Provision of Housing

Objectively Assessed Need

It is noted that the most current planning framework for the Borough is the Black Country Core
Strategy (BCCS), adopted in 2011, covering the period 2006 to 2026. This document was
adopted prior to the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which sets
the requirement for Council’s to identify the Objectively Assessed Need for housing (OAN).

The figures in the BCCS were taken from the West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS),
which relied upon household projections from 2006. Since the 2006 projections, the
Government has published three more sets of projections, the latest being the 2012 Sub-
National Household Projections in February 2015. The Council is therefore not planning based
upon the most up to date evidence on housing need.

The BCCS sets out a housing requirement of 11,973 for Walsall, as part of a wider strategy to
deliver 63,000 new homes across the area. The latest evidence on housing need published for
the area is the Stage 3 Strategic Housing Needs Study (SHNS) published for the Greater
Birmingham and Solihull LEP, and Black Country authorities by Peter Brett Associates. The
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Continuation Sheet

SHNS identified two demographic figures for Walsall (Table 2.1 refers) between 14,412
dwellings and 15,875 dwellings. This is not an OAN, but the first stage in establishing the
demographic housing need for Walsall. However, from this alone it is clear that even these
lower range figures are significantly higher than the current figure relied upon by the Council.

Given that the Site Allocations document only seeks to meet the current housing requirement
for the Borough, as set out in the Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS), without consideration
of the above most up to date evidence on objectively assessed need for the Borough it is
clearly compounding the difficulties of people to access the housing market and home
ownership. Most pertinently, this is demonstrated by the fact that the authority is planning for a
level of housing below its own most recent demographic housing needs above. This is not
consistent with the Government’s objectives of increasing home ownership and is inconsistent
with paragraph 50 of the NPPF.

It is clear that the Council’s current strategy as part of the Site Allocations document is
therefore divorced from the Government’s ambitions for increasing home ownership through
meeting the OAN for housing and cannot be considered positive planning in light of a
considerably higher demographic need in the Borough.

Addressing the Shortfall from Birmingham

The Council will be aware of the very recent publication of the Birmingham Development Plan
(BDP) Inspector's Report on 21 April 2016. Despite the document planning for a level of
housing growth below the OAN, the BDP was found sound. Of the 89,000 homes required in
the City, the deliverable supply of land within the City was demonstrated to be 51,100, leaving
a shortfall of 37,900 to be delivered by authorities in the Greater Birmingham Housing Market
Area, which Walsall is included within.

This was found sound on the grounds that the Inspector has proposed a series of review
mechanisms to be included within the plan to ensure that this un-met need is delivered
effectively. The Inspector has recommended a number of Proposed Modifications to the
Council, including monitoring indicators set out at MM84. This stipulates that if relevant
Councils within the Birmingham HMA fail to bring forward a revised or replacement Local Plan
including an appropriate level of Birmingham’s unmet need, within three years, the BDP will
need to undertake a full or partial review of the plan.

The current development strategy from Walsall makes no allowance for a provision of growth
from Birmingham, nor does it contain any appropriate flexible review mechanism to permit the
BDP need to be considered and delivered effectively, if a proportion should be identified for
Walsall. This inflexibility within the plan could therefore lead to a requirement to review the
BDP, in advance of the inevitable subsequent review of the Site Allocations document, both of
which are lengthy processes. To avoid this, it is recommended that the Site Allocations
document includes provision to bring forward an early review of the BCCS.

It is noted that the Dudley Development Strategy includes a modification to acknowledge this
issue and provide a mechanism for it to be addressed. It has set out that:

“The Black Country Local Authorities are committed to a review of the Black Country Core
Strategy from 2016. This will look at housing need beyond 2026 and will take account of wider
needs across the wider West Midlands housing market area through co-operation across with
the relevant local authorities.”
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The Walsall Site Allocations document should also include similar policy wording in order to be
consistent with partner BCCS authorities and address the acute need to meet both its own
higher demographic need, and that of unmet need from Birmingham. It should also set out that
the review of the BCCS or subsequent Site Allocation documents should not preclude a review
of the Green Belt.

The additional text should also include reference to the Walsall Site Allocations document itself
being reviewed alongside the BCCS so that there is no delay on delivering housing need
through seeking to deliver multiple development plan documents only on a sequential basis.

Ensuring a Deliverable Supply of Land

The Site Allocations document operates against the land requirement set in the BCCS which
indicates a requirement of 11,973 against the period 2006 to 2026. Accompanying this target
(of Policy HOU1 of the BCCS) is an indicative phasing strategy, including three tranches for
development.

It is important to note that the overall housing requirement and the phasing strategy was
established at a time before the NPPF introduced policy requirement to meet OAN for housing
and work collaboratively with neighbours to address any unmet need. Since the BCCS was
adopted, Birmingham has also identified the extent of its own housing need with a shortfall of
some 37,900 dwellings.

The implications of this shortfall should be considered as part of the emerging Site Allocation
document, as it has been done in the recent Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy Examination.

Stratford-on-Avon are also part of the Greater Birmingham HMA and, as part of the local plan
examination, the Inspector proposed ways in which the plan could be made more flexible, in
order to ensure a deliverable supply of land but also to respond positively to the potential
unmet need arising from Birmingham before the distribution of the 37,900 dwellings could be
agreed by partner HMA authorities.

As a response to this issue, the Inspector for the Stratford-on-Avon Local Plan proposed that
an additional uplift of up to 10% in supply should be considered by the authority, over and
above the 10% additional supply headroom required to meet its own housing requirement, to
provide a buffer to allow in part some of the unmet needs for Birmingham to be met in advance
of a formal HMA wide agreement on distribution.

It would be appropriate for Walsall Borough to employ a similar mechanism, which would be
capable of accommodating additional supply, over and above that which is required to meet
the housing requirement in order to respond flexibility to changing circumstances, rather than
await a formal review of the Plan.

The introduction to Policy HC1 (paragraph 3.1) explains that as of April 2015, 5,238 dwellings
had been completed and 669 were under construction. Additionally, a further 4,034 homes had
planning permission and had yet to commence. The Council therefore considers that there is a
balance of 2,032 to allocate.
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The current strategy for new allocations in Walsall is expressed as part of Policy HC1 of the
consultation document. The table within this policy outlines a number of sites, totalling 3,970 to
be delivered as through the plan period. The breakdown of these sites is indicated below:

Policy HC1: Land Allocated for New Housing
Development

Sites Under Construction 157
Sites from 2005 Unitary Development Plan 65
Full Planning Permission 781
Full Planning Permission (Lapsed) 152
Outline Planning Permission 278
Outline Planning Permission (Lapsed) 400
No Planning Permission 2,137
TOTAL 3,970

There are a number of concerns with the list of allocations provided, however the principal
issue is related to the overall deliverability of sites, of which there is little confidence.

Within this set of allocations, the Council is including 65 dwellings from the 2005 Unitary
Development Plan (UPD) and 552 dwellings from lapsed permissions. In both cases, the
concern here is that there little appetite for development has been shown on these sites. If
sites have been allocated in the 2005 UPD and in 2016 where there has been no interest, the
Council should be pragmatic about the realistic prospect over whether these sites are likely to
come forward. Similarly, the Council includes allocations for 552 dwellings on allocations which
have been permitted for development, however left to lapse. It is recommended that the
Council exercise caution here on pursuing a strategy based on sites that have failed to come
forward in the past.

The Council’s last housing land supply position was published in August 2014 indicated 1,146
permissions that had lapsed since 2005, which the Council was proposing to be included within
the deliverable supply of housing. It is clear from this evidence that the Council experiences
high levels of lapse rates and in order to address this, additional supply should be identified by
the Council. In particular, the Council has only promoted two significant allocations above 100
dwellings, both of which are recognised as constrained. Ensuring that there are a good number
of deliverable large sites, as well as small sites, will give the plan greater ability to respond to
the challenge of delivering the housing requirement.

The Council needs to demonstrate that the plan has been positively prepared and remains
flexible to respond to any future evidence of unmet need, from within Walsall or from
neighbouring authorities. In order to do this, it is proposed that the Council allocate additional
sites as part of the allocations process, which will give the document greater certainty of
soundness and reduce the potential for an early review of the plan.

Land at Sutton Road, Walsall

William Davis has previously submitted representations to the Council promoting land at Sutton
Road for development. This site is under the control of William Davis, available for
development and deliverable within the plan period and delineated on the enclosed plan.
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The 9ha site is capable of delivering around 250 dwellings and would serve as an appropriate
and contained extension to Walsall, adjacent to the Rushnall Canal and existing development
around Daisy Bank.

This site was considered as an objection site as part of the 2005 Walsall UDP, where the
Inspector reflected on the locational and sustainability merits of the site, which may well feature
in a review of potential urban extension sites in the event of regional circumstances. This was
written in a time when plans were to be considered in a regional context. As part of the Duty to
Cooperate, that context has now shifted towards functional HMAs and as previously discussed,
Walsall has been identified as part of the wider Birmingham HMA.

Rather than meeting any future shortfalls or unmet need from Birmingham in a piecemeal
fashion, it would be more prudent to identify larger parcels of land that are better able to
respond to growth in a coordinated way.

Land at Sutton Road has not been considered as part of the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) process. The site is however, free from physical constraint,
recorded outside of the fluvial floodplain and away from any designations of national
significance. It is noted that an archaeological site and Site of Local Importance to Nature
Conservation (SLINC) have been recorded on the site. In respect of the archaeological site,
this was recorded as a former moat, which was in poor condition when first recorded. It has
since been filled in 1967 and not considered a constraint which would prevent development.
The SLINC is recorded alongside the western boundary adjacent to the canal and could be
preserved as part of the existing footpath in this location. These features will inform the final
layout of the site, however do not prevent development coming forward or diminish the overall
sustainability benefits of the site.

The site is directly opposite a number of local services (including a shop, church and pub),
whilst bus services along Sutton Road provide public transport opportunities to Walsall town
centre which is only 1.6 miles from the site.

The only real constraint of note is the Green Belt designation, which grips tightly around
existing development including not just Sutton Road but swathes of land to the east of Walsall.
The Green Belt is not a physical constraint, but a policy, which restricts the location of new
development.

The NPPF is clear that Green Belt can be altered through the Local Plan process (paragraph
83 refers). In doing so, authorities should consider the extent of the Green Belt boundaries
having regard to their intended permanence and the ability to endure beyond the plan period.
The Council should therefore use this opportunity to review the extent of the Green Belt to
establish how it performs against the five purposes of the Green Belt (paragraph 80 of the
NPPF refers). This should be undertaken so that headroom can be provided within the current
Site Allocations document to accommodate some of the unmet need from Birmingham in
advance of formal distribution being agreed.

The site at Sutton Road is well enclosed with low indivisibility from surrounding areas. Rather
than extending the development envelope of Walsall, the site would reinforce existing
character boundaries and infill behind robust visual edges within the landscape. It is
considered that the site does not make an important contribution to the Green Belt and the site
could be removed through the Site Allocations document with negligible impact.
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Overall, it is the site represents a logical extension to the town, adjacent to a number of local
services and capable of connecting to wider facilities in Walsall. The site will need to be
removed from the Green Belt, however, this can be done in a plan led manner through the Site
Allocations document. This parcel of land is not significant to the overall objectives of the
Green Belt and can be removed with negligible impact.

Summary

It is clear that the Council needs to increase opportunities for flexibility in the Plan and needs to
consider issues relating to OAN, housing supply, Green Belt releases and reserve sites. This is
all the more important for an authority such as Walsall which is using housing need figures that
are significantly out of date. More recent evidence in the SHNS Stage 3 report suggests that
the demographic alone figures for the district could be between 14,412 dwellings and 15,875
dwellings, which is significantly higher than the current figure of 11,973. This figure could well
increase when taking into consideration potential increases from Birmingham.

On reflection, it is considered that the plan has not been positively prepared and is not justified
or effective, as required by paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Until these issues are resolved, there
plan will face issues of soundness if scrutinised as part of public examination.

To increase flexibility in the plan, it is proposed that the Council bring forward additional
allocations that are capable of delivering significant growth over the plan period. William Davis
considers that Land at Sutton Road is suitable in both scale and location to assist the Council
in meeting these shortfalls in deliverable land and should be considered prior to the submission
of the Site Allocations document to the Secretary of State.

Yours sincerely
for RPS

TECHNICAL DIRECTOR

Ecl. Sutton Road Site Plan.
cc. I Villiam Davis
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Policy IND2 'Potential High Quality Industry’, with specific reference to vacant sites
IN63 'Tempus Ten North' and IN64 'Tempus Ten South'.

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

We consider the plan to be inconsistent with national planning policy, and not
effective.

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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While the principle of allocating the sites for development is welcomed, the terms of
the allocation and corresponding policies are unnecessarily restrictive.

Policy IND2 'Potential High Quality Industry' identifies land at Tempus Ten as
potential high quality industrial land. Having identified these parts of the site as such,
the Site Allocations document seeks to safeguard the land as such. It goes on to rely
on the provisions of the adopted 'Black Country Core Strategy' and the adopted
'Unitary Development Plan’. It further states that uses other than 'high quality
industrial uses' will be discouraged, and proposals for non-industrial uses will not be
permitted.

We consider that these restrictive policies and the allocation of land at Tempus Ten,
are inconsistent with national planning policy guidance and fail to reflect the
presumption in favour of sustainable development. A more flexible approach should
be taken to the use of the land.

Background to the Site

Tempus Ten is a substantial site that lies approximately 1.5 miles to the west of
Walsall town centre. It is positioned to the southeast of junction 10 of the M6
Motorway, at its intersection with the A454 Wolverhampton Road.

The allocation relates to the northern part of the site, (Site IN63) and the southern
part (Site IN63). These parcels of land have been vacant for many years.

The site allocation specifically excludes the central body of Tempus Ten, which was
developed in 2003 and now accommodates leisure uses (hamely two existing hotels
and their associated parking, together with a drive-through restaurant positioned
towards the frontage with the Wolverhampton Road). The Council's Employment
Land Review remarks on this intervening land that the chance to create a unified,
comprehensive development has now been lost, and that it:!

" ... has been assessed as a potential industrial site but is unlikely to come forward
due to the (by now) well established leisure and hotel uses ... "

This central element of the site is therefore omitted from the allocation for industrial
purposes.

The site's planning history shows not only that various uses have been contemplated
on the site, but also that previous applications for employment uses (not including
industrial uses) have remained unimplemented.

Outline planning permission was first granted in 2002 for the erection of two hotels,

together with employment uses including Use Class B8 'Storage and Distribution’ and
B1 '‘Business'.? Reserved matters were subsequently approved the following year, for
a hotel, conference centre and drive through restaurant.®> This element of the scheme

! WaIsaII Council 'Employment Land Review' March 2016 §5.100
Plannlng Permission Reference BC56152P dated May 2002
Plannlng Permission Reference 02/22/79/FL/W2 dated June 2003
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was then implemented.

The planning history relating to the remainder of the employment element is
considerably more protracted, and can be summarised briefly as follows:

* Reserved matters for some employment elements withdrawn in 2004;*
Reserved matters relating solely to the office element approved 2005 (Iapsed);5
Time period for submission of reserved matters extended by 5 years (Iapsed);6
Full permission granted for three office units on northern site 2009 (Iapsed);7
Reserved matters for warehouse unit on southern site approved 2010 (Iapsed);8

Further applications have been submitted in recent years relating to earthworks on
the site, and permission was granted to enable the vacant land to be regarded to
create 'platforms' for future development

The site also sits within an Enterprize Zone where a local development order has
promoted a simplified planning process to encourage employment development.

Accordingly, the planning history of the site shows the while planning permission has
been granted for speculative employment proposals (which have not included
industrial uses) the development of the site has not come forwards, even in
economically buoyant times.

The landowner has continued to promote the site for employment uses, but this
remains difficult. Indeed, the majority of serious enquiries have been generated from
leisure operators to include public house and restaurant uses. In addition, quasi-retail
users such as car showroom and trade counter operators have shown an interest in
the location.

Assessment

Whilst we support the proposed development of land at Tempus Ten for
redevelopment, the existing policy framework within the statutory development plan,
and repeated in the Site Allocations document is unnecessarily restrictive. It critical
that a more flexible approach is taken and that Policy IND2 of the Site Allocations
document should make this clear.

Consistency with the Framework: While the statutory development plan is now
over a decade old, the emerging site allocations document continues to refer to the
policies within it, without recognising alterations that might now needed to ensure
consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework.

The Site Allocations document refers to the statutory development plan, which
comprises the following documents:

4 Plannlng Permission Reference 04/1431/RM/ W2 withdrawn September 2004
Plannlng Permission Reference 05/0217/RM/ W2 May 2005
Plannlng Permission Reference 05/0262/FL/W2 March 2005
Plannlng Permission Reference 09/0605/FL November 2009
Plannlng Permission Reference 07/01282/RM/W2 October 2010
Plannlng Permission Reference 15/0333/FL
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» Adopted 'Black Country Core Strategy' 2011; and
* Adopted Unitary Development Plan' 2005

It will be noted that these plans are now 'out of date' insofar as the Government's
guidance is concerned, and due weight must be afforded to their policies according to
their degree of consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework.

Specific reference is made to Policy EMP2 of the 'Black Country Core Strategy’, and
Policy JP8 of the adopted 'Unitary Development Plan'. The first of these states
amongst other things, that:

" ... some employment generating non Class B uses will also be permitted ... where
they can be shown to support, maintain or enhance the business and employment
function of the area ... "

That:

" ... we will ... discourage development that prejudices quality, dilutes employment
uses or deters investment ... "

And also that the sites will be:
" ... protected from redevelopment for other non-employment uses ... "

Similarly, policies within the Unitary Development Plan adopt a restrictive approach.
Policy JP5 'Core Employment Areas' and Policy JP6 'Best Quality Sites' seek to
safeguard core employment uses and limit changes to non-employment related uses.

It is also important to note that the emerging site allocations document goes on to
suggest an even more restrictive approach, indicating that that the site should only be
used for 'high quality industrial uses'. Other uses will be discouraged, and proposals
for non-industrial uses will not be permitted. This considerably limits the future use of
the site, and would pima facie, even preclude other employment uses such as B1 and
B8.

This restrictive stance in the statutory development fails to reflect the Government's
current position. The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that:"°

" ... Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that
purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use,
applications for alternative uses of land and buildings should be treated on their
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to
support sustainable local communities ... "

This more flexible approach sits within the context of the Government's 'presumption

1% National Planning Policy Framework §22



Walsall Site Allocation Document Publication Stage: Response Form March - May 2016

in favour of sustainable development'.

The Government's more flexible approach to the use of employment land has been
consolidated by the further extension of permitted development rights that have, for
example, allowed the conversion of offices and other employment uses to residential
accommodation without the need for planning permission.

In addition, the Government's framework states that pursuing sustainable
development requires careful attention to viability: plans should be deliverable:"

" ... Sites should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that
their ability to be developed viably is threatened ... "

Accordingly, the persistent allocation for industrial use and the effective exclusion of
all other alternative forms of development (even including other forms of employment
development) runs entirely counter to the Government's advice in the National
Planning Policy Framework.

The restrictive approach unnecessarily constrains development potential and could
seriously prejudice the site's delivery. Consequently, the plan will be ineffective.
The explicit suggestion that forms of development other than industrial will be
"discouraged", is wholly at odds with the presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

Reasonable Prospects of Industrial Use: It is quite apparent from the site's
planning history that the delivery of any traditional forms of employment provision on
land at Tempus Ten may well prove difficult to realise. Despite its longstanding
allocation; its inclusion within an Enterprize Zone; and having planning permissions
for employment uses for over a decade, no traditional employment uses have yet
proved viable. Furthermore, the site has not been previously been promoted for any
industrial uses; only B1 and B8 activities. The only elements of the site that have
come forward are the commercial leisure activities.

Accordingly, there may well be no reasonable prospect of the site being used for
employment purposes, and certainly not industrial purposes as specified in the
emerging document. This must be recognised within the emerging Site Allocations
document and the corresponding policies should make provision for this outcome. To
fail to do so, will again render the plan ineffective and contrary to national planning

policy.

The Appropriateness of Industrial Use: The Council's emerging site allocations
document effectively draws from supporting evidence prepared in respect of the
adopted development plan. It is based on technical evidence carried out in 2008 and
2009."? We would suggest that this technical work nhow needs to be revisited and the
suitability of sites reassessed.

In the case of Tempus Ten, the Council's Employment Land Review comments on

" National Planning Policy framework §173
2 Walsall 'Employment Land Review' §1.2
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the development of the central part of the site, noting that firstly that the opportunity
for a comprehensive development has now been lost, and secondly that the central
land is now "unlikely" to come forward for employment uses.

However, the document fails to grapple with the implications of this insofar as the
effect on the remaining parts of the site, and whether their use for industrial
development remains appropriate.

This should be reviewed, and consideration given to whether other uses might now
be more suitable. Given an established and significant quantity of leisure and
recreational uses within the body of Tempus Ten, the acceptability and desirability of
industrial activity (and indeed other employment uses) in close proximity must be
reassessed. Alternative uses (retail, leisure, etc) that would be consistent with the
established character of the site and its context may now be more appropriate. Such
uses might still generate significant employment outcomes.

The Framework advises that site allocations must be reviewed regularly. The
Council's continued reliance upon work undertaken in 2008 does not reflect this
advice.

Suqgested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Policy IND2 'Potential High Quality Industry’, with specific reference to vacant sites
IN63 "'Tempus Ten North' and IN64 "'Tempus Ten South'.

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

The allocation of land at Tempus Ten as high quality industrial land and the restrictive
terms of Policy IND2 'Potential High Quality Industry' within the Site Allocations
document should be reviewed.

Having regard to the advice in the National Planning Policy Framework, the policy
should make clear that where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for
the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land and buildings
should be treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative
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need for different land uses. Accordingly, the unnecessary long-term protection of
sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site
being used for that purpose will be avoided.

The suggestions in Policy IND2 that uses other than high quality industrial will be
discouraged, and that proposals for non-industrial uses will not be permitted, run
entirely counter to the Government's advice and in particular the positive presumption
in favour of sustainable development.

The policy should similarly confirm that land allocations are to be regularly reviewed.




From:
Sent: 28 April 2016 22:52
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Walsall Site Allocations Document (SAD) Feedback

Dear Sir/Madam,

It 1s with much regret that I found out a few days ago about Walsall’s Site Allocations
Document. I object very much to the rules being revised half way through the current planning
application for Great Barr Hall and registered parkland which you refer to as EN7.

The policy statement in EN7 has been significantly changed from those contained in policy
ENVS in the Unitary Development Plan. I object to this as believe it will allow inappropriate
development in the Green Belt that the former policies in the UDP did not. This may pave the
way for development in other areas of the Green Belt in the borough.

The proposed new policy for EN7 will make it much easier for an enabling development to go
ahead on the Green Belt to fund the rebuilding of Great Barr Hall. The emphasis in the SAD
shifts to protect the hall and it would seem the whole of the parkland will be destroyed with no
thought to its historical value or setting. The restoration of the Great Barr Hall Estate included
in the UDP as policy ENV 8, made no mention of enabling development. The objective being to
protect the special character of the estate and secure its enhancement through careful control

of development and change of use was to be commended. However, EN7 now focuses
predominantly on the use of enabling development as the funding solution for the restoration of
Great Barr Hall. Great Barr Hall has been left to fall into disrepair for far too long. There is very
little left of the original features and anything historical. Any enabling development will destroy
the listed historical parkland with its abundance of wildlife and folia.

The character and setting of Great Barr Hall is totally dependent upon the Listed Parkland and a
coordinated approach to both assets was recommended at the public enquiry. The Policy should
therefore reflect this and provide equal weighting to both the Hall and registered parkland in
line with the National Planning policy Framework (NPPF), which refers to the protection of
green belts in paragraphs 79, 80 and 88. At present the policy EN7 does not reflect this,
focusing solely on Great Barr Hall.

The Listed Historic Parkland has huge benefits to the local community within the boundaries of
Walsall, Sandwell and Birmingham, being within the Sandwell Valley Green Belt Green Wedge.
Consequently, it should be afforded more prominence in the Policy than is currently stated.

Whilst enabling development may be an option and form part of a solution the previous policy
aspirations should remain, as enabling development is probably the least desirable solution and
should only be considered after other suitable options have been exhausted. I request therefore
that the SAD amended to provide equal weighting in terms of protection to both historic assets
the hall and the parkland.

EN7 should also record the fact that Historic England is currently reviewing the listed hall and
the SAD should reflect this. I find it shocking that Walsall Council is changing the guidelines for
development of this key site whilst a planning application is currently open and in consultation.

I trust you will take note of my feedback and recommendations.

Yours sincerely

UR 3560
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PS Whilst I am a sandwell resident] own a house in Walsall and I currently live on the boundary
with Walsall with my property adjacent to site EN7.




UR 3561

27th April 2016

Dear Sir\Madam,

Site Allocation Document - EN7

| have reviewed the recent Site Allocation Document and believe SAD Policy EN7
fails to highlight the huge environmental loss that the destruction of the open
landscape will have. The Great Barr Hall may be a listed building however it has
been left to rot in a state beyond repair with very few original features still intact. |
believe the Great Barr Hall should not be treated as a priority over the historical
parkland, doing this paves way for the enabling development and leads to the
destruction of the greenbelt we all know and love.

| trust the above comments will be taken into account at the appropriate time during
the consultation period.

Yours faithfully



From:
Sent: 27 April 2016 12:54
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Land at Prince Street, Pleck - REF IN52.2

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am the director of a distribution company based on Regal Drive, Walsall.
It has come to my attention that the land at the top of Regal Drive, which
also has an access from Prince Street is being considered for development.

Although I have not seen the actual proposal for the development I have been
advised that the company who owns this will be putting in an application or
have already put in an application for residential on this site. There is an
access from Prince Street to the site which is probably why they are
considering residential, but I feel it would be a lot better suited to

industrial especially considering the access from Regal Drive, the current
shortage of good quality units in and around Walsall and the proximity of the
site to a very successful industrial development in the form of the Walsall
Enterprise Park.

As a company we have been seeking a larger site to expand our operations and
mevitably create further jobs and contribute to the economy of Walsall, an
already vibrant and internationally recognised town. We contacted the vendor
of the above referenced land on 26/02/2016 via recorded delivery letter
(attached) with a proposal to purchase a part or all of the site to allow us

to continue the expansion of our business.

Unfortunately to-date we have not had a response and I am disappointed that
the vendor has decided to pursue residential development on a site which is
clearly suited to industrial, for which there 1s currently an urgent need in
Walsall.

I hope that my comments above are taken into consideration when the future
outcome of the site at Prince Street is determined. It would also be great to
see Walsall council provide full support to make other sites available for
industrial development across the borough.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information.

Regards,

Director

UR 3562
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
Site Allocation Document Publication Plan March 2016

Do you support or object to the plan?
Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)
Proposed usage

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

The site is referenced H066b in the Site Allocation Document Publication Plan
(March 2016), and from our understanding the site has been allocated for 17
dwellings, based on the calculation of 35 units/hectare under the Area Action
Plan.

The site was previously Walsall Iron and Steel, and as mentioned on page 21 of
the SADPP, the original Unitary Development Plan makes mention of the
Pollution under ENV10, and also the air quality under ENVS8 in the Black
Country Core Strategy.

A site clearance has begun and the full extent of the ground conditions are
becoming clearer. A Geotechnical Engineer has been to visit the site and has
made mention of the contaminants from the previous usage, suggesting that
extensive work and costs would be involved if housing were to be developed
on this site.

The above makes housing an un-economic option for the site.
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Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph
Site Allocation Document Publication Plan March 2016/p21/item 16

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Every development carried out by the Barnshaw family who own CRE has been
with a view to employment; Barnshaws Structural Division (Coseley), British
Car Auction (Coseley), Quality Office Supplies (Ettingshall), and this is very
much the policy of the business, to generate employment where otherwise
there in none, which is the case of the Walsall Iron and Steelworks Site.

To the Northern boundary of the site, the old bakery, previously a big employer
in the area has been demolished, with planning in for a housing development.

Our proposal is that the site would be better suited to the construction of small
industrial units suitable for start-up businesses, or even expansion of existing
businesses in and around the local area.

With the location of the site and the excellent links to motorways we feel this
will be very well suited to the site and appealing to the business owners.

The draft proposal would consist of around 24,000 square foot of industrial unit
space, potentially attracting 15-20 businesses to the site, therefore potentially
employing 70-100 people dependant on the occupancy of the units.

We feel this site would be very welcomed by the local residents, and the
neighbouring properties also blend in with the mixed use of the area.
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Walsall Site Allocation Plan

Do you support or object to the plan?

OBJECTION TO EN7 - Great Barr Hall Estate

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Justified in relation to EN7

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

EN?7 fails to give equal or more value to the historical listed parkland by
allowing its destruction with an enabling development to fund the rebuilding of
Great Barr Hall. The destruction of the parkland will result in huge historical
and environmental loss the local area. It also fails to identify and protect the
green belts prime agricultural land.
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD Policy EN1: Natural Environment Protection, Management and
Enhancement (and the associated document)

Walsall Council Site Allocation Document & Town, Centre Area Action Plan
Habitats Regulations Assessment February 2016

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Soundness — not consistent with national policy

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

The Cannock Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Partnership
welcomes the recognition in policy EN1 and the justification, that...

“a) The Council will protect, manage and enhance nature conservation sites,
habitats and assets in accordance with the NPPF, BCCS policies CSP3, ENV1,
ENVS5; UDP policies GP2, ENV23, ENV24; other relevant local plan policies and
Walsall Council’s Supplementary Planning Documentation relating to the
Natural Environment.

b) Where development will result in harm to biodiversity the Council will
determine the level of improvement works necessary to mitigate harm to
biodiversity on a site by site basis, in accordance with the policy framework
described above and / or any other relevant government advice.”

Justification... There are number of nature conservation designations in the borough,
these consist of SAC* SSSI, LNR, SINC and SLINC, details of which can be found in
the SAD technical appendices. Please note, these designations are subject to
change, and when considering specific development proposals, it will be important to
have regard to the latest designations (consult the Council’s website for nature
designation details).

* Development that might have a significant effect on the qualifying features of
Cannock Extension Canal Special Area of Conservation must be compliant with the
Habitats Regulations.

In accordance with BCCS Policy ENV1, and paragraph 6.4 of the BCCS, housing
development proposals (from policies in Walsall’s local plan or as relevant windfalls)
that result in likely significant effects to the qualifying features of Cannock Chase SAC
may be required to demonstrate appropriate and proportionate measures sufficient
to avoid or mitigate any significant identified adverse impacts.
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Therefore, the principle of this policy is supported. However, it is contended that the
policy is not sufficiently explicit in how the separate, but related, interests of the
AONB and the Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation (CCSAC) are to be
addressed.

Although the Policy is worded positively, the use of the term “May be required” in the
justification, in relation to the avoidance or migration of adverse impact on the SAC,
introduces too much uncertainty. This uncertainty is heightened when reference is
made to the Walsall SAD Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), February 2016,
which will presumably inform how the policy is to be implemented.

The HRA Assessment concludes that any potential increase of recreational pressure
as a result of the residential allocations and policies made within the Walsall SAD and
AAP, has been accounted for and will be mitigated by the steps taken by the AONB
Partnership to avoid deterioration of the site through the implementation of its
Management Plan and Visitor Management Strategy. This conclusion is based on an
assertion that the AONB Partnership (and by implication the Joint Committee) can be
considered a Competent Authority as it would be difficult to argue that the AONB in
exercising its functions would not have an effect on the SAC.

That is a matter for debate, but the AONB Partnership wishes to point out that it acts
as an adviser to the emerging SAC Partnership and it was never envisaged that it
would be seen as the single Competent Organisation for the SAC. Indeed, there are
arguments to suggest that there could be several organisations, including the LPAs
which could be defined as “Competent Authorities, especially given that their formal
land use plans will often have direct consequences for the SAC. This is confirmed by
reference to government guidance (Defra - Habitats Directive - Guidance on
competent authority coordination under the Habitats Regulations July 2012) which
concludes that; “Sometimes more than one competent authority may need to
undertake an appropriate assessment of a plan or project or determine if one is
required. In such circumstances, it may be appropriate for competent authorities to
coordinate their roles.”

It is pertinent that when preparing the AONB Management Plan (2014-19) and the
Visitor Management Strategy, the AONB Partnership recognised the need to
undertake an HRA of these documents but the scope of that exercise related to the
nature of the documents. As such, consideration of the impact on the SAC was
limited to the actions and policies contained within them.

It is important to note that the policies, strategies and other related documents
produced by the AONB Partnership do not seek to usurp or duplicate the statutory
land use planning roles of the Local Planning Authorities in and around the AONB
and they avoid direct prescription on the location and scale of new development. Of
course, the AONB Joint Committee has no planning powers and as such can only act
in an advisory and consultative role.

In terms of up to date planning policies, the recently adopted local plans for Stafford,
South Staffordshire, Lichfield and Cannock, which have all been tested through the
Inquiry process, have established the 15km Zone of Influence for the Cannock Chase
SAC. In addition, the HRAs associated with those plans are more relevant to matters
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in Walsall, because unlike the AONB Management Plan and Visitor Management
strategy, they directly addressed the issue of the impact of land uses planning
policies in terms of the location and scale of new development.

We would also with to clarify the geographic and functional relationships between the
AONB and the SAC.

The SAC does not cover all of the AONB and it is habitat focused. Therefore, it does
not have the wider coverage of matters related to landscape, scenic beauty and quiet
enjoyment which apply to the AONB as a whole. Indeed, it is conceivable that if they
are not carefully considered, SAC mitigation measures could adversely affect the
AONB and the local planning authorities have been advised that consultation will be
required as projects are developed. Put simply, there are complementary but
sometimes separate needs for the SAC and the AONB.

In terms of function, the AONB Partnership is an active participant in the emerging
SAC Partnership. However, in recognition that the organisation does not have the
statutory planning responsibilities of other partners and that the AONB focuses on
“Landscape and scenic beauty” (NPPF Para. 115) and “Quiet enjoyment” (CRoW
Act), the role of Adviser is taken (with Natural England and the Forestry Commission)
rather than Core Member in the proposed Memorandum of Understanding. It should
not be argued by others, therefore, that the AONB Joint Committee is the single
Competent Authority for the SAC, especially in relation to the land use planning
allocations which are legitimately decided by a number of local planning authorities,
through Local Plans.

In conclusion, the intent of the Policy EN1 to take account of the potentially adverse
impact of new development, especially through increased visitor pressure, on the
SAC, is supported. However, we have a sufficient concern over the lack of certainty
that will result from the wording of the Policy to object, on the basis that the interests
of the AONB and SAC, as set out in national policy including the NPPF (para 115),
the CRoW Act and the EC Habitats Directive (Article 3) are not adequately
addressed.

In submitting this objection, we specifically seek a decision and clarity on the
following point.

- Confirmation of, and agreement with, the argument that the AONB Partnership
and its Joint Committee cannot be defined as the single Competent Authority
for the SAC, especially in relation to planning matters.
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Suqggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes

you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD Policy EN1: Natural Environment Protection, Management and
Enhancement

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

We are happy to leave suggestions for any rewording to Policy EN1 and the
justification to Walsall MBC, the Inspector and others.
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From:
Sent: 03 May 2016 20:58
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Protection of Great Barr hall estate and listed Parkland

Dear Sir / Madam,

I wish to register with you my objection to the planning application referred
to in SAD ENT7.

The policy statement has been changed significantly from that contained in the
current Unitary Development plan.

My objection is based on my view that it will allow nappropriate development
in the Green belt that previous versions of the policy did not.

I disagree wholly with the proposal to build houses in order to fund the
renovation of Great Barr Hall.

Regards

.

Great Bair

Sent from my 1Pad



From
Sent: 03 May 2016 21:04
To: planningpolicy

Subject: Protection of Green Belt Ref: EN7

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am a local resident of Great Barr ,and I
understand a further planning application has been made for the Great Barr
Hall and surrounding Estate land.

I wish to register with you my objection to the new Site Allocations Document
that has been set out by Walsall Council with particular reference to the

future of Great Barr Hall Estate and the former St Margarets Hospital Site. As
a local resident I have not been consulted with on this matter.

As I understand it, EN7 fails to give more value to the historical listed
parkland by allowing its destruction, which would be a devastating loss to
this area. It is of significant importance to me that our Green Belt is
protected and therefore I must object to the significant changes of the policy
document that lend themselves to the destruction of this historical land.

Yours Faithfully,

UR 3567



Late Responses

Walsall Council as a Duty-to-Cooperate body is required to take into account
the representations made by other Duty-to-Cooperate bodies within and
outside of the formal consultation period. Consequently the following
representations have been included within the schedule of representations
despite having been received after the closing date of the consultation.
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Comments

Please state clearly the document you are commenting on and include policy

reference, site references and chapter titles where relevant.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

SAD Habitats Regulations Assessment — Cannock Chase SAC text
and Sustainability Appraisal — Cannock Chase SAC mitigation options

Do you support or object to the plan?

Object

If you object, on which test(s) of soundness do you base your objections?
(positively prepared, justified, effective and/or consistent with national policy)

Legal compliance

Comments (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Habitats Regulations Assessment

Natural England notes and agrees with the published HRA conclusions in relation to
Cannock Chase SAC. However NE disagrees with the Council’s approach to the HRA
and a number of the supporting arguments.

Note:

We would point out that despite the HRA report’s reference to ‘screening’
(stage 1 of the HRA process - assessment of ‘likely significant effect’) it is our
understanding that in fact the information presented by the Council equates
with ‘appropriate assessment’ (stage 2 of the HRA process). Stage 2
‘appropriate assessment’ addresses whether or not a plan or project might
have an ‘adverse effect on the integrity’ of the European designated site or
sites.

The HRA report conclusion appears to overlook the full range of mitigation options
described in the published Sustainability Appraisal and is therefore inconsistent in this
respect.

Our agreement with the HRA report’s conclusion takes account of:

1. Adopted Black Country JCS local plan policy ENV1, which safeguards
European Designated Sites.

2. The current Partnership approach to mitigating the effects of recreation
pressure from new housing on the SAC. This takes the form of a one-off
developer contribution for any net increase in new homes within 8 KM of the
SAC. This zone affects a small area (<50ha) of the authority’s land in
Brownhills, within which no allocations are proposed.
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Way forward:

Natural England will work with the Council to address the subjects on which we
disagree with the aim of resolving a legally compliant outcome that meets the needs
of the authority area while safeguarding the Cannock Chase SAC. Natural England
and members of the Council’s planning policy staff met on 14 April 2016 to discuss
the way forward and anticipate at least one further meeting ahead of the Examination
in Public.

Sustainability Appraisal

Natural England welcomes the published Sustainability Appraisal. In relation to the
options for mitigating the effects of recreation pressure arising from new housing on
the Cannock Chase SAC:

Natural England has reviewed the preferred option (as stated in the accompanying
HRA report) and is seeking advice on its legal compliance.
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Suggested Modifications

Please state clearly which policy you are proposing modifications to and the changes
you would like to see.

Document and reference(s)
page / policy / paragraph

Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Date: 17 May 2016
Ourref: 180793 SM 180516 FINAL
Your ref: Click here to enter text.

Walsall MBC Planning Services Planningservices@walsall.gov.uk; Pete Attwell

Pete.Attwell@walsall.gov.uk Customer Services
Hornbeam House

Crewe Business Park
Electra Way

Crewe

Cheshire

CW16GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY

T 0300 060 3900

Dear Mr Attwell

WALSALL SITE ALLOCATION DOCUMENT (SAD) PUBLICATION DRAFT
SAD & TCAAP HABITAT REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT

Thank you for your consultation. This letter provides Natural England’s response in respect Walsall
Site Allocation Document (SAD) Publication Draft, and SAD & TCAAP Habitat Regulations
Assessment.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has reviewed Walsall Site Allocation Document (SAD) Publication Draft and SAD &
Town Centre Area Action Plan (TCAAP) Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the Publication
Documents (February 2016). We provide our comments below.

Please note, our comments in respect of Cannock Chase SAC, specifically, have been submitted to
your authority by Antony Muller (NE) under separate cover.

CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (AS AMENDED)
WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 (AS AMENDED)

HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT (SAD & AAP)
Natural England is a statutory consultee for the Habitats Regulations Assessment of land use plans.
Humber Estuary SAC/SPA/Ramsar

Your assessment concludes that your authority is able to ascertain that there are no likely
significant effects associated with the SAD upon the integrity of the Humber Estuary
SAC/SPA/Ramsar. Natural England concurs with this conclusion for the following reasons:

Your authority correctly asserts that the River Tame and River Trent watercourses provide an
impact pathway connecting activities in Walsall with the Humber Estuary. This is a European
designated site (SAC/SPA/ Ramsar) and, therefore, development in Walsall has the potential to
affect its interest features. European sites are afforded protection under the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, as amended (the ‘Habitats Regulations’). However, the
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relevant water companies have raised no concerns with regard to their ability to accommodate the
levels of growth proposed in the plan(s). Furthermore, the Water Cycle Study undertaken in support
of the Black Country Core Strategy concluded also that there was sufficient water resource and
wastewater headroom to accommodate the level of growth proposed.

Cannock Extension Canal SAC

SAD Policy M9(g & h): Coal and Fireclay Extraction — Brownhills (York’s Bridge)

Natural England considers that concludes that your authority is unable to ascertain that
there are no likely significant effects associated with the SAD upon the integrity of European
sites. Our reasoning is explained below:

Natural England understands that despite the BCCS Area of Search allocation, that no interest from
the coal or ceramics industries has been expressed in bringing this forward within the plan period.
The decision was made by Walsall MBC, therefore, to exclude identification of a specific area on the
SAD Policies Map or Map 9.2 on these grounds. Whilst the SAD, therefore, provides for the BCCS
Area of Search via general policy M9 (g and h) Natural England accepts that there is no specific site
which may be assessed via a HRA. Walsall MBC proposes SAD Policy M9 (h) (xi) which requires
any proposals which come forward during the Plan period to undertake a HRA of the Cannock
Extension Canal SAC and considers that this may satisfy HRA requirements. However, as this
provision still forms part of a policy of the SAD, we consider that, under the Regulations a HRA of
the policy is still required and is currently awarded insufficient consideration.

SAD Policy EN4: Hatherton Branch Canal Restoration

Natural England does not agree with the conclusions of the HRA of SAD proposed Policy
EN4 as:

() It does not include Appropriate Assessment for the Hatherton Branch Canal
Restoration route alignment at Site Allocations Document stage; and

(2) It does not take into account up to date evidence relating to water availability for the
project.

The Publication Document includes a revised Policy EN4 which seeks to safeguard the alignment of
the Hatherton Branch Canal restoration project. This project seeks to restore the Lichfield and
Hatherton Branch Canals, recreating links between existing canal networks, to enable boats to
cruise in two loops through the canals in the local area. Much of this scheme lies outside of the Plan
area but would link the Wyrley and Essington Canal in Pelsall with the Staffordshire and
Worcestershire Canal west of Cannock.

The proposed scheme alignment deviates from, yet is directly connected to, the Cannock Extension
Canal SAC which is a European protected site afforded protection under the Habitat Regulations. A
precautionary principle must be applied to such sites and plans may only be permitted once it has
been ascertained that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the site.

Natural England considers that the new stretch of canal that would connect into the Cannock
Extension Canal SAC is likely to have a significant effect upon the site and its interest features.
Moreover, there do not appear to be any suitable measures that could be put in place to prevent the
proposed connection causing an adverse effect upon the ecological integrity of the Cannock
Extension Canal SAC. In light of the lack of mitigation measures available, Natural England,
therefore, advises that adverse effects upon the integrity of the SAC are highly likely. Such effects
include impact upon water quality via boat traffic and water supply to feed the new stretch of canal.
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It is our understanding that Walsall’s approach to the Hatherton Restoration Canal project taken in
the SAD (and AAP) is consistent with that of Cannock Chase District Council as set out in their Core
Strategy adopted 2014. Cannock Chase DC provided for the ‘safeguarding’ of an indicative route in
support of the Hatherton Branch Canal Restoration project. This via wider policy CP9, imposing a
number of criteria any planning application proposals would need to demonstrate accordance with in
order for their implementation to be considered appropriate. The criteria provided with Walsall’s
SAD Policy EN4 (b) are identical to those of Cannock District Policy CP9.

However, Natural England has key two concerns with Walsall's SAD proposed Policy EN4. The first
relates to the appropriateness of safeguarding an indicative route alignment at SAD stage, without
Appropriate Assessment confirming there will be no adverse impacts upon European sites; and, the
second, relates to the lack of up to date evidence base for the policy. These are discussed in turn
below:

(1) Historically, and in accordance with legal advice received, rather than making a formal
allocation, the 4 Black Country authorities agreed to the ‘safeguarding’ of a protected route
for the Hatherton Canal Restoration alignment within the Black Country Core Strategy
adopted 2011. We understand, on this basis, the 4 Black Country authorities avoided the
need for an Appropriate Assessment to be commissioned under the Habitat Regulations. It
was considered that the relevant Site Allocation Documents (such as the Walsall SAD
discussed here) would deal with detailed alignment. However, no AA has been provided.
The Council is wholly reliant upon proposed Policy EN4 criteria to ensure the appropriate
mitigation should any proposals for the project come forward. However, we cannot be certain
that adherence with these criteria is able to provide for the avoidance of adverse effects
upon the integrity of the SAC. Specifically, the SAD proposed Policy EN4 criteria do not seek
to ensure the prevention of boat turning at the junction of the Cannock Extension Canal SAC
— an issue which may impact upon water quality and which Natural England raised in our
position statement in this respect 2009. These criteria alone cannot, therefore, rule out likely
significant effects,” and Policy EN4, consequently, may be contrary to the precautionary
principle as required by the Habitat Regulations.

(2) Secondly, and crucially, Natural England also understands that Lichfield District Council has
taken a different approach to the project in its Local Plan adopted 2015. This, in response to
water abstraction evidence provided by the Environment Agency (EA). Natural England
understands that the Lichfield Canal branch of the scheme uses the same catchment system
(Sherwood sandstone aquifer? TBC) as that of the Hatherton Branch. Chasewater reservoir
provides the feeder system for both. However, the EA informs us that this system/catchment
is over-abstracted and, therefore, closed to fresh abstractions. Natural England considers,
therefore, that the volume of water required to service the project, as well as the required
quality of water required (to match the high quality of Chasewater to, hence, avoid adverse
effects upon the SAC) does not exist. We consider that the Policy cannot thus proceed in its
current form.

Way forward

We remind you that a plan making authority should only give effect to a plan once it has ascertained
that the plan will not adversely affect the integrity of any European site, in view of site conservation
objectives.

Natural England recommends the following:

e Contact the EA for evidence of abstraction potential to service the scheme as this is the
competent authority in respect of water abstractions and quality.
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e Update your evidence base for the Hatherton Branch Restoration Canal project accordingly
(potentially adopting the Lichfield DC approach - if deemed appropriate).

e Advise insertion of supporting text to explain that should an adequate water supply be able
to be provided to support its use any proposers to undertake an assessment which
demonstrates there will be no significant impact upon the Cannock Extension Canal SAC or
on the functions and ecology of the wider canal network. Collaborative working with the
relevant local planning authorities, Environment Agency, Canal and River Trust and Natural
England should be proposed.

Appropriate Assessment is not required should the Policy remove direct reference to the Hatherton
Branch Canal Restoration project.

WALSALL SITE ALLOCATION DOCUMENT (PUBLICATION DRAFT)

Natural England objects to this Plan on grounds (1) it is not justified, (2) it does not conform
with NPPF paragraph’s 110, 118, 157, 165, BCCS Policy CSP3, ENV1 and the conservation
provisions of WCA 1981.

ENVIRONMENTAL NETWORK

SAD Policy EN4: Canals
Natural England notes that new text [at criteria (a) and (b)] have been added subsequent to former
draft of the SAD. Previously, NE commented that it supported the SAD Canal Policy EN4.

The new text seeks to safeguard the alignment of the Hatherton Branch Canal restoration project. It
is our understanding that Walsall's approach taken in the SAD (and AAP) is consistent with that of
Cannock Chase District Council as set out in their Core Strategy adopted 2014.

Cannock Chase DC provided for the safeguarding of an indicative route in support of the Hatherton
Branch Canal Restoration project via the wider policy CP9, imposing a number of criteria any
planning application proposals for the restoration project would need to demonstrate accordance
with in order to be considered appropriate. The criteria provided with Walsall’'s SAD Policy EN4 (b)
are identical to those of Cannock District Policy CP9. However, more up to date evidence in respect
of the abstraction possibilities to service the project from the Environment Agency has emerged
demonstrating the scheme, as detailed in policy EN4, unviable. (Discussed in detail above).

We consider proposed SAD Policy EN4, therefore, fundamentally flawed. Given that the project is
unlikely to be deliverable the Policy (and SAD) is potentially unsound and contrary with NPPF
paragraph 165.

NPPF Paragraph 165 — ‘Planning policies and decisions should be based on up-to-date information
about the natural environment and other characteristics of the area. ...Working with Local Nature
Partnerships where appropriate, this should include... an assessment of existing and potential
components of ecological networks.’

The Lichfield LP approach does not rule out any future proposed connection of the Lichfield Canal
to the wider canal network, and explains that proposals would need to be subject to a detailed water
study demonstrating an adequate water supply can be provided to support its use and an
assessment which demonstrates there will be no significant impact upon the Cannock Extension
Canal SAC or on the functions and ecology of the wider canal network. This is similar to Walsall’s
approach, however, taking into account the EA’s advice, this is provided via explanatory text only.
We consider this approach may provide a satisfactory way forward.
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Furthermore, Natural England advises you that that the alignment of the Walsall Hatherton Canal
Restoration route crosses Daw End Railway Cutting SSSI, the special features of which are
protected from harm under WCA 1981(as amended). It also crosses in close proximity to
Clayhanger SSSI and Jockey Fields SSSI. The required restoration may prove difficult at these
locations and will require careful consideration at proposals stage. It must be shown that the
necessary work required to the canal alignment at these locations will not damage the special
interest of these sites. This, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 118 and WCA 1981(as amended).

Way Forward

Natural England recommends the following:

e Your authority enter into dialogue with the EA and if appropriate, adopt the Lichfield DC
approach, which safeguards the route for Gl / heritage purposes yet allowing flexibility for the
potential connection of the Lichfield Canal to the wider network as part of Policy / supporting
text (see previous discussion above). Consider Lichfield DC Core Policies 9, 13 and
paragraph 9.32.

SUSTAINABLE USE OF MINERALS

Natural England has previously submitted representations upon the SAD in respect of allocations

and an Areas of Search for mineral extraction at land located within Jockey Fields Site of Special

Scientific Interest (SSSI). Under the WCA 1981 proposals for development must ensure that they
are unlikely to damage or destroy the interest features for which SSSI’s have been notified.

Our concerns are set out below.

SAD Policy M7 (Brick Clay Extraction — Stubbers Green)
Natural England notes that previous SAD Policy M6 (Brick Clay Extraction) is now SAD Policy M7.

MXA3 - It is not clear from the Proposals map what sites fall within the MXA3 Stubbers Green Area
of Search. We would wish to have clarity on this. We assume that Jockey Fields SSSI and Stubbers
Green Bog SSSI are located outside of this. Clarity also required in respect of reference to ‘(c)’
within criterion (c) itself.

MP2 /IMXP3 - We welcome the inclusion of (e) (Atlas Quarry) which seeks to protect the interests of
protected sites in the event new or amended proposals for the expansion of Atlas Quarry are
proposed.

MP7 — We welcome a requirement for a restoration programme for Sandown Quarry and the
proposed criteria which seek to protect / potentially enhance nearby protected sites.

SAD Policy M8 (Brick Clay Extraction — Other Areas)

Natural England understands this Policy outlines a number of criteria to which proposals for Brick
Clay extraction must adhere outside the main (Stubbers Green) Area of Search.

(Policy M8) MP9 Highfields North Allocation — Permitted Minerals Site

Following discussions with Walsall MDC Natural England is now clear as to why your authority
considers the agreed revocation of the Highfield North minerals planning permission no longer
possible. This is regrettable given that this was the agreed approach, via planning agreement,
allowing the 1996 Ryders Hayes opencast coal workings to proceed. Natural England is currently
looking further into this situation and would welcome further discussion with your authority on this
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matter. However, clearly, the permission is located upon land which forms a significant part of
Jockey Fields SSSI. Whilst, via Policy M8 sub criteria f, g and h’, we appreciate that there are
stringent requirements which proposals must meet in order to work the site for mineral extraction, it
remains that the site is a nationally designated SSSI for its high biodiversity value and any allocation
renders it vulnerable to development. For this reason, we consider it contrary to SSSI protection
policies and the NPPF.

Policy M8 (i, j & k) Brick Clay Extraction — New Sites

The Publication Plan demonstrates that the SAD no longer specifically identifies a specific area of
search at land north of the A461 (to include a significant proportion of land located within Jockey
Fields SSSI) as appropriate for mineral extraction, subject to criteria. This is welcomed by Natural
England. This is replaced by a general enabling policy for brick clay extraction subject to
safeguards. Given the limited location of the resource in question this clearly relates to land north of
A461. We would advise the insertion of text here (i) & (p206) to make it clear that applications within
/ adversely affecting the special features of Jockey Fields SSSI will be resisted. This would be
consistent with the NPPF and the joint core strategy.

Way forward
Natural England currently considers the SAD ‘unsound’ and advises the following:
¢ Removal of land within Jockey Fields SSSI from proposed SAD Policy MA7 in accordance

with the requirements of the conservation principle provided by NPPF paragraph’s 110 &
118, BCCS Policy CSP3, ENV1 and the conservation provisions of WCA 1981.

e P203 - amend policy errors in bullets
o Insert text SAD Policy M8(i) & (p206) to make it clear that applications within / adversely

affecting the special features of Jockey Fields SSSI will be resisted.

I look forward to having further dialogue with you in respect of the above to aid the positive
progression of the Plan.

In the meantime please do not hesitate to call should you wish to discuss any matters raised in this
response.

Yours sincerely

Susan Murray

Lead Adviser — Sustainable Development
Natural England
susan.murray@naturalengland.org.uk
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