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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.  
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 
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 YOU PRINT: before printing this e-mail think whether it is really 
necessary
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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. You 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 allow 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.
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viruses.  

Lambert Smith Hampton Group Limited's registered office is United Kingdom House, 180 Oxford Street, London, 
W1D 1NN. Registered 
in 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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Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ 
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363 

Our ref: Walsall Planning 2026 
Your ref Walsall Planning 2026: 

Planning, Monitoring and Delivery Officer 
Walsall Council 
Via Email: PlanningPolicy@walsall.gov.uk 

 
Asset Manager 
Network Delivery and Development 
The Cube 
199 Wharfside Street 
Birmingham 
B1 1RN 
www.highways.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.  
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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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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 

POLICY HC1: Allocation Ref:HO58 
Suggested Modifications (continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

Delete the Allocation 
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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 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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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) 

UR 2597



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

• 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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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 

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

UR 2597



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 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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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 

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. 
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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 

 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.

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

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

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) 

UR 2616



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 

As Above 

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

As Above 
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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..

Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council 
Regeneration Strategy 
The Civic Centre  
Darwall Street 
Walsall 
West Midlands 
WS1 1DG 

Our ref: UT/2006/000279/SL-
03/EW1-L01 
Your ref: SAD Mar 2016 

Date: 3 May 2016 

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/guidance/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 
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Cont/d.. 2 

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. 
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End 3 

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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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 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.gov.uk/guidance/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 16th 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.’ http://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- 

 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).  

 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’. 

 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 
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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;
ii 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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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) 

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 Strategy (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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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) 

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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FAO: Planning Policy Directorate, Walsall Council 

I 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 I am at a loss to understand why 

I was not in fact consulted. 

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary 

Development Plan. I object to this as I 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. 

I 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 

I 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 I am at a loss to understand why 

I was not in fact consulted. 

The policy statement in EN7 is significantly different from what is outlined in the current Unitary 

Development Plan. I object to this as I 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. 

I 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 

I 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. I object to this as I 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. 

I 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 

I 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. I object to this as I 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. 

I 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 

I 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. I object to this as I 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. 

I 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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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  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.  Existing 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, 

 
CTIL (Vodafone and O2) Regional Community and Planning Specialist – North West 
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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 ENV4.  

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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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.  

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 

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 
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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. 
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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 

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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Continuation Sheet 

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.  William Davis 
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27th April 2016 

Dear Sir\Madam, 

Site Allocation Document - EN7 

I 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.  I 
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. 

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

Yours faithfully 
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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 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) 

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 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, 
ENV5; 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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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 

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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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.



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 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.  

UR 2240



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) 

UR 2240



Page 1 of 6 

Date: 17 May 2016 
Our ref:  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 

BY EMAIL ONLY 

 Customer Services 

 Hornbeam House 

 Crewe Business Park 

 Electra Way 

 Crewe 

 Cheshire 

 CW1 6GJ 

 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: 

(1) 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: 

 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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 Update your evidence base for the Hatherton Branch Restoration Canal project accordingly
(potentially adopting the Lichfield DC approach - if deemed appropriate).

 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: 

 Your authority enter into dialogue with the EA and if appropriate, adopt the Lichfield DC
approach, which safeguards the route for GI / 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 /MXP3 - 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.

 P203 – amend policy errors in bullets

 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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