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Report of the   
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1 Subject 
 
1.1 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – applications presented for determination. 
 
2 Purpose of Report 
 
2.1 This report presents for the Board decision, a number of planning, listed building, 

advertisement, proposals, together with proposals for the works to, or the felling 
of trees covered by a Preservation Order and other miscellaneous items. 

 
2.2 Minerals and Waste applications are determined by the County Council.  

Developments by Government Bodies and Statutory Undertakers are also 
determined by others.  The recommendations in these cases are consultation 
responses to those bodies. 

 
2.3 The proposals presented for decision are set out in the index at the front of the 

attached report. 
 
2.4 Significant Applications are presented first, followed in succession by General 

Development Applications; the Council’s own development proposals; and finally 
Minerals and Waste Disposal Applications.  . 

 
3 Implications 
 
3.1 Should there be any implications in respect of: 
 

Finance; Crime and Disorder; Sustainability; Human Rights Act; or other relevant 
legislation, associated with a particular application then that issue will be covered 
either in the body of the report, or if raised at the meeting, in discussion. 

 
4 Site Visits 
 
4.1 Members are encouraged to view sites in advance of the Board Meeting.  Most 

can be seen from public land.  They should however not enter private land.  If 
they would like to see the plans whilst on site, then they should always contact 
the Case Officer who will accompany them.  Formal site visits can only be agreed 
by the Board and reasons for the request for such a visit need to be given. 

 
4.2 Members are reminded of the “Planning Protocol for Members and Officers 

dealing with Planning Matters”, in respect of Site Visits, whether they see a site 
alone, or as part of a Board visit. 
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5 Availability 
 
5.1 The report is made available to press and public at least five working days before 

the meeting is held in accordance with statutory requirements. It is also possible 
to view the papers on the Council’s web site: www.northwarks.gov.uk.  

 
5.2 The next meeting at which planning applications will be considered following this 

meeting, is due to be held on Monday, 13 July 2015 at 6.30pm in the Council 
Chamber at the Council House. 

 
6 Public Speaking 
 
6.1 Information relating to public speaking at Planning and Development Board 

meetings can be found at: www.northwarks.gov.uk/downloads/file/4037/. 
 
6.2 If you wish to speak at a meeting of the Planning and Development Board, you 

may either: 
 

 e-mail democraticservices@northwarks.gov.uk; 
 telephone (01827) 719222; or 
 write to the Democratic Services Section, The Council House, South Street, 

Atherstone, Warwickshire, CV9 1DE enclosing a completed form. 
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Planning Applications – Index 
 
Item 
No 

Application 
No 

Page 
No 

Description General / 
Significant 

1 PAP/2012/0556 5 2 Breeden Drive, Curdworth, 
Warwickshire,  
Erection of bungalow and associated 
works 

General 

2 PAP/2013/0391 18 Heart of England, Meriden Road, 
Fillongley,  
Erection of hotel north of (and linked to) 
existing conference centre; demolition of 
existing storage building and its adjuncts; 
formation of new carpark and courtyards; 
extensions to south and east sides of 
existing conference centre building 

General 

3 PAP/2013/0452 66 Land adjacent to Castle Close, 
Coventry Road, Fillongley,  
Erection of 3 no: detached houses with 
associated drives 

General 

4 PAP/2014/0100 71 The Cuckoos Rest, Whitehouse Road, 
Dordon,  
Demolition of existing public house and 
construction of A1 convenience store and 
A2/A5 adjacent unit with associated car 
parking; and 3no. first floor apartments 

General 

5 PAP/2014/0275 111 17 - 19, Long Street, Atherstone,  
Variation of Conditon 2, Approved plans, 
attached to planning permission, ref. 
PAP/2009/0045 granted on 4/10/2012.  
Revised development  includes changes 
to rear elevation to incorporate lift access 
tower and internal re-arrangement of 
retail / office building. 

General 

6 PAP/2014/0404 122 Chapel End Social Club, 50, Coleshill 
Road, Hartshill, Nuneaton,  
Demolition of existing social club and 
erection of 13 no. dwellings 

General 

7 PAP/2015/0050 139 Heart Of England, Meriden Road, 
Fillongley, Coventry,  
Installation of external lighting scheme: 
18 x luminaires for route from conference 
centre buildings to lake jetty.  8 x LED 
bollard lights on lake jetty/landing stage; 
and 9 x round spotlights around margins 
of lake island 

General 

8 PAP/2015/0163 157 Land East Of Fir Tree Cottage, 
Seckington Lane, Newton Regis,  
Approval of reserved matters - pursuant 
to outline permission ref. PAP/2013/0231 
covering appearance, landscaping, layout 
and scale, for residential development 
 

General 
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9 PAP/2015/0167 
And  

PAP/2008/0168 

164 Britannia Works, Coleshill Road, 
Atherstone,  
Proposed part demolition, new build and 
refurbishment to create 54 new 
residential dwellings with associated 
works 

General 

10 PAP/2015/0169 173 Trent View Farm, Mancetter Road, 
Hartshill,  
Erection of telecommunications relay 
mast 

General 

11 PAP/2015/0180 181 60, Whitehouse Road, Dordon,  
Bedroom, kitchen, hall and conservatory 
extension 

General 

12 PAP/2015/0200 194 1, Lawnsdale Close, Coleshill,  
Retrospective application for 6ft high 
fencing 

General 

13 PAP/2015/0201 201 Land South of Dairy House Farm, 
Spon Lane, Grendon,  
Removal of condition no:19 of appeal 
reference APP/R3705/A/13/2203973 
relating to controlled pedestrian crossing; 
in respect of erection of 85 dwellings, 
access and associated works, all other 
matters reserved 

General 

14 PAP/2015/0213 217 103, Main Road, Baxterley,  
Retrospective application for outbuilding 
in rear garden 

General 

15 PAP/2015/0271 223 Former Baddesley Colliery, Main Road, 
Baxterley,  
Section 73 planning application to vary 
existing planning conditions by grant of a 
new permission for the erection of car 
storage and distribution depot 

General 

16 PAP/2015/0281 240 Well Cottages, Coleshill Road, Ansley,  
Variation of condition no: 2 of planning 
permission PAP/2014/0465 relating to 
location of existing flight pen and material 
of netting; in respect of Endangered 
Falcon breeding facility, with 30 imprint 
bards, 20 natural pairs and flight pen with 
planting of new conifer trees and 
landscaping 

General 

17 PAP/2015/0290 248 Perryman Drive Recreation Ground, 
Perryman Drive, Piccadilly,  
Installation of streetlighting within the 
sports field 

General 

18 PAP/2015/0291 260 Kitwood Avenue Recreation Ground, 
Kitwood Avenue, Dordon,  
Installation of lighting columns to light 
footpaths linking Kitwood Avenue and 
Barn Close to Birchwood Avenue 

General 
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General Development Applications 
 
(1) Application No: PAP/2012/0556 
 
2 Breeden Drive, Curdworth, Warwickshire, B76 9HJ 
 
Erection of bungalow and associated works, for 
 
Mr B OReilly 
 
Introduction 
 
This application is reported to the Board for determination as the discretion of the Head 
of Development Control. 
 
The Site 
 
This is located on land to the east side of an existing dwelling at the corner of Breeden 
Drive and the Coleshill Road in the centre of Curdworth within a wholly residential area. 
It is presently open grass land with a small amount of landscaping but without fences.  
 
The site is illustrated at Appendix A. 
 
Background 
 
Planning permission was refused here in 2012 for the erection of a new house and a 
subsequent appeal was dismissed. A copy of the decision is at Appendix B. In short 
there was concern about the impacts of that proposed dwelling on the amenity of the 
area particularly on the adjoining property in Coleshill Road to the north. 
 
The Proposals 
 
The present application seeks to overcome the reasons for the dismissed appeal 
through a proposed bungalow rather than a two storey house.  
 
This would sit close to the gable of 2 Breeden Drive and have no dormers or roof lights 
in either its front or rear elevations. The applicant says that the roof too has been 
designed to have varying heights so as to reduce the impacts on the adjoining rear 
garden and rear elevation of the existing house in Coleshill Road. Two car parking 
spaces are proposed with access off Breeden Drive. 
 
The height of the ridge as proposed is 6 metres and that of the refused dwelling was 8 
metres. The distance from the rear elevation of the proposed bungalow to the joint 
boundary is 5 metres as was that of the refusal. The rear elevations too have the same 
length 8 metres  
 
The original submission involved an off-site contribution towards affordable housing and 
this was the subject of discussion until the recent change in approach as set out by the 
Government in November 2014. The present submission contains no such contribution. 
Re-consultation has taken place because of this alteration. 
 
A copy of the proposed layout is at Appendix A and a copy of the refused scheme with 
that now proposed is at Appendix C.  
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Representations 
 
At the time of the original submission the Curdworth Parish Council considered that 
sufficient detailed information was not available for it to comment on the application. 
There was concern about the impact on neighbouring property. No further comments 
have been received on the recent re-consultation. 
 
At the time of the original submission there were three letters of objection from local 
residents.  
 
The matters referred to include: 

 

• Potential safety concerns because of the access location 

• Visibility issues at the junction of Breeden Drive and Coleshill Road with any new 
fences. 

• The detrimental impact on the openness of the area and on the adjoining house. 

• The design does not reflect the local character in the area.  

• Concern about construction arrangements 

• Trees along the common ownership boundary are to be removed 

• Overlooking 

No further comments have been submitted as a consequence of the re-consultation. 
 
Consultations 
 
Warwickshire Museum – No objection subject to a standard condition. 
 
Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – No objection subject to standard 
conditions.  
 
Development Plan 
 
The Core Strategy 2014 – NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW2 (Settlement 
Hierarchy), NW5 (Split of Housing Numbers), NW6 (Affordable Housing Provision), 
NW10 (Development Considerations) and NW12 (Quality of Development) 
 
Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – ENV12 (Urban Design); 
ENV13 (Building Design), ENV14 (Access Design) and TPT6 (Vehicle Parking) 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 
 
Planning Contributions (Section 106 Planning Obligations) Nov 2014 
 
 

4/6 
 



 
 
Observations 
 
There is no objection in principle here as the site is within the development boundary 
defined for Curdworth in the Development Plan and because the Core Strategy requires 
a minimum of fifteen new houses in the village over the period 2014 to 2029. The 
development is thus sustainable development within a sustainable location. Moreover 
the new guidance published by the Government in late 2014 is a material planning 
consideration of significant weight. Hence there is no requirement here for the proposed 
bungalow to be affordable or for an off-site contribution to be requested in lieu. The key 
issues here are thus to do with the detail of the proposal and its potential impacts. 
 
Two on-site car parking spaces are to be provided and this would meet the Council’s 
standards. It is noticeable that the Highway Authority does not raise an objection. 
Neither did it with the earlier case which went to appeal. It considers that the proposed 
access is sufficient distance from the junction with the Coleshill Road and that there is 
adequate visibility at the junction even when a fence is erected.  Additionally the 
Inspector when looking at this issue in the appeal case did not include a highway 
reason as one of those that led to the refusal. As a consequence standard conditions 
are recommended.  
 
The proposed design is a bungalow and this would be at the end of a frontage of semi-
detached and groups of connected houses with detached houses opposite. The area 
thus has a mixed appearance with the village hall on the other side of the road and the 
Beehive Public House nearby. The site is not in a Conservation Area and it is not close 
to any Listed Building. The last proposal was for a detached house here – Appendix C.  
 
That was not refused on design grounds and indeed the Inspector made no reference to 
this in the decision letter even although the design too did not reflect the appearance of 
other houses in Breeden Drive. In all of these circumstances there is not considered to 
be a reason for refusal.  
 
The most important issue here is the potential impact on the residential amenity of the 
property at the rear of the site. The appeal decision concentrated on this matter. This 
can be looked at in two ways. Firstly there is the potential for loss of daylight into the 
neighbour’s rear garden. The overall footprint of the bungalow is the same as that of the 
refused house as its location within the site itself. The key differences are that the 
overall height is reduced from 8 to 6 metres and there are different roof lines such that 
the mass of the bungalow is less as a consequence of the change in approach. This is a 
material change and one that significantly reduces the risk of loss of daylight to the 
adjoining rear garden. Secondly there is the potential for loss of privacy as a 
consequence of the proposed fenestration. The amended scheme has no first floor 
windows and thus that immediately introduces a material difference. Indeed this 
perhaps now reverses the issue as it is the amenity of the future occupiers that might be 
affected as a consequence of over-looking from the first floor rear windows of the 
adjoining house. The detail of the boundary treatment here will also be important but 
this can be dealt with by condition. In all of these circumstances it is considered that 
there has been sufficient change so as to lead to a material improvement over the 
scheme dismissed at appeal. 
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Recommendation 
 
That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Standard Three year condition 

REASON 

To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 
and to prevent an accumulation of unimplemented planning permissions. 

2. Standard plan numbers – 12069/01, 02 and 03 received on 13/11/13 

REASON 

To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the 
approved plans. 

3. No development shall commence on site until details of all of the facing and 
roofing materials to be used have been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved materials shall then be 
used. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 
 

4. No development shall take place until the applicant or their agents or 
successors in title has secured the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation 
which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of the potential archaeological interest in the site 
 

5. No development shall commence on site until such time as full details of the 
proposed boundary treatments have first been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the approved details shall then 
be implemented on site. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of the residential amenities of the area so as to protect 
privacy. 
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6. No development shall commence on site until such time as the lamp column 
between number 2 Breeden Drive and the proposed access has been 
relocated as not to be within 500mm of any vehicle access or the public 
highway carriageway. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety. 
 

7. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 or any other subsequent 
amendment, no additional opening shall be added to any roof elevation, or 
the approved roof design altered in any manner. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of protecting residential amenity. 

 
8. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 or any other subsequent 
amendment, no development in Classes A, B, C, D and E of Part 1 of 
Schedule 2 to that Order shall be undertaken. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of protecting residential amenity. 
 

9. Two car parking spaces shall be retained on site at all times. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety. 
 

10. The vehicular access to the site from Breeden Drive shall not be made within 
10 metres of the Coleshill Road. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety 
 

11. No development or landscaping shall be provided or grown at any time within 
a visibility splay measuring 2.4 by 25 metres on the northern side of the 
junction of Breeden Drive with Coleshill Road as measured from the near 
edge of the public highway carriageway. 

REASON 
 
In the interests of highway safety 
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Notes 
 

1. Attention is drawn to Sections 184 and 163 of the Highways Act 1980; the 
Traffic Management Act 2004, the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 
and all relevant Codes of Practice. The vehicular access and removal of the 
lamp column will require approval from Warwickshire County Council as 
Highway Authority. Contact should be made with that Authority prior to any 
works commencing in order to gain the appropriate consents. 

2. The Local Planning Authority has met the requirements of the NPPF in this 
case by discussing and negotiating planning issues with the applicant. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2012/0556 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 13/11/13 

2 S Robinson Objection 6/12/12 
3 P Bryan Objection 4/12/12 
4 Curdworth Parish Council Representation 17/12/12 
5 G Pemberton Objection 17/12/12 
6 WCC Highways Consultation 4/3/13 
7 Warwickshire Museum Consultation 28/12/12 
8 Applicant Letter 29/5/14 
9 Applicant  Letter 30/4/15 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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(2) Application No: PAP/2013/0391 
 
Heart of England, Meriden Road, Fillongley, CV7 8DX 
 
Erection of hotel north of (and linked to) existing conference centre; demolition of 
existing storage building and its adjuncts; formation of new carpark and 
courtyards; extensions to south and east sides of existing conference centre 
building, for 
 
Mr Stephen Hammon - Heart of England Promotions 
 
Introduction 
 
This application was reported to the Planning and Development Board on 9 March 
2015.  The Board resolved: 

 
“That the Council indicates that it is minded to support Application No 2013/0391 
(Heart of England, Meriden Road, Fillongley, CV7 8DX) and that the Application 
and Conditions be the subject of a further report to the Board” 

 
Background 
 
The above application was reported to the March 2015 meeting of the Planning and 
Development Board.  The Board resolved that it was minded to support the grant of 
planning permission, subject to agreeing the conditions that would be attached to it.  
The proposed conditions would first be published and interested parties would be 
afforded an opportunity to comment on them.   
 
The March 2015 Board Report is attached as Appendix 1 for reference. 
 
If planning permission is granted it is the intention to revoke the earlier planning 
permissions relating to this part of the site.  To enable this, the Local Planning Authority 
and the applicant have agreed that the current application should be considered as a 
full planning application rather than as an outline application.   This should not have 
substantial effect because the only matter reserved in the outline proposal was the 
detail of landscaping, the application having sought approval of access, appearance, 
layout and scale.   
 
For the avoidance of doubt the revocation would apply to the original planning 
permission for the buildings and associated land and subsequent amending 
applications.  This will be the following permissions: 
 
PFILXX/1165/2000/FAP (now referenced FAP/2000/6365) 
PFILXX/0214/2002/FAP (now referenced FAP/2002/7287) 
PFILXX/1381/2002/FAP (now referenced FAP/2002/7800) 
PFILXX/0690/2005/FAP (now referenced FAP/2005/9733) 
 
There would be no requirement to revoke the stand alone permission to use Old Hall 
Farm as a mixed guesthouse/C3 use (PAP/2010/0269) or the permission for office use 
of the converted farm building (PFILXX/1181/2000/FAP). 
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Update 
 
When first received, this application was submitted with a companion application which 
proposed the change of use of land within the applicant’s wider land holding 
(Application Referenced PAP/2013/0367).  The change of use application has now been 
withdrawn and will not be determined.  It is anticipated that a new change of use 
application will be re-presented in the near future. 
 
The Council recently received reports of construction works at the site.  A visit to the site 
has established the construction of an extension to the Conference Centre (the tall 
white coloured structure to the left hand side of the existing conference centre building 
shown in the image below) 
 

  
The applicant claims that the structure is temporary to accommodate a booking for a 
large Asian wedding.  The structure however does not appear as temporary and 
appears to be the unauthorised partial commencement of work for which permission is 
sought through this application.  This matter is currently under investigation. 
 
The Proposed Conditions and Associated Notes 
 
This report is primarily to allow members the opportunity to consider the application 
proposal in the context of controlling and defining planning conditions. 
 
Member of the public and other interested parties have been afforded an opportunity to 
comment on the draft conditions.  The proposed conditions are set out below.   
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Standard Conditions 
 
1. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than 
the expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
 
REASON 
 
To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended by 
Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, and to prevent an 
accumulation of unimplemented planning permissions. 
 
Defining Conditions 
 
2. The development hereby approved shall not be carried out otherwise than in 
accordance with the plan numbered !***************! received by the Local Planning 
Authority on !***************! and the plan numbered !***************! received by the Local 
Planning Authority on !***************!. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the approved 
plans. 
 
3. The use of the buildings hereby approved within the area outlined on the 
attached plan (Plan 1) hatched green shall not be used for any other purpose, including 
any other purpose in Class D2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987, (as amended), or in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order 
with or without modification, other than for a conference centre and entertainment 
venue.  For the avoidance of doubt, the conference centre and entertainment venue 
shall be defined as being for the holding of conventions, where individuals and groups 
gather to promote and share common interests.  The use will be limited to the hosting of 
conferences, exhibitions, meetings, seminars, training sessions, team building, 
corporate family fun days, product launches and corporate entertainment.  The 
entertainments venue shall be for the holding of social gatherings where individuals and 
groups gather for the purpose of entertainment or celebration.  The use will be limited to 
the hosting of weddings, private parties, evening entertainment and annual celebrations. 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, to prevent over intensification of use 
and so as to prevent the unauthorised use of the site. 
 
4. The use of the buildings hereby approved within the area outlined on the 
attached plan (Plan 2) hatched blue shall not be used for any other purpose, including 
any other purpose in Class C1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987, (as amended), or in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order 
with or without modification, other than for a hotel.  Guests at the hotel shall be solely 
limited to booked-in users of the conference centre and entertainment venue, or users 
of the authorised recreational facilities on the adjacent land holding, as defined by the 
planning approval referenced PAP/2007/0503.  The hotel shall not be open to guests 
who are not booked in to use these facilities. 
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(NOTE:  This condition would need to be varied at a future date if a new change of use 
application is approved and PAP/2007/0503 is revoked) 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, to prevent over intensification of use 
and so as to prevent the unauthorised use of the site. 
 
5. The use of the buildings hereby approved within the area outlined on the 
attached plan (Plan 3) hatched red shall not be used for any other purpose, including 
any other purpose in Class A3 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987, (as amended), or in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order 
with or without modification, other than for a restaurant. 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, to prevent over intensification of use 
and so as to prevent the unauthorised use of the site. 
 
6. The approved uses detailed in conditions 3, 4 and 5 shall operate only as a 
single enterprise.  It shall operate and be used as one planning unit by the applicants or 
their successors in title.  Under no circumstances shall the applicants or their 
successors in title subsequently sell, let or in any way dispose of or use or permit to be 
used any part of the land or buildings, independently of the remainder of the overall 
property. 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, to prevent over intensification of use, in 
recognition of the rural setting of the site and to maintain a sustainable development. 
 
Pre-Commencement Conditions 
 
7. Before the commencement of the development, a landscaping scheme shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and to ensure that landscaping proposals 
are fully integral to the design of the site. 
 
8. No development other than demolition shall take place until the applicant, or their 
agents or successors in title, has secured the implementation of a programme of 
archaeological work in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has 
been submitted by the applicant and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure the recording and preservation of any items of archaeological interest and to 
avoid any harm to items of archaeological interest. 
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9. No development shall be commenced before samples of the facing bricks, facing 
materials, roofing tiles and surface materials for all roadways, car parks, pathways and 
courtyards to be used have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority in writing.  Only the approved materials shall then be used. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and to ensure the use of appropriate 
materials compatible with the location and setting of the buildings. 
 
10. No development shall be commenced before details of the joinery of all new 
windows and doors to be used have been submitted to and approved by the Local 
Planning Authority in writing.  The approved joinery detail shall then be installed and 
maintained as such at all times thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
To secure an appropriate design and appearance given the former farmyard setting and 
given the proximity to the listed building. 
 
11. No new or replacement exterior lighting shall be installed at the site without 
details having first been submitted to  and approved by the Local Planning Authority in 
writing.  Only the approved lighting shall then be installed and maintained as such at all 
times thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area, to recognise the rural location of the site 
and to minimise adverse effects from the use of illumination. 
 
12. No development other than demolition shall be commenced before details of a 
scheme for the incorporation of energy generation and energy conservation measures 
has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing.  The 
approved measures shall then be installed and maintained as such at all times 
thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure a sustainable development, to ensure that energy related provisions are fully 
integral to the design of the site and to meet the requirements of Policy NW11 of the 
North Warwickshire Core Strategy October 2014. 
 
13. No development or site works whatsoever, shall commence on site until details of 
measures for the protection of existing trees to be retained (as identified in the Tree 
Survey by T Dunlop dated 27 08 2013 and received by the Local Planning Authority on 
18 September 2013) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The protection measures shall make provisions for the erection of 
protective fencing around the trees/hedges to be retained, in accordance with B.S. 
5837, at a distance corresponding with the branch spread of the tree or hedge, or half 
the height of the tree or hedge, whichever is greater.  Within the areas fenced off the 
existing ground level shall be neither raised nor lowered, and no materials, temporary 
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buildings or surplus soil of any kind shall be placed or stored thereon.  No works shall 
be carried out within the fenced off area unless a method statement, detailing how those 
works shall be undertaken, has been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The approved protective fencing shall thereafter be retained at all 
times during construction works on the site. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the health and stability of the trees to be retained on the site in the interests 
of amenity and to avoid any harm to the existing landscape and ecology of the site. 
 
14. No development shall commence until details of any walls, gates, fences and 
other means of permanent enclosure and/or boundary treatment to be erected have 
been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority.  The 
development shall be implemented only in accordance with the approved details and 
maintained as such at all times thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area, to protect the amenity of occupiers of 
adjacent properties and to ensure that an integrated design solution.  
 
15. Prior to the commencement of development a detailed plan of the drainage 
network and hydro-brake control referred to in the Flood Risk Statement shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent pollution of the water environment and to minimise the risk of flooding on or 
off the site and to ensure that an integrated design solution addresses the water 
environment. 
 
16. No development shall commence until full details of the provision of the access, 
car parking, manoeuvring and service areas, including surfacing, drainage and levels 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Council.   
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of safety on the public highway such measures needs to be in place 
before the commencement of development. 
 
17. No development shall commence on site until details of a scheme for the storage 
and disposal of all refuse and recycling has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority.  The scheme shall detail the storage locations, provide 
detailed drawings of storage vessels or compounds and the methods and time limits for 
the collection or dispatch of waste materials.  The approved scheme shall be 
implemented in full at all times thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the amenities of the area and of nearby residential property and to ensure an 
integrated design solution. 
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18. Prior to the commencement of development a scheme for the inclusion of crime 
prevention measures to be incorporated in the development shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of public safety and to ensure an integrated design solution. 
 
Ongoing/Post-Occupation Conditions 
 
19. The marquee and any other temporary structures on the site and their associated 
works shall be removed from the site and the adjacent land holding on (date three years 
from the date of the consent) or upon completion and bringing into use of the 
conference centre extension whichever date is the sooner.  The land shall be restored 
to its former condition within 2 calendar months following the removal of the structure or 
structures.  The restoration shall be in accordance with a scheme which shall first be 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing.  Thereafter, 
notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2 Part 4, Classes A and B of The Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, no 
buildings, moveable structures, works, plant or machinery shall be sited or installed on 
any of the open land within the site at any time. 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, to maintain the openness of the Green 
Belt and in the interests of the amenities of the area. 
 
20. The use of open land within the site shall be solely for the purpose of car parking, 
access, amenity space and service areas for the uses approved in conditions 3, 4 and 5 
and for no other purpose whatsoever.  The open land within the curtilage of the site 
shall expressly not be used for the storage, display or sale of anything whatsoever. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and safety on the public highway. 
 
21. The operator of the hotel of the premises shall maintain an up to date register of 
the names of all occupiers of the accommodation and of their main home address, as 
well as the dates of their arrival and departure and the purpose of their stay in relation to 
the link to the conference centre and entertainment venue or use of the authorised 
recreational facilities on the adjacent land holding.  This register shall be made available 
at all reasonable times to the Local Planning Authority. 
 
REASON 
 
In recognition of the circumstances of the case, so as to prevent the unauthorised use 
of the site. 
 
22. Notwithstanding the provisions of Class A of Part 3 and Class D of Part 4 of 
Schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015, the use of the restaurant hereby approved shall remain for the 
purpose of restaurant only. 
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REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use, in recognition of the rural setting of the site and to enable the 
effect of the development to be kept under review. 
 
23. Notwithstanding the provisions of Class T of Part 3 and Class D of Part 4 of 
Schedule 2 of The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015, the use of the hotel hereby approved shall remain for the 
purpose of hotel only. 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use, in recognition of the rural setting of the site and to enable the 
effect of the development to be kept under review. 
 
24. Notwithstanding the provisions of Class D of Part 4 of Schedule 2 of The Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, the use 
of the conference centre and entertainment venue hereby approved shall remain for the 
purpose of conference centre and entertainment venue only. 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use, in recognition of the rural setting of the site and to enable the 
effect of the development to be kept under review. 
 
25. The hotel use hereby approved, as defined by condition 4, may operate at any 
time on any calendar day throughout the year.   
 
REASON 
 
To define the operating provisions of this aspect of the site and in recognition that the 
hotel use is an overnight activity. 
 
26. The restaurant, as defined by condition 5, shall operate only between the hours 
of 0800 hours to 0000 hours (midnight) on Mondays to Saturdays inclusive and between 
the hours of 0900 hours to 1800 hours on Sundays, Public Holidays and Bank Holidays 
in respect of customers who are not resident at the on-site hotel.  The restaurant, as 
defined by condition 5, shall operate only between the hours of 0700 hours to 0000 
hours (midnight) on Mondays to Saturdays inclusive and between the hours of 0800 
hours to 1000 hours on Sundays, Public Holidays and Bank Holidays in respect of 
customers who are resident at the on-site hotel. 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use and in recognition of the rural setting of the site. 
 
 
 

4/25 
 



27. The conference centre and entertainment venue hereby approved, as defined by 
condition 3, shall operate only between the hours of 0800 hours to 0000 hours 
(midnight) on Mondays to Thursdays inclusive, between the hours of 0800 hours to 
0100 hours (the following day) on Fridays and Saturdays, and between the hours of 
0900 hours to 1800 hours on Sundays, Public Holidays and Bank Holidays.   
 
REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use and in recognition of the rural setting of the site. 
 
28. Exceptions to Condition 27 will be permitted on 29 October to 2 November 
inclusive and 18 December to 2 January inclusive each year, when the conference 
centre and entertainment venue hereby approved, as defined by condition 3, shall 
operate only between the hours of 0800 hours to 0100 hours (the following day). 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent disturbance to the occupiers of nearby properties, to prevent over 
intensification of use and in recognition of the rural setting of the site, whilst balancing 
the commercial interests of the business at exceptional seasonal times of the year. 
 
29. Delivery or dispatch of goods and the arrival and departure of service vehicles 
shall not take place between the hours of 2000 hours on any day and 0700 hours the 
following day. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the amenities of nearby residential property. 
 
30. Gates to the patio area shown on the approved drawing 233/21/Sk203 shall 
remain closed between the hours of dusk in the afternoon or evening until 07:30 hours 
the following day throughout the year. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the amenities of nearby residential property. 
 
31. On the approved hotel building (Building 2) and the hotel extension to the 
existing building (Building 1) all windows and doors shall be recessed by at least 75mm. 
 
REASON 
 
To secure an appropriate design given the former farmyard setting and given the 
proximity to the listed building. 
 
32. No additional opening shall be made to the buildings other than shown on the 
plans hereby approved, nor any approved opening altered or modified in any manner 
thereafter. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and the building concerned. 
 

4/26 
 



33. Visibility splays shall be provided to the vehicular access to the site fronting 
Meriden Road (B4102), passing through the limits of the site fronting the public 
highway, with an ‘x’ distance of 2.4 metres and ‘y’ distances of 160.0 metres to the near 
edge of the public highway carriageway.  These shall be retained at all times. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of safety on the public highway. 
 
34. The Wall Hill Road Access shall be for the use of staff, deliveries (not associated 
with the construction period) and emergency use only at all times. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and of occupiers of nearby residential 
property and in the interests of safety on the public highway. 
 
35. The management of surface water shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved Flood Risk Statement prepared by RAB, dated 25/02/2014 Ref Number: 741 
and the following mitigation measure detailed within, namely, restricting the discharge 
from the pond to 5 l/s so that it mimics the existing regime and therefore not increase 
the risk of flooding on or off-site. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure the satisfactory drainage of the site and to minimise the risk of flooding on or 
off the site. 
 
36. All amplified sound shall be controlled by a noise limiting device, set at a level 
agreed by the local planning authority, in consultation with the Council’s Environmental 
Health Officer.  Any such device shall be wired into the mains electricity to prevent 
amplified music bypassing the noise controls. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the amenities of the area and of occupiers of nearby residential property. 
 
37. There shall be no installation of fume extraction equipment or air conditioning 
units without details having first been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority in writing. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 
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38. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the landscaping scheme referred to 
in Condition Number 7 shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons 
following the occupation of the extended premises for business purposes, and in the 
event of any tree or plant failing to become established within five years thereafter, each 
individual tree or plant shall be replaced within the next available planting season to the 
satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a reasonable standard of 
landscape. 
 
39. Within 6 months of the date of this permission, the developer shall prepare and 
submit to the Local Planning Authority for their approval a Green Travel Plan to promote 
sustainable transport choices to the site, the measures proposed to be carried out within 
the plan to be approved by the Planning Authority in writing, in consultation with the 
County Council as Highway Authority.  The measures (and any variations) so approved 
shall continue to be implemented in full at all time.  The plan shall: 
(i) specify targets for the proportion of employees and visitors traveling to and from the 
site by foot, cycle, public transport, shared vehicles and other modes of transport which 
reduce emissions and the use of non-renewable fuels; 
(ii) set out measures designed to achieve those targets together with timescales and 
arrangements for their monitoring, review and continuous improvement; 
(iii) identify a senior manager of the business using the site with overall responsibility for 
the plan and a scheme for involving employees of the business in its implementation 
and development. 
 
REASON 
 
To ensure the sustainable development of the site. 
 
40. The overspill car parking shown on the approved plans be available until such 
time as the temporary marquee has been removed from the site in accordance with the 
provisions of Condition number 19.  During this time the overspill car park shall not be 
utilised for in excess of 28 days in any calendar year.  Following the removal of the 
marquee in accordance with the provisions of Condition number 19 the land shown as 
overspill car park shall cease to be used for the purpose of car or vehicle parking.  The 
existing grassed surface shall not be changed at any time. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area, in the interests of safety on the public 
highway and to protect the setting of the listed building. 
 
During Construction Conditions 
 
41. The development hereby permitted shall not commence or continue unless 
measures are in place to prevent/minimise the spread of extraneous material onto the 
public highway by the wheels of vehicles using the site and to clean the public highway 
of such material 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and safety on the public highway. 
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42. No services trenches shall be positioned within the root protection area of 
retained trees. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the health and stability of the trees to be retained on the site in the interests 
of amenity. 
 
43. No work relating to the construction of the development hereby approved, 
including works of demolition or preparation prior to operations, or internal fitting out, 
shall take place before the hours of 0700 hours nor after 1900 Monday to Friday, before 
the hours of 0800 hours nor after 1300 hours Saturdays nor on Sundays or recognised 
public holidays. 
 
REASON 
 
To protect the amenities of nearby residential property. 
 
44. All materials obtained from the demolition or partial demolition of existing building 
shall be permanently removed from the site and the wider land holding within twenty 
eight days of demolition being commenced. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 
 
Pre-Occupation Conditions 
 
45. The development hereby approved shall not be brought into use at any time 
unless and until a temporary scheme for the collection, storage and transportation of 
foul sewage has been implemented in full, following the submission of a detailed 
scheme and its approval by the Local Planning Authority in writing, or until the reedbed 
scheme approved under planning application reference 2013/0230 has been installed 
fully in accordance with the approved details and is fully operational.  For the avoidance 
of doubt the permanent reed bed solution shall be brought into operation at the earliest 
practicable date. 
 
REASON 
 
To prevent pollution of the water environment. 
 
46. The approved hotel and conference centre extension shall not be brought into 
use until the access, car parking, manoeuvring and service areas have been fully laid 
out in accordance with the details approved under Condition 16.  Such areas shall be 
permanently retained for the purpose of parking and manoeuvring of vehicles, as the 
case may be. 
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area and safety on the public highway. 
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47. Unless where otherwise permitted by the provisions of the Town and Country 
Planning Control of Advertisements Regulations 2007, prior to the extended conference 
centre, restaurant or hotel opening for business there shall be submitted to, and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority a scheme for the display of any 
proposed advertisements to be affixed to the land or building. 
 
REASON 
 
To avoid a clutter of advertisements in the interests of amenity. 
 
 
Notes  
 

1. Public footpaths M292 and M293 cross the site on which planning permission for 
development is hereby permitted. It is an offence to obstruct or damage public 
footpaths. This permission does not authorise the interference in any way of the 
footpath which must be properly protected. For advice about the protection of 
public footpath during the construction of the development the 
applicant/developer should contact the County Council’s Countryside Recreation 
Section – telephone: (01926) 413427.  

 
2. Pursuant to Section 149 and 151 of the Highways Act 1980, the 

applicant/developer must take all necessary action to ensure that mud or other 
extraneous material is not carried out of the site and deposited on the public 
highway. Should such deposits occur, it is the applicant's/developer's 
responsibility to ensure that all reasonable steps (e.g. street sweeping) are taken 
to maintain the roads in the vicinity of the site to a satisfactory level of 
cleanliness.  

 
3. Section 163 of the Highways Act 1980 requires that water will not be permitted to 

fall from the roof or any other part of premises adjoining the public highway upon 
persons using the highway, or surface water to flow – so far as is reasonably 
practicable – from premises onto or over the highway footway. The developer 
should, therefore, take all steps as may be reasonable to prevent water so falling 
or flowing.  

 
4. The submitted plans indicate that the proposed works come very close to, or abut 

neighbouring property.  This permission does not convey any legal or civil right to 
undertake works that affect land or premises outside of the applicant's control.  
Care should be taken upon commencement and during the course of building 
operations to ensure that no part of the development, including the foundations, 
eaves and roof overhang will encroach on, under or over adjoining land without 
the consent of the adjoining land owner. This planning permission does not 
authorise the carrying out of any works on neighbouring land, or access onto it, 
without the consent of the owners of that land.  You would be advised to contact 
them prior to the commencement of work. 

 
5. You are recommended to seek independent advice on the provisions of the Party 

Wall etc. Act 1996, which is separate from planning or building regulation 
controls, and concerns giving notice of your proposals to a neighbour in relation 
to party walls, boundary walls and excavations near neighbouring buildings.  An 
explanatory booklet can be downloaded at 
www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/partywall. 

4/30 
 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/partywall


 
6. The proposal includes works of demolition of existing buildings.  Please be 

advised that there may be bats present at the property that would be disturbed by 
the proposed development.  You are advised that bats are deemed to be 
European Protected species.  Should bats be found during the carrying out of the 
approved works, you should stop work immediately and seek further advice from 
the Ecology Section of Museum Field Services, The Butts, Warwick, CV34 4SS 
(Contact Ecological Services on 01926 418060). 

 
7. In respect of Condition Number 18, the Warwickshire Police Crime Prevention 

Liaison Officer advises the inclusion of the following:  
a. All ground floor glazing and vulnerable windows to meet PAS 24:2012.  
b. All external/internal hotel doors to meet PAS 24:2012  
c. All glazing in and adjacent to doors must include one of laminate glass to 

a minimum thickness of 6.8mm.  
d. Conference rooms have the facility to be locked and have a secure 

cabinet so visitors can secure their IT. 
e. All routes to hotel rooms have access control in place whether it be by 

electronic fob or digital access 
f. Barrier access control onto the site that is covered by CCTV, which opens 

automatically on entering but requires a code or similar to leave. 
g. CCTV be installed throughout the site especially on the car parks and 

entry points into the complex in accordance with a scheme which has 
first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
8. The vehicular access to the site shall not be constructed in such a manner as to 

reduce the effective capacity of any highway drain or permit surface water to run 
off the site onto the public highway. 

 
9. The applicant is advised that to comply with the condition relating to the standard 

of works to trees, the work should be carried out in accordance with British 
Standard BS 5837:2012 "Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction 
- Recommendations". 

 
10. In dealing with this application, the Local Planning Authority has worked with the 

applicant in a positive and proactive manner through pre-application discussions, 
seeking to resolve planning objections and issues and suggesting amendments 
to improve the quality of the proposal. As such it is considered that the Council 
has implemented the requirement set out in paragraphs 186 and 187 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
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Consultations 
 
Environment Agency – advises that, for a temporary period running up to the reedbed 
system coming into effective operation, it will be acceptable for the continuing use of 
existing cesspits providing that the frequency of removal by tanker is increased 
accordingly.  It advises that it would commit to more regular monitoring of the temporary 
regime to ensure effectiveness. 
 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor, Warwickshire Police - No objection subject to 
conditions. 
 
Representations 
 
At the time or preparing this report, one letter has been received raising the following 
concerns: 
 
• I see that many of the reasons refer to the protection of the amenities and nearby 

residential property, however, there is no guarantee of such protection. 
• Condition 34: We object strongly to the entrance from the Wall Hill Road being used 

for deliveries. These deliveries in vans and lorries would be passing in front of the 
neighbouring bungalow, disturbance to the privacy of the residents would occur 
especially when there is an event being held and extra equipment is required to 
enter and leave the site.  We object strongly to this condition.  We have no objection 
to the entrance being used for staff in cars or for emergency.  I see many delivery 
vans and lorries using the entrance off the Meriden Road and cannot see reason 
why this use cannot continue to prevent disturbance to the residents of the 
bungalow. 

• Condition 36:  Our concern with the controlled noise limiting device.  The close 
neighbours are already disturbed by noise and music from the park, which was also 
promised to be controlled at a certain level which was not upheld.  How will this 
noise level be monitored in the future?  

• There is nothing in writing in these conditions stating, that the applicant must comply 
to all the conditions, or the consequence if not. 

 
Given the timing of consultation it is anticipated that further representations will be 
received.  Any such representations will be reported verbally at the meeting. 
 
A representation of Corley Parish Council is attached as Appendix 2. 
 
In a separate communication, Corley Parish Council has written expressing serious 
concerns about the effects of construction and construction vehicles (in association with 
the construction of the reed beds).  It acknowledges that temporary construction and 
traffic speeding concerns are a police matter, but wishes to draw the Board’s attention 
to its view that permanent changes and development of the site i.e. the hotel; will have a 
significant ongoing effect on traffic movements. 
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Observations 
 
As set out above, this report is primarily to allow members the opportunity to consider 
the application in the context of controlling and defining planning conditions. 
 
Members will be aware that the current use of this site has evolved through the grant, 
and subsequent revision, of various planning permissions.  The use has evolved over 
time to take advantage of the planning permissions, including some loosely defined 
permissions and conditions.  The applicant acknowledges that if granting planning 
permission for the expansion of the use it is appropriate to more clearly define the 
nature of the use and the controls over its operation.  The revocation of the former 
planning permissions and the conditions set out above seek to do this.  They strike a 
balance between the reasonable business use of the site and the protection of local 
residents and the environment in the context of the sites rural green belt location. 
 
Residents express concern about the potential for non-compliance with conditions.  This 
is understandable because the applicant has a track record of non-compliance with 
conditions attached to planning permissions.  This however, cannot be a reason for 
refusing the grant of future planning applications.  If the development is supportable the 
onus will be on the drafting of conditions which meet the six tests set out in the NPPF 
that they are: 
 

1. necessary; 
2. relevant to planning and; 
3. to the development to be permitted; 
4. enforceable; 
5. precise and; 
6. reasonable in all other respects 

 
The key here is that conditions need to be enforceable.  In order to enforce a condition 
the Council would need to be able to evidence a breach.  Officers do not suggest that 
enforcement will be uncomplicated but do suggest that the conditions, as drafted are 
capable of being enforced. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That, subject to their being no claim for compensation, planning permissions referenced  
 
PFILXX/1165/2000/FAP (now referenced FAP/2000/6365) 
PFILXX/0214/2002/FAP (now referenced FAP/2002/7287) 
PFILXX/1381/2002/FAP (now referenced FAP/2002/7800) 
PFILXX/0690/2005/FAP (now referenced FAP/2005/9733) 
 
be revoked and that planning permission is granted subject to the conditions set out 
above. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2013/0391 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s)  

2 
Crime Prevention Design 
Advisor, Warwickshire 
Police 

Consultation Reply 3 6 15 

3 Corley Parish Council Representation 2 6 15 
4 Y McHugh Representation 2 6 15 
    

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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General Development Applications    APPENDIX 1 
 
(#) Application No: PAP/2013/0391 
 
Heart of England, Meriden Road, Fillongley, CV7 8DX 
 
Outline - erection of hotel north of (and linked to) existing Conference Centre; 
demolition of existing storage building and its adjuncts; re-organisation of 
existing parking areas and creation of new north car park and landscaped 
courtyards; extensions to south and east sides of existing Conference Centre 
building, for 
 
Mr Stephen Hammon - Heart of England Promotions 
 
Introduction 
 
The receipt of this application was first referred to the Board in April 2014. That report 
recommended that the Council should be minded to refuse the submitted proposals and 
a full explanation was given for that approach. The Board agreed that recommendation 
and subsequently there were a series of meetings held with the applicant in order to 
explain and to clarify the Board’s decision. Eventually revised proposals were 
submitted, and their receipt was referred to the Board at its December meeting. A copy 
of that report is attached as Appendix A. It described the site and the proposal, setting 
out the applicant’s case with reference to his supporting evidence.  Importantly, it set 
out the applicant’s case as to how he had addressed the concerns of the Board which 
had led it to be minded to refuse the original submission. The relevant Development 
Plan background was also set out.  
 
Since the December meeting there have been further minor revisions to the proposals 
as a direct consequence of consultation responses. This report will outline these latest 
alterations and summarise all of the consultations and representations received.  
Members should note that there has been full local consultation on these latest 
revisions.  
 
It is now time to report the application to the Board for determination.  
 
The Proposals in Brief 
 
It might be helpful at the outset to summarise the overall proposals. In short, this is to 
add a thirty bedroom hotel to the existing conference and events centre through 
redevelopment and refurbishment of existing buildings. This redevelopment includes 
demolition; refurbishment and extensions. The main access into the site would be 
retained and car parking provision extended. 
 
For convenience the general location of the site is illustrated at Appendix B; the general 
layout of the proposals is at Appendix C and the elevations are at Appendix D. 
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The Revisions made since December 2014 
 
The changes made since the December meeting do not affect the overall proposals and 
have been made to address matters raised by consultation responses. 
 

• An amended car parking layout has been received in order to address the 
Highway Authority’s concerns about the overall provision. This now shows areas 
of overflow car parking to the south of the centre. 

• The plans now show an acoustic fence and enclosed areas to the east of the 
proposals in order to reduce the potential for noise emissions close to the 
neighbouring bungalow which is in private ownership and occupation. These 
additions were requested by the Council’s Environmental Health Officer. 

• Gates have been added to the central portion of the proposals in order to limit the 
area where people might congregate in the “smokers” area thus limiting the 
potential for disturbance – again at the request of the Environmental Health 
Officers. 

 
Consultations 
 
Warwickshire Police – No objections 
 
The Environment Agency – The Agency originally objected to the proposal because of 
the absence of a Flood Risk Assessment and because the site is sensitive in terms of 
groundwater protection. The sewage treatment works will also require upgrading and 
improvement.  Upon receipt of an Assessment and consideration of its content, the 
Agency withdrew its original objection subject to standard conditions. This was largely 
due to the proposals for the reed beds being agreed. 
 
Warwickshire Museum – No objection subject to a standard condition being added to 
any planning permission granted requiring pre-commencement investigations. 
 
Heritage Consultant – Originally objected on the grounds that the original submission 
would have an adverse impact on the setting of the adjoining listed building because of 
the design and appearance of the new buildings. The revised plans address his 
concerns and there is no longer an objection. 
 
Environmental Health Officer – The design of the hotel and extensions should 
incorporate measures to reduce the emission of noise and that the impact of the 
proposals on the neighbouring residential property needs to be fully addressed. The 
revised proposals show an enclosed “break –out” area for smokers and the inclusion of 
an acoustic fence and enclosed areas for the refuse area are supported. If the marquee 
is to be retained, then its use should be conditioned so as to prevent noise emissions. 
 
Severn Trent Water Ltd – No objection subject to a standard condition requiring full 
details of foul and surface water drainage to be submitted and agreed prior to work 
commencing.  
 
Coventry City Council – Wishes to make no comments. 
 
Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – The Authority has no objection 
subject to conditions requiring adequate car parking space; the Wall Hill Road access 
being closed, limitations on coach use and agreement for a Travel Plan.  The Highway 
Authority’s comments on the revised overflow car parking areas are awaited.  
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Warwickshire Rights of Way – No objection. 
 
Representations 
 
One representation received says that the scheme is a reasonable rationalisation of the 
existing buildings but that a smaller hotel would be preferred. 
 
Seven individual letters of objection were received in respect of the original submission 
largely referring to the view that the proposals are inappropriate in the Green Belt; too 
large, not needed and would have a detrimental impact on the countryside and the 
adjoining listed building. Other matters raised refer to the proximity of the hotel to the 
neighbouring residence with the consequential loss of privacy and security; disturbance 
already caused by existing events and visitors – particularly noise and the potential for 
archaeological interest. None of the authors of these letters have removed their 
objections upon receipt of the amended plans.   
 
Fillongley Parish Council objects to the hotel considering it to have adverse impacts and 
that it is not in-keeping with the rural setting. There is also concern about drainage and 
the impact on the loss of amenity to local residents. The revised plans do not overcome 
this objection. There are continued breaches of planning control occurring at the site. 
Corley Parish Council objects as it considers the hotel is inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt and because of its potential adverse impact on the existing highway and 
drainage infrastructure. The revised plans do not change its view. There are continued 
breaches of planning control at the site. 
 
The Fillongley Flood Group object as it considers that there would be a consequential 
adverse impact on flooding issues in the village. 
 
Four letters of support have been received referring to its beneficial impact in creating 
local employment opportunities; sustaining local services and businesses, preventing 
travel to and from the site and the need for extra on-site bedroom space.   
 
Development Plan 
 
The previous report – copied at Appendix A – outlined the relevant Development Plan 
policies. These have not altered since then. 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
Similarly here the National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (the “NPPF”) remains as 
consideration of significant weight in the determination of this application.  
 
Observations 
 

a) Introduction 
The Council had resolved that it was minded to refuse this application and three refusal 
reasons were drafted. The first of these considered that the proposals amounted to 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt and that there were not the planning 
considerations of such weight to warrant overriding the presumption of refusal. The 
second considered that there would be an adverse impact on the residential amenity of 
the neighbouring dwelling and thirdly the Council considered that the proposals would 
not sufficiently integrate into the surroundings.  As reported to the Board in December 
2014, revised proposals have been received together with additional supporting 
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documentation and that report describes them in some detail. Members are referred to 
Appendix A.  
 
The Board will have to consider whether the amended plans, as further varied as set out 
above, and the new supporting documentation is now sufficient to overcome the three 
areas of concern expressed above. 
 

b) Green Belt 
The site is in the Green Belt. New buildings are considered to be inappropriate 
development here as defined by the NPPF and therefore there is a presumption of 
refusal. However as Members are aware there are exceptions to this approach and the 
NPPF describes these. It is thus necessary to consider whether any of these should 
apply to this case. 
 
The proposals could fall into any or all of four of these exceptions. These are where the 
development comprises: 
 

1. The provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, as long as 
it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the 
purposes of including land within it. 

2. The extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original buildings. 

3. The replacement of a building, provided that the new building is in the same use 
and not materially larger than the one it replaces. 

4. Limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding 
temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing 
development.  

The Board’s current position is that the plans as originally submitted were inappropriate 
development because in short, they were too large and thus had a material adverse 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt. They could not meet the conditions as set 
out in the four exceptions. It is therefore first necessary to see whether this position still 
remains following the receipt of amended plans, particularly as those plans now show a 
reduced scale of building work. 
  
It is proposed to first explore the fourth of the exceptions set out above. This is because 
the overall “mix” of proposals – including extension, alteration and replacement – can be 
reasonably said to constitute the partial redevelopment of a previously developed site. 
This is because the existing buildings benefit from planning permissions granting them 
recreational use and the proposals themselves are all associated with these existing 
buildings.  As such it would appear that the overall development could fall into this 
exception.  However there are conditions included in the exception which first need to 
be resolved. The first of these is that the proposals should have no greater impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt than the existing. Members generally approach this 
condition by looking at the issue both quantitatively and qualitatively. In respect of the 
former then the proposals would result in an additional 36% in footprint and an 
additional 72% in volume over the existing. These are not small increases. They are 
material and might suggest that the first condition has not been met. However the base-
line here is that the existing buildings are not small – they are large. It is thus the impact 
of this increase on the openness of the area which is therefore the critical assessment. 
This is why the qualitative assessment is important. There are several matters here 
which are considered to mitigate the impact of the material increase in building 
operations. Firstly, the proposed works will be seen together and are within the existing 
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complex and range of buildings. They do not result in new isolated buildings; in 
buildings without built linkages to the existing and nor do they introduce a disjointed or 
dispersed scatter of new buildings. Secondly, the works, whilst in scale and proportion 
with the existing, do not follow the same built form as the existing, particularly in terms 
of heights  - being lower - and their massing – splitting the buildings up with different 
sizes, alignments and linkages, thus reducing adverse visual impacts. Thirdly, the 
design and appearance of the works is in keeping with the rural setting and attention is 
not drawn to them because they are not visually intrusive. Finally there is a substantial 
tree cover forming a back drop to the building works such that they do not appear to be 
on the horizon and more particularly their visibility is confined internally to the site itself. 
In all of these circumstances it is concluded that, notwithstanding a material increase in 
footprint and volume, there would only be a limited impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt. The second condition in the exception is that the proposed development 
should have no worse impact on the purposes of including land within the Green Belt 
than the existing. There are five purposes for the inclusion of land in the Green Belt – to 
check unrestricted urban sprawl; to prevent the merger of neighbouring towns, to assist 
in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, to preserve the setting of historic 
towns and to assist in urban regeneration. It is considered that none of these is 
prejudiced as the site is not adjacent to built-up areas or towns; the development is not 
urban sprawl and the land is already previously developed land. In all of these 
circumstances therefore the conclusion in respect of this particular exception, is that the 
proposals are inappropriate development because of the overall material increase in 
footprint and volume, but that the harm to the openness of the Green Belt is limited 
because of the mitigating factors referred to above. 
 
The second and third exceptions described above – proposed extensions and 
replacements - are largely the same, but there are different measures. Extensions 
should not be “disproportionate” over the original building, but replacements should not 
be “materially larger” than the ones replaced.  As reported above, the overall 
extensions, even when demolitions are taken into account, do constitute a material 
increase over the existing original buildings.  The issue is whether this is a 
“disproportionate” addition. It is considered that it is not. There are demolitions involved; 
the scale, massing and heights match or are lower than the existing, the extensions do 
not over dominate the existing buildings and neither do they visually replace them with a 
new range of structures. Again, even though quantitatively the increases are material, 
the design, setting and context of the resultant built form is in proportion to the original 
buildings. The replacement in this case – that is to say the demolition of the separate 
former agricultural building to the north with the smaller hotel block – is not materially 
larger and thus would be considered to be not inappropriate development.  Overall 
therefore it is considered that in respect of these two exceptions, the proposals would 
not be inappropriate development. 
 
Finally it is necessary to look at the first exception – the one relating to appropriate 
facilities for outdoor sport and recreation. The applicant does focus on this particular 
exception. This is understandable given the scope of the existing lawful use of the wider 
site – that is to say the “recreational” use of the buildings and the land. It is 
acknowledged that extensions to existing lawful facilities together with the 
refurbishment, enhancement and improvement of the same facilities could well be 
considered to be “appropriate facilities for outdoor sport and recreation”.  This would 
apply here as the extensions would in part be used by visitors and customers 
participating in outdoor recreational uses; represent a reasonable refurbishment of 
existing facilities, facilitate the lawful uses whilst remaining ancillary and enable 
business expansion. However it is not the full picture as the lawful use also enables 
indoor recreation activity – particularly Corporate Events, Conferences and Weddings. 
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The exception only refers to “outdoor” sport and recreation.  As a consequence, given 
the scale and scope of these “indoor” events and activities, the proposals could not all 
together be treated as falling into this exception. Any extended and refurbished 
premises here would thus not solely be serving “outdoor” recreation. Additionally and 
critically the introduction of the hotel accommodation has to be assessed. This is not 
small in scale - it is a material addition in terms of a new use. The applicant addresses 
the issue by saying that the hotel accommodation is only being provided as a 
consequence of the existing lawful uses and that it would not operate as an 
independent or self-sufficient hotel as it would not be available to members of the public 
who were not using or attending on-site facilities. There are several concerns here.  
 
Firstly in planning terms, a hotel is not to be treated as a “recreation” use as it has its 
own use class in the Use Classes Order. Secondly, in land use terms there is no 
imperative for a hotel to be sited here. They are equally appropriate to urban locations. 
Hence they are not necessarily “appropriate” to an outdoor recreational use in general 
terms. Thirdly, the hotel accommodation would not only be available to visitors using the 
site for “outdoor” recreation. The applicant has made it clear that his wedding business 
would be a significant “driver” for the additional investment in providing overnight 
accommodation. As a consequence therefore in general terms it is considered that the 
hotel accommodation would not be an “appropriate facility for outdoor sport and 
recreation”.  However it is clear that there are already significant amounts of hotel 
accommodation provided at several very large outdoor recreation facilities in the 
Borough – the Belfry; the Heart of England and at Lea Marston. These are all in the 
Green Belt too. Therefore it is necessary to look at the particular merits of this 
application. The applicant has provided supporting documentation to show the demand 
for on-site accommodation and the withdrawal of business because of the lack of such 
provision. The documentation also looks at the wedding side of the business and the 
call for overnight accommodation. This will carry weight to the extent that overall it is 
considered that it gives some weight to the applicant’s case. In drawing together the 
matters under this exception it is therefore considered that there is not all together a 
case for treating the overall proposals here as being wholly “appropriate for outdoor 
sport and recreation”, and thus that the terms of this first exception are not fully 
satisfied.  The remainder of the exception outlines two conditions, but it is not proposed 
to run through these as they have already been covered under the three other 
exceptions above. 
  
It is now time to draw together all of the above and to come to a conclusion on the 
Green Belt issue. The proposals would be inappropriate development unless they fall 
into any of the four exceptions defined by the NPPF. In this case it is reasonable to treat 
the application as one overall proposal rather than to attempt to look its individual 
components. As such the two most relevant exceptions are those related to “appropriate 
facilities for outdoor sport and recreation” and “the partial redevelopment of previously 
developed land” – the first and fourth described above. It is concluded that whilst the 
proposals are not appropriate development in the Green Belt as they do not fully satisfy 
the first and fourth of these exceptions, the overall harm to the openness of the Green 
Belt is limited given that they satisfy the second and third exceptions.  
 
As Members are aware, given this conclusion it is now necessary to see whether there 
are material planning considerations of sufficient weight to amount to the very special 
circumstances necessary to override the harm done to the Green Belt in this particular 
case by virtue of the inappropriateness of the development. The onus is on the 
applicant to advance such considerations.  
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The applicant’s case here is set out in Appendix A and in essence his case is about 
making the site more attractive thus maintaining the viability of the business, promoting 
economic and business growth whilst sustaining local employment and the local 
economy. These objectives he says are given significant support by the NPPF. The 
supporting evidence submitted by the applicant is summarised in Appendix A and it is 
considered that it should carry significant weight. The evidence is relevant and up to 
date, focussing on the nature and scope of the proposals. It is acknowledged too that 
the existing buildings need refurbishment and improvement as part of any on-going 
repairs and maintenance and that extensions are required as part of anticipated 
business growth and in the interests of maintaining business continuity. Moreover 
demolitions and replacements would be reasonably appropriate here given that the 
existing buildings still very much retain the functional and utilitarian appearance 
reflecting their previous use. All of these objectives would be supported by the 
Development Plan and the NPPF. The one issue is the introduction of the hotel 
accommodation. It is significant here that it was concluded above that together with all 
of the other building operations, there would only be a limited impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt.  Given this, it is accepted that there is sufficient weight to the applicant’s 
case – in terms of the promotion of economic development and business growth - not 
only to balance the limited level of this harm but to also outweigh that harm. Moreover, 
whilst the applicant’s case is wholly an economic growth argument, it is significant that it 
is very site specific, focussed on this particular site and its impact locally, thus enabling 
the case to be treated on its own merits. In all of these circumstances it is considered 
that there is now a case for supporting the amended proposals in this Green Belt 
location. 
 
However, the NPPF states that “very special circumstances” will not exist unless the 
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is 
clearly outweighed by other considerations. To date this report has just considered this 
balance in respect of harm to the Green Belt – ie. the impact on its openness. It is now 
necessary to consider whether, in terms of the NPPF, there is “any other harm”. The 
following section will do so. 
 
Other Harm 
 
It is considered that the main areas to explore are those which led the Council not to 
support the original submission – these were the overall design and appearance of the 
proposals and secondly, the impact on neighbouring residential amenity. There are also 
other areas which will need to be looked at afterwards. 
 
There were two concerns about the appearance and design of the original submission – 
the failure to reflect the local character and distinctiveness of the area into the 
proposals, and secondly the impact of the development on the setting of the listed 
building, the original Old Hall farmhouse to the west of the redevelopment area.  
 
Looking at the first of these matters then the revised proposals are significantly 
improved. The replacement building has replicated the appearance of a traditional barn; 
the hotel accommodation has been split into two different blocks with staggered 
frontages and different ridge lines and the function room extension has been lowered. 
All together these changes have improved the appearance of the proposals and in 
effect would beneficially alter the visitor’s perception of the site.   
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The Council’s heritage advisor also concludes that the changes outlined above and the 
overall reduction in footprint and volume have reduced the “mass” of the original 
building operations such that there is far less impact on the perception of space around 
the listed building such that there is no longer an issue.  
 
As a consequence it is concluded that the revised proposals do overcome the Council’s 
concerns and that there would not “harm” arising from this particular issue. 
 
The second of the Council’s concerns was the impact of the proposals – and in 
particular the location of the refuse collection area close to the curtilage of the 
neighbouring residential property – in private ownership and unconnected with the site. 
Amendments have been made as outlined earlier in this report such that the 
Environmental Officer no longer has an issue. As such it is concluded that this particular 
issue has been resolved and that it would not give rise to “harm”. 
 
It is now proposed to see if there are any other matters that could give rise to “harm” to 
the degree that that would result in a re-consideration of the conclusion reached at the 
end of the last section. There are several matters to consider here – highway, traffic and 
parking impacts; drainage issues and finally the whole matter of sustainability. 
As can be seen from the consultation responses there are no issues from a drainage 
point of view and neither in respect of the adequacy of the existing vehicular access 
arrangements or the capacity of the local highway network.  There are matters to look at 
arising from the parking provision and this will be dealt with later. It is first however 
necessary to look at the issue of sustainability. 
 
The site is not within a settlement being in a countryside location and thus in an 
unsustainable location. The issue is whether this is of such weight to constitute “harm” 
to the degree that it would override the conclusions reached under the Green Belt issue. 
On balance it is considered not. This is for several reasons. The weight of the business 
and economic development argument submitted by the applicant is significant in that it 
focusses on the particular business at this site; its local service and contract 
connections, the employment opportunities and the overall business plan.  It is agreed 
that sustained continuation of the business here is thus important to the local economy.  
 
Additionally there is evidence submitted to show loss of business and potentially viability 
due to the lack of on-site overnight accommodation.  It is also significant that visitors 
and patrons using the site have to travel to and from the site for overnight 
accommodation, thus not leading to an all-together sustainable travel situation. 
Retaining visitors and patrons on site would thus be beneficial not only in terms of 
sustainable travel but also to sustaining the on-site business. As recorded above there 
are already large hotels in the Green Belt in North Warwickshire in countryside locations 
which provide over-night accommodation for on-site activity and uses – usually golf 
courses. In those cases the same arguments were forwarded by the respective 
developers in terms of sustainability arguments. The particular situation on this site 
strongly suggests that similar arguments would apply here. As a consequence it is 
considered on balance that the location here is not of sufficient weight to override the 
other sustainability factors referred to in this case and thus the “harm” would not be 
substantial.  
 
One of the matters raised by the objectors has been potential on-going breaches of 
planning control at the site with particular reference to the presence of a marquee at the 
site. Members will recall that there is an extant Enforcement Notice requiring the 
removal of a marquee from this site and that this has resulted in successful prosecution.  
Consequential visits to the site have confirmed that the current marquee is not in breach 
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of this Notice. However with the current proposals to extend the existing facilities the 
issue has arisen as to the future of such temporary structures. In short the 
accommodation they provide should be in any permanent building. The applicant has 
agreed to this in this current application as the extension would cater for this space. He 
has however asked that the marquee be allowed to remain for three years such that he 
can have continuity of business until such time as the extension is completed and 
operational. This is reasonable request and aligns with the overall economic 
development and business growth arguments that have been found to carry weight 
above. This issue can be covered through the use of planning conditions, but the time 
period should relate to actual physical progress on the ground and not to a preferred 
time period. 
 
This then leads to the issue of parking provision. The Highway Authority was concerned 
that the retention of the marquee in addition to the extensions would require far more 
on-site car parking than had been originally been submitted. The applicant has 
responded to this through adding additional spaces but also through showing an area 
where overflow parking can be provided. This makes sense and is proportionate to the 
proposals. Subject to any Highway Authority comments it is considered that this is a 
satisfactory arrangement.  
 
Members are aware that there is still an outstanding application relating to the 
recreational use of the wider site. The Council has taken the position that it is minded to 
refuse those proposals and the applicant is fully aware of the reasons for that approach. 
The objectors too have referred to this matter saying that all of the proposals should be 
treated together. It is considered however that the current application can be considered 
on its own merits. The issue of whether it is appropriate or not appropriate development 
is not materially influenced by the outstanding proposals as there are already 
permissions in place for outdoor recreational activities and because the assessment of 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt can be dealt with on the merits of the 
proposed design and appearance without reference to the other application. 
Consequential impacts such as highway and drainage matters are also bespoke to that 
application.  As a consequence it is considered that the Board can deal with this 
application at this time 
 
Objectors have also referred to past decisions relating to this site and in particular to the 
appeal decisions. Reference is made to the reasons by the appeal Inspectors for the 
dismissal of these appeals – notably the weight given to the Green Belt and to the 
impact of the appeal proposals on its openness. Members will be aware that each 
application is determined on its own merits and that this current application is materially 
different in its content to those proposals dealt with at appeal. The starting point may be 
the same – the site being in the Green Belt – but the assessment of whether the 
proposal is appropriate or not appropriate and any consequential material planning 
considerations arising from that assessment are different.  This is why the section on 
the Green Belt issue here has been explored in some depth. In short the appeal 
decisions do not mean that there is a “ban” on all development here.  
 
Conclusions 
 
The final paragraph above is a useful start for the summing up of this current case. The 
appeal decisions arose because the proposed developments were not appropriate 
development in the Green Belt, causing significant harm to its openness and to the rural 
character and setting of the site.  Moreover the case put forward by the applicant 
promoting “very special circumstances” was not considered to be evidenced or to carry 
the significant amount of weight to override the very substantial harm to the Green Belt 
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by virtue of its inappropriateness and the other harm caused.  With the current case, the 
proposals are still not appropriate development but they cause only limited harm to the 
openness of the Green Belt and they do not cause other harm. The case forwarded by 
the applicant is now properly evidenced and carries weight. It is also supported by both 
the Development Plan and the NPPF.  In short therefore the balance in this case is 
different to that of the appeal decisions. Looking at this in a different way, Members will 
know that the NPPF states that for sustainable development to occur, there should be a 
balance between the economic, social and environmental roles that “planning” plays. In 
the appeal cases that balance was not satisfied with the environmental role being 
severely compromised. That is not the case with the current application and because 
the economic role has been strengthened.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Council is minded to support the current application subject to conditions, the 
wording of which are delegated to the Authorised Officer in conjunction with the Chair, 
Vice Chair and local Ward Members. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 

 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2013/0391 

 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 7/10/13 

2 Mrs Macdonald Representation 16/10/13 
3 Mrs Coyle Objection 6/11/13 
4 Mr Coyle Objection 6/11/13 
5 Warwickshire Police Consultation 24/10/13 
6 C Shipley Objection 12/11/13 
7 Mr & Mrs McHugh Objection 13/11/13 

8 Mrs Gibson and Mr 
Edwards Objection 7/11/13 

9 Mr Hooke Objection 8/11/13 
10 Mr and Mrs Smith Objection 11/11/13 
11 Environment Agency Consultation 21/11/13 
12 Warwickshire Museum Consultation 21/11/13 
13 Corley Parish Council Objection 22/11/13 
14 Mr and Mrs Burrin Objection 8/11/13 
15 Fillongley Parish Council Objection 20/11/13 
16 A Goudie Support 3/12/13 
17 Heritage Consultant Consultation  12/12/13 

18 Environmental Health 
Officer Consultation 29/11/13 

19 Severn Trent Water Ltd Consultation 25/11/13 
20 L Luciani Support 2/12/13 
21 J Cockerill Support 2/12/13 
22 A Eden Support 2/12/13 
23 Case Officer Letter 4/12/13 
24 D Taylor Support 16/12/13 
25 RAB Consultants Flood Risk Assessment 12/11/13 
26 M Hunt Support 8/1/14 
27 Coventry City council Representation 27/11/13 
28 Applicant  Letter 2/2/14 
29 Old Hall Farm Cottages  Support 25/1/14 
30 Applicant Letter 2/2/14 
31 Applicant Flood Risk Assessment 27/2/14 

32 Applicant  Revisions and Amended 
plans 3/3/14 

33 Warwickshire Police Consultation 5/3/14 

34 Warwickshire Highway 
Authority Consultation  20/3/13 

35 Environment Agency Consultation 20/3/14 
36 Mr and Mrs Burrin Objection 20/3/14 
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37 Mr Hooke Objection 18/3/14 
38 Mr and Mrs Smith Objection 18/3/14 
39 Mr and Mrs McHugh Objection 18/3/14 
40 Applicant  Supporting Documentation 3/3/14 

41 Mrs Gibson and Mr 
Edwards Objection 20/3/14 

42 WCC Highways Consultation  20/3/14 
43 Corley Parish Council Objection 21/3/14 
44 Environment Agency Consultation 20/3/14 
45 Fillongley Flood Group Objection 20/3/14 
46 Fillongley Parish Council Objection 21/2/14 
47 Applicant Further revised plans 22/12/14 
48 WCC Rights of Way Consultation 14/8/14 
49 Fillongley Parish Council Objection 16/1/15 
50 Mr and Mrs Burrin Objection 14/1/15 

51 Mrs Gibson and Mr 
Edwards Objection 14/1/15 

52 J Gillian Objection 15/1/15 
53 Corley Parish Council Objection 14/1/15 
54 Mr and Mrs Coyle Objection 13/1/15 
55 C Shipley Objection 11/1/15 
56 Mr and Mrs McHugh Objection 12/1/15 
57 M McHugh Objection 10/1/15 
58 Severn Trent Water Ltd Consultation 8/1/15 
59 WCC Highways Consultation 2/2/15 
60 Environment Health Officer Consultation 9/2/15 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Corley Parish Council 
 

Clerk: Mrs. E. O’Toole      102 Shorncliffe Road 
Mobile: 07789 263384      Coundon 
E-mail: corleyparishcouncil@yahoo.co.uk   Coventry 
         CV6 1GP  
 
Date: Wednesday 3rd June 2015       
 
 
RE: PAP/2013/0391 – HEART OF ENGLAND, MERIDEN ROAD, FILLONGLEY, 
WARWICKSHIRE 
 
Corley Parish Council has reviewed this application and provides the following 
feedback.  However, before going into any detail, it is worth giving some background 
information; which attempts to explain and substantiate our position. 

Clearly, as a Parish Council, we have a duty of care to represent; to the best of our 
ability, the residents of our community.  Additionally, we have wherever possible, given 
our total support to NWBC; on the myriad of planning applications and issues connected 
with Heart of England.  WE would also point out, that NWBC has a responsibility to local 
residents and their elected Parish Councils, to protect the environment. 

Whilst we fully understand that this application has to be viewed on its merits, it is in our 
view, absolutely essential to put this within the context of what has occurred over the 
last few years. 

We believe that this is at least, the third or fourth time, the application has been 
submitted.  This is also set against the following: 

 A number of retrospective planning applications – starting / completing 
developments, before going through due process, 

 Failure to comply with conditions applied to various planning approvals,  

 Enforcement action on a variety of developments, for failure to comply, 

 Constant complaints from residents, regarding unauthorised use, noise, access 
etc.   

We have received representations from local residents; that their lives have been made 
an utter misery for the last five months – this due to very heavy machinery being used 
constantly on site and outside the hours that should be used (early in the morning and 
late into the night).  Whilst we appreciate that for authorised development, it is 
unavoidable to use machinery, to do so with absolute no regard for anyone else; is an 
utter disgrace.  It casts in serious doubt, two fundamental points: 
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 The assumption that if conditions are put in place, they will be abided by – if 
NWBC think this will be the case, at best, they are being utterly naive and at 
worst, we would suggest it amounts to a dereliction of duty, 

 The ‘claim’ from the representative of Heart of England, that mistakes have been 
made in the past, but it is all different now – absolutely, not the case. 

NWBC have, until recently, been consistent in refusing planning permission for this 
hotel; on the basis, it is totally inappropriate development in the Green Belt.  It was, 
therefore, disappointing to say the least; when a recommendation to support this 
development was given, by the Head of Planning at the recent Planning Board meeting.  
This was despite significant local opposition from residents, both Corley and Fillongley 
Parish Councils and one of our local Borough Councillors; who pleaded for local input 
and real concerns to be considered. 

We had Councillors at the Planning Board meeting and they were astonished, how a 
small reduction in the size of the proposed hotel; could ‘tip the balance’ in favour of 
approval.  This is Green Belt land and the logic put forward, was, in our view flawed; 
inconsistent with previous recommendations and inexplicable.  The fact that a number 
of ‘recommendations’ made by planning, have recently been overturned by the Planning 
Board; casts some doubt on the decision process and if local input and representations 
are being given enough weight. 

ALL our previous objections stand – with particular focus on the Green Belt issue, road 
safety and the lack of main sewerage – a significant point; with regard to potential 
flooding in Fillongley.  The Parish Council have also received representations, regarding 
traffic delays for local residents (especially in the evenings) and we understand there 
have been a number of minor accidents near the site.  It is abundantly clear, the local 
road infrastructure is unsuitable for any increase in vehicular movements, in and out of 
the site and it will only be a matter of time, before a more serious RTA occurs.   

We will now focus on the draft conditions; which have been issued for comment. 

The main question on the conditions, which needs to be asked is; are they capable of 
being monitored by the Borough Council and if not been complied with, capable of being 
effectively enforced.  On evidence to date, we have grave concerns on both counts – 
from our experience and representations, there has been many occurrences of non-
compliance and rather ‘patchy and ineffective’ enforcement action – this does not bode 
well for the future. 

Rather than go through each condition, we have grouped them in categories and make 
some overall comments as follows: 

 Standard Conditions (1 and 2) 

No comment. 

 Defining Conditions (3, 4, 5 and 6) 

Previous experience would suggest, that these conditions are just a wish list; are likely 
to be ignored and in our view, most unlikely to be enforced.  Throughout the last few 
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years, NWBC has only reacted to complaints regarding various issues, rather than 
being proactive.  Issues, such as excessive noise, have failed to be addressed 
adequately, not least, because the departments involved only work normal office hours 
and most incidents occur outside of these hours. 

 Pre Commencement Conditions (7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18) 

Whilst these conditions are not unreasonable, will they be fully enforced?  We continue 
to hear rumours and hearsay (not in any way substantiated by the Parish Council), that 
some work on the hotel has already commenced.  There has been significant activity on 
the site recently (subject to a separate complaint to NWBC from the Parish Council) and 
as a minimum, we would request an inspection be carried out; to ascertain if there is 
any truth in these rumours.  If there is not, we would clearly acknowledge the fact, but if 
there is; that would be a clear demonstration of how the conditions are worthless. 

 Ongoing / Post Occupation Conditions 

19. Likely not to be enforced, based on previous non-compliance, relating to this 
marquee. 

20. Likely to be unenforceable. 

21. No comment. 

22. No comment. 

23. No comment. 

24. Unenforceable. 

25. No comment. 

26. Unenforceable. 

27. Unenforceable. 

28. Unenforceable. 

29. Unenforceable. 

30. Unenforceable. 

31. Little regard to local residents, has been given to date; so are things likely to change 
in the future??!! 

32. No comment. 

33. No comment. 

34. Unenforceable. 

35. There are still concerns regarding the knock on effect, of possible flooding in 
Fillongley. 

36, Unenforceable and on previous experience, will be totally ignored.   
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37. No comment. 

38. No comment. 

39. Unenforceable. 

40. No comment. 

 During Construction Conditions (41, 42, 43 and 44) 

Given recent experience, these conditions will not be enforced and will be totally 
disregarded. 

 Pre-Occupation Conditions (45, 46 and 47) 

No comment. 

 Notes 

In the later ‘Notes’, we notice, it makes reference to a Bat Survey for the building to be 
demolished – is this not mandatory?  

It states that the Local Planning Authority has worked with the applicant in a ‘positive 
and proactive manner’, to resolve planning objections and issues.  It would seem most 
unfortunate, that this work did not include any input from local Parish Councils and 
residents and has done absolutely NOTHING to remove the objections and issues, 
related to this TOTALLY inappropriate development. 

 Summary 

Putting conditions on something; that is fundamentally wrong, does not make it either 
right or acceptable. The fact that the conditions are unlikely to be either abided by or 
enforced (or indeed practical to enforce, on a day to day basis), just makes the situation 
worse. 

The Green Belt in our community is precious and once it is gone, it is gone forever.  The 
continued development of this site; for purely commercial gain, with a total disregard for 
residents, is in our view, totally unacceptable. 

Some recent decisions by the NWBC Planning Department, have at best, surprised us 
and at worst, appalled us – indeed, as stated above; a number of recommendations 
from the Planning Department have been overruled by the Planning Board. 

The Parish Council request the Planning Board, take a pragmatic approach and reject 
this totally unacceptable development and conditions; which look plausible in writing, 
but will in reality, mean nothing.  NWBC need to stand up to its responsibilities to protect 
the Green Belt and the local residents, who have already had their lives blighted by 
existing development of this site. 

Corley Parish Council 
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(3) Application No: PAP/2013/0452 
 
Land adjacent to Castle Close, Coventry Road, Fillongley,  
 
Erection of 3 no: detached houses with associated drives, for 
 
Bonds Hospital Estate Charity 
 
Introduction 
 
Planning permission was granted for the erection of three houses on this site in July last 
year. There was an accompanying Section 106 Agreement which involves a financial 
contribution of £75k being paid to the Council towards the provision of affordable 
housing in the Fillongley/Corley area, in lieu of such provision on site.  
 
Solicitors acting on behalf of the applicant have approached the Council to vary the 
Section 106 contribution to one payment of £15 k. 
 
The matter is referred to the Board in order to determine the Council’s response. 
 
Changes to Material Planning Considerations 
 
There are three material changes of the planning considerations affecting the provision 
of affordable housing that are relevant to this request. 
 
The first is the Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013. Section 7 enables the land owner or 
beneficiary of a planning permission to submit a case to the Local Planning Authority for 
the re-negotiation of an affordable housing contribution. This is not a planning 
application and would thus not follow familiar planning procedures. In short the 
“applicant” would be saying that the development as approved would not be viable with 
the inclusion of the additional contribution and seeks to reduce its amount or seeks to 
remove it all together. The Local Planning Authority’s remit here is solely to assess the 
viability case and not to revisit the planning case. Members will know that we dealt with 
one such case in 2014 whereby the contribution was removed all together – i.e. the 
houses now under construction off New Road in Water Orton. 
 
The second follows on from this in that policy NW6 of the Council’s adopted Core 
Strategy recognises the viability issue referred to in the Act, by explicitly saying that, 
“proposals to provide less than the targets ….. should be supported by a viability 
appraisal to verify that the targets cannot be met”.  
 
The third factor again takes the provisions of the Act even further, in that Government 
Guidance issued in November 2014 sets out that there should be no requirement for 
any affordable housing contribution on developments of less than ten units in order to 
assist small businesses and building companies. Members will know that this guidance 
is now in practice when planning applications are determined.  
 
 
The Proposals 
 
The applicant is fully aware of all three of these matters. In short he is asking the 
Council to vary the Section 106 so as to allow a contribution of £15k. He is saying that 
should this not be agreed, he will submit a fresh planning application for exactly the 
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same development but with no offer of any contribution at all arguing that the recent 
November 2014 guidance means that a subsequent approval should not involve any 
contribution. In short he is asking the Council to voluntarily agree to the reduced 
contribution in lieu of no contribution at all.  
 
Observations 
 
Whilst this might well not be viewed by Members as an appropriate way in which to 
determine planning matters, it must be stressed that this position has been brought 
about wholly as a consequence of the previous Government’s approach as set out in 
the section above. That approach has enabled the applicant to act in this way. The 
Council’s Solicitor has been consulted on this application and supports the above 
observation. The current offer needs to be assessed against the current, changed 
national planning guidance and not against the previous Agreement. 
 
The Board has a choice here – agree to the reduced contribution or deal with a fresh 
application with no contribution offered at all. Any new planning application would have 
to be determined based on the fact that the 2014 planning permission exists and that 
the changed circumstances as outlined above would carry substantial weight in its 
determination. Hence on balance it is recommended that the offer be accepted.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the applicant be informed that the Council agrees to the variation of the Section 
106. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2013/0452 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 Solicitor on behalf of 
Applicant  Letter 18/3/15 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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(4) Application No: PAP/2014/0100 
 
The Cuckoos Rest, Whitehouse Road, Dordon, B78 1QE 
 
Demolition of existing public house and construction of A1 convenience store 
and A2/A5 adjacent unit with associated car parking; and 3no. first floor 
apartments, for 
 
Punch Taverns 
 
Introduction 
 
This application was referred to the March Board meeting but a determination was 
deferred in order to see if outstanding highway matters could be resolved. The present 
position is now reported. 
 
For convenience, the written report to that meeting is attached at Appendix A. 
 
Background 
 
In summary the proposals are for the redevelopment of the this site, presently occupied 
by a Public House, for a new retail store together with another shop unit and three flats 
above.   
 
The Board heard that the redevelopment scheme would enable the Co-op at its existing 
premises in New Street to re-locate, thus enabling that site to be redeveloped too. That 
would bring some benefits in that there would be some alleviation of car parking and 
delivery problems arising from the use of that site.    
 
The report at Appendix A describes the proposals; the relevant Development Plan 
policies as well as the responses from the various Agencies and from the local 
community.  
 
The Board also heard at the meeting that the Highway Authority was still not 
comfortable with the access arrangements and maintained its objection. This current 
report brings matters up to date. 
 
Additional Information 
 
Members may well be aware that planning permission has now been granted for the 
redevelopment of the Co-op’s premises in New Street, such that the re-location as 
outlined above is a step closer. It has also been confirmed that the other retail unit 
would be occupied by a Fish and Chip Shop.  
 
The Highway Authority has now withdrawn its objection subject to the imposition of 
conditions relating to revised plans. These show a minor re-location of the access to so 
as to avoid an existing traffic calming measure in Whitehouse Road which was the main 
source of objection. It also has the benefit of enabling three extra car parking spaces to 
be provided. 
 
The recommendation at Appendix A also requires the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Undertaking that the Tamworth Cooperative Society would be the first occupier of the 
new store. This has not been progressed as the Society was awaiting the outcome of 
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the New Street application and the Board’s planning decision of the current application. 
With the agreement of the Society an appropriately worded condition can be added to 
the grant of any planning permission in lieu of this Agreement.  
 
Recommendation 
 
Given these changed circumstances it is now considered that the application can be 
recommended for approval subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Standard three year condition 

 
2. Standard Plan numbers condition – the revised plan numbers: 150F; 152, 250C, 

06J7/01043 and 450D received on 4/6/15. 
 

Pre-Commencement Conditions 
 

3. No development shall commence on site, except for demolition works until such 
time as full details of the means of disposal of foul and surface water have first 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only 
the approved measures shall then be implemented on site. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of reducing the risks of pollution and flooding 

 
4. No construction work shall commence on site until such time as full details of 

ground gas protection measures in the design of the foundations have first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Only the 
approved measures shall then be implemented on site. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of reducing the risk of pollution. 

 
5. No construction work shall commence on site until such time as full details of the 

location of and technical specification of all air conditioning and refrigeration plant 
have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. Only the approved detail shall then be installed on site. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of reducing the risk of noise pollution 

 
6. No external lighting whatsoever, whether attached to buildings or free standing 

shall be installed without details of locations and the technical lighting 
specifications first having been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Only the approved detail shall then be installed on site. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 
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7. No development shall commence on site, other than demolition works until such 

time as details of the bus shelter to be provided in the location shown on the 
approved plan have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 

 
Defining Conditions 
 
8. First occupation of the retail unit A as shown on the approved plan shall be by the 

Tamworth Cooperative Society and no other retailer whomsoever. 
 

REASON 
 

In the interests of the particular circumstances of this case. 
 

9. For the avoidance of doubt this permission does not include any ATM cash 
dispenser within any of the buildings hereby approved. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of reducing traffic generation and thus highway safety. 
 

10. The Retail Unit marked as A on the approved plan shall only open for retail 
purposes between 0600 hours and 2300 hours on Mondays to Sundays 
inclusive. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of the amenities of the area given the proximity of residential 
property. 

 
11. The retail unit marked as B on the approved plan shall only open for retail 

purposes between 1200 hours and 1400 hours and 1700 to 2300 hours Mondays 
to Sundays inclusive except that there shall be no opening whatsoever for retail 
purposes between 1200 and 1400 hours on Saturdays. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area given the proximity of residential 
property. 

 
12. There shall be no deliveries made to either of the two retail units shown on the 

approved plan before 0700 hours on any weekday including Saturdays; before 
0800 on Sundays and Bank Holidays, or after 2000 hours on weekdays and 
Saturdays and after 1600 hours on Sundays. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area given the proximity of residential property. 
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13. For the avoidance of doubt there shall be no deliveries made to either of the retail 
units hereby approved by any vehicle greater than 12 metres in length. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of highway safety 

 
14. For the avoidance of doubt, no gates shall be installed across the access hereby 

approved. 
 

REASON 
 

In the interests of highway safety 
 
15. The whole of the parking, turning and delivery areas shown on the approved plan 

shall be permanently retained for these purposes at all times. For the avoidance 
of doubt there shall be no outside storage of goods, plant, equipment or any 
storage containers within these designated areas. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of highway safety so as to not to lead to on-street car parking. 

 
16. There shall be no planting whatsoever within 2.4 metres of the near edge of the 

public highway carriageways around the site. 
 

REASON 
 

In the interests of highway safety.     
 
Pre-Occupation Conditions 
 
17. There shall be no business use made of either of the retail units hereby approved 

until such time as the whole of the existing vehicular access to the site has been 
permanently closed and the highway reinstated to the written satisfaction of the 
Local Planning Authority. 

 
REASON 

 
In the interests of highway safety. 

 
 
 
Notes 
 

1. Attention is drawn to Sections 149, 151, 163 and 184 of the Highways Act 1980; 
the Traffic Management Act 2004, the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 
and all relevant Codes of Practice. Contact should be made with the 
Warwickshire County Council in these regards. 
 

2. The Local Planning Authority has met the requirements of the NPPF in this case 
through responding to the planning and highway issues arising through achieving 
the best balance, thus enabling sustainable development to be delivered. 
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3. Standard Radon Gas Note 
 

4. Standard Coalfield Advice Note 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2014/0100 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 Case Officer Letter 10/3/15 
2 Highways Authority Consultation 8/4/15 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 
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(5) Application No: PAP/2014/0275 
 
17 - 19, Long Street, Atherstone,  
 
Variation of Conditon 2, Approved plans, attached to planning permission, ref. 
PAP/2009/0045 granted on 4/10/2012.  Revised development  includes changes to 
rear elevation to incorporate lift access tower and internal re-arrangement of 
retail/office building, for 
 
Arragon Properties 
 
Introduction 
 
This application is referred to the Board for determination at the discretion of the Head 
of Development Control. 
 
The Site 
 
This is the presently vacant corner parcel of land at the junction of Long Street with 
Station Street at the western end of Long Street opposite the Memorial Hall and facing 
the Co-op Supermarket’s car park. It backs onto the newer Aldi Supermarket. There is 
three storey development next to the eastern Long Street frontage as well as on the 
other side of the road. The area is in mixed development best described as retail at 
ground level with residential above. 
 
The site’s location is illustrated at Appendix A 
 
Background 
 
Planning permission was granted in 2009 for the redevelopment of this corner site. It 
was later amended in 2010. The approved plans show two blocks. The first was for a 
mixed use development comprising a complete built frontage facing the two streets thus 
turning the corner on the vacant site at 17/19 Long Street. This would accommodate 
five retail units on the ground floor, six self-contained office units on the first floor and 
seven one and two bedroom apartments on the second floor. The second block was at 
the rear of 25 Long Street and it was for six one and two bedroom apartments. All 
access to both blocks would be off Station Street leading to a parking area for eleven 
spaces and service access.  
 
Work has commenced and the second of the blocks referred to above is complete. The 
permission is therefore extant. 
 
The approved elevations for this corner block are at Appendix B 
 
The Proposals 
 
This application seeks to vary this 2010 permission in respect of the frontage block on 
the vacant corner site. This is not for a different mix of uses, but to accommodate them 
with some amendments. There would be no alteration to the overall appearance of the 
block as it would retain the different ridgelines; the chimneys, the individual shop fronts 
and the approved fenestration. There would neither be a reduction in parking spaces. 
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The changes proposed involve: 
 

• The use of the ground floor for a single retail outlet rather than the five individual 
units. The six office units and seven apartments on the upper floors would 
remain. 

• The removal of several rear access points to reach the offices and flats with one 
central service stairwell incorporating a lift shaft. This would appear as a new 
rear extension with a hipped roof. 

• A corresponding increase in the total height of the approved ridgelines by 1.5 
metres and a widening of the block facing Station Street. 

 
The proposed street scene is attached at Appendix C. 
 
The applicant is also seeking non-compliance with conditions 6 and 7 of the planning 
permission.  
 
Condition 6 requires details to be submitted for a number of detailed matters – e.g. 
verge details; brick bonds and window materials. These are now all included in plans 
submitted with the current application and thus the applicant is saying that if these are 
approved, condition 6 will be redundant. 
 
Condition 7 requires amendments to be made to the shop frontage. These are now all 
included in the submitted plans. As above the applicant is seeking non-compliance with 
the condition should the latest plans be approved. 
 
Representations 
 
Atherstone Town Council – The Town Council objects because of the scale of the 
building compared to surrounding properties and the lack of parking facilities for 
unloading at the retail unit. 
 
Atherstone Civic Society - It objects to the proposed changes, because of the scale of 
the proposals which is out of character. It is “heavy”, “out of scale and poorly designed” 
with little affinity to the existing. This would result in a change of perception of visitors to 
the town as a small historic town and it therefore fails to meet Development Plan policy. 
Views will be lost across the area from Station Street.  
 
Consultations 
 
Warwickshire Police Architectural Liaison – No comments 
 
Warwickshire County Council as Highway Authority – No objection 
 
Development Plan 
 
The Core Strategy 2014 – NW1 (Sustainable Development); NW2 (Settlement 
Hierarchy), NW5 (Split of Housing Numbers), NW6 (Affordable Housing Provision), 
NW10 (Development Considerations), NW12 (Quality of Development), NW14 (Historic 
Environment), NW15 (Social and Economic Regeneration), NW16 (Atherstone) and 
NW20 (Services and Facilities) 
 

4/112 
 



Saved Policies of the North Warwickshire Local Plan 2006 – ENV12 (Urban Design); 
ENV14 (Access Design), ENV15 (Listed Buildings), ENV16 (Conservation) and TPT6 
(Vehicle Parking). 
 
Other Material Planning Considerations 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 – (the “NPPF”) 
 
The Atherstone Conservation Area Designation Report 1995 
 
The Draft Atherstone Conservation Area Appraisal 2006 
 
Observations 
 
a) Introduction 
 
There is no objection in principle here. There is an extant planning permission for this 
development and the adoption of the Core Strategy since the date of that permission 
only re-enforces that position. The mix of uses is entirely appropriate here and the 
principle of a three storey built form which turns the corner is similarly one that can be 
repeated. There has neither been any new planning consideration introduced since the 
date of the permission to warrant a wholly different approach to the redevelopment of 
this site in principle. 
 
The main issues are thus going to be with the proposed amendments to see if they 
either individually or cumulatively are acceptable given the overall position. 
 
Firstly however it is necessary to say that the parking; refuse and access arrangements 
remain exactly as approved. Similarly the layout and size of the living accommodation 
remains as previously approved. In these circumstances and given the extant 
permission, these matters are outside the remit of this current application. 
 
Secondly, it is considered that there is no overall change in the external appearance of 
the proposed street scene or the detailing as approved in 2010. Indeed it is also 
concluded that the submitted details in respect of the matters included in conditions 6 
and 7 of the original approval as set out above, are acceptable and that should consent 
be granted for the amended plans, then there would be no need to comply with these 
conditions.  
 
b) The Heritage Issue 
 
The central issue to this application is therefore the proposed increase in the height of 
the overall development. This translates itself into a single planning issue – namely that 
the Board has to assess the impact of this increase on the character and appearance of 
this part of the Conservation Area.  
 
In dealing with such assessments, both the Development Plan and the NPPF require 
that the significance of the heritage asset involved is first described and then an 
assessment made as to what level of harm there might be to that significance as a 
consequence of the development. In this case the substantial asset is the Conservation 
Area. The impact on the setting of Listed Buildings in the vicinity will also need to be 
addressed. 
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The significance of the Conservation Area is that covers a substantial area of the town 
centre reflecting the different architectural and historic development of the town 
throughout many different periods. This is portrayed in the retention of substantial 
contemporaneous built form; layout and open spaces depicting different uses from 
industrial through to residential and the service sector. Architectural character and 
attributes from these different periods and uses remains. The significance is thus very 
much about the conservation of the whole town’s diverse history. The western end of 
Long Street depicts these features – the continuous three storey Georgian street 
frontages; the medieval rear burgage plots and the Victorian industrial and railway 
industries. It also has more modern additions – the new road layout; the Co-op 
supermarket, the recent Aldi supermarket and the Memorial Hall. In general terms the 
site itself is within an area of three storey development with other large buildings close 
by and in a prominent location on one of the main access ways into the town.  
 
The approved development here was considered to enhance the Conservation Area in 
this part of the town through redevelopment of this prominent vacant corner site with a 
three storey development reflecting much detail and many characteristics seen in the 
Conservation Area. The assessment to be made is whether the proposed height 
increase maintains this conclusion. 
 
The applicant says that the reason for the increased height has been the result of there 
being a known prospective occupier of the whole of the ground floor retail element 
requiring all of the available floor space together, with an operational requirement of 
having a higher ceiling. Additionally the need to be DDA compliant leads to the 
introduction of a lift and the necessary infrastructure for the accommodation above 
ground floor. He argues that the present amendments do retain the overall outcomes 
achieved by the approved scheme.  
 
The Board is requested to look at several different factors that need to be considered 
individually here as part of making an overall assessment. 
 
Firstly, a clear expression of retail interest in the town is welcomed and if this is 
pursued, it is very likely that it would provide the trigger for the completion of the 
redevelopment of this prominent corner site, thus removing uncertainty and enabling the 
site to be developed. This is a consideration of significant benefit for the wider town 
community and one that would be supported by the Core Strategy. 
Secondly, in general terms the height difference is not material as the three storey Long 
Street frontage would importantly turn the corner and be continued around it into Station 
Street and then reduce down at its most southern end. There would indeed be a 
difference in height at the link between the site and the adjoining property at number 21 
Long Street. However this is not considered to be an adverse impact for four reasons;  
the ridgelines in Long Street presently are certainly not uniform and display a number of 
different features – some with taller gable parapets for instance, this is the end plot in 
the frontage and a slightly more prominent “end” building adds to the built form here,  
the increase in height here is not pronounced because of the link feature chimney and 
finally the height will not be noticeable at ground level from either side of the street or 
when approaching from the west.   
 
Thirdly, the increase in height along the Station Street frontage is the matter which the 
Civic Society is mostly concerned. This is because central to this frontage is a larger 
three storey element – perceived as a separate building. It will be prominent as it will 
face the main western access into the town and be clearly visible to every visitor. 
However it is not considered that this would be a substantial adverse impact for the 
following reasons. Firstly, it has always been agreed that there should be a continuous 
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street frontage here – if that had a uniform height it would not reflect the variety of 
different built styles in this area and wholly lack interest. Secondly, this prominent site 
demands a prominent building as a focus on the entrance into the town. Thirdly there 
are already a number of large buildings here – the Co-op supermarket, the Memorial 
Hall and the old industrial building behind the Aldi supermarket. It would not be out of 
place here. Fourthly this part of the town is very open when compared with other 
locations in the heart of Long Street. With open ground to the front and to the south 
there is not a perception of enclosure here. There would be no reduction in openness as 
a result. In fact, it might give more focus to that space. Fifthly the entrance into the town 
from the west is still retained with its trees; its green aspect and its open space. Finally, 
the front elevation along this frontage would be broken by the vertical lines of this main 
building as it would stand slightly forward of the buildings on either side.  
 
Fourthly, there is the introduction of the new rear hipped gable to accommodate access 
requirements. Notwithstanding the matters raised above, it is this element that gives the 
most concern. This is because the gable runs against the grain of the historic built form 
in Atherstone – namely the long ranges running away from Long Street. There are a 
number of mitigating circumstances here that reduces the level of that harm to the 
historic character of the town. Firstly there are other examples of this in the 
Conservation Area - the adjoining Aldi supermarket and the Royal Mail’s sorting office. 
Secondly, the gable has been provided with a hipped roof. Thirdly, it will not be visible 
from Long Street or from the entrance into the town from the west and when viewed 
from Station Street itself behind the site it will be seen over the top of the Aldi roof lines. 
Fourthly it will cover several of the more unsightly rear elevations of Long Street. Fifthly 
it would not interfere with the new range at the rear of 25 Long Street referred to above 
and finally the site is at the end of Long Street and there is little opportunity to fully 
reflect an historic form on a site that is not naturally conducive to that arrangement.  
 
It was recorded above that there are some Listed Buildings in the vicinity and it is now 
appropriate to assess what impact the increased height might have on the setting of 
those buildings. The most prominent Listed Building is the Station. Because of the 
distance between the two buildings and because of the intervening Co-op warehouse 
there is not considered to be any harm to the setting of the station as a consequence of 
the increased height. The group of buildings on the north side of the Watling Street 
numbers 2 to 10 are a collection of largely three storey structures. They overlook the 
Co-op car park and the new building would be close to them albeit at right angles. 
Nevertheless because of the open aspect it is not considered that an increase in the 
height of the proposed developments would materially impact on their setting by 
dominating their outlook or indeed by overpowering their setting. 
 
c) Conclusion 
 
When all these matters are brought together it is considered that there would be some 
harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. This is probably 
inevitable given the amendments proposed. However the Board has to assess whether 
this harm is so substantial as to warrant refusal. There is clearly a public benefit in 
conserving the significance of the character and appearance of the Conservation Area 
but that must be weighed against the public benefit in enabling the redevelopment of 
this site to be completed. For all of the reasons outlined above it is considered that the 
harm to the significance of the heritage assets here is limited and that the balance lies 
in supporting the amendments. In other words the overall character and appearance of 
this part of the Conservation Area would not be materially harmed by the proposed 
increase in height of the redevelopment scheme or the introduction of the rear gable, 
and neither would the setting of the nearby Listed Buildings be materially compromised. 
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Recommendation 
 
That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Standard Plan Numbers – plan numbers 5655/LP received on 7/5/09 and plan 
numbers 492/10G, 19H, 21M, 25, 24A, 23A, 22B, 20F all received on 28 May 
2015. For the avoidance of doubt the details approved under application 
references DOC/2012/0021 dated 11/5/12 and DOC/2011/0032 dated 7/7/11 
remain and only these details shall be commenced or installed on site. 

 
REASON 
 
To ensure that the development is carried out strictly in accordance with the 
approved plans. 

 
2. The landscaping scheme approved under condition 1 shall be implemented 

within six calendar months of the first occupation of the commercial buildings or 
dwellings. In the event of any tree or plant failing to become established within 
five years thereafter, each individual tree or plant shall be replaced within the 
next available planting season to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the amenities of the area. 

 
3. The parking spaces hereby approved shall not be used for any purpose other 

than for the parking of cars. 
 

REASON 
 
To ensure on-site provision thus reducing the risk of on-street car parking.  
 

4. All exterior joinery shall be painted and not stained. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order (England) 2015, the exterior joinery shall not be painted other than in 
colours first agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
REASON 
 
In the interests of the heritage amenities of the area. 
 

5. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until the fire hydrant 
shown on plan has first been installed to the written satisfaction of the Local 
Planning Authority. 

 
REASON 
 
In the interests of fire safety 
 

6. The retail unit hereby approved shall not be used for any other use other than a 
use within Class A1 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987 as amended. 
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Notes 
 

1. The Local Planning Authority has met the requirements of the National Planning 
Policy Framework in this case by resolving the planning issues arising from this 
proposal particularly looking at the impacts on the heritage assets. 
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BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D, as substituted by the Local Government Act, 
2000 Section 97 
 
Planning Application No: PAP/2014/0275 
 
Background 

Paper No Author Nature of Background Paper Date 

1 The Applicant or Agent Application Forms, Plans 
and Statement(s) 6/6/14 

2 Warwickshire Police Consultation 17/6/14 
3 Applicant  Letter 16/6/14 
4 WCC Highways Consultation 19/6/14 
5 Atherstone Town Council Representation 20/6/14 
6 Atherstone Civic Society Representation 1/7/14 
7 Applicant Letter 7/8/14 
8 Case Officer E-mail 17/9/14 
9 WCC Highways Consultation 16/9/14 

10 Applicant  E-mail 17/9/14 
11 Applicant E-mail 25/11/14 
12 Applicant Letter 30/4/15 
13 Applicant  Letter 14/5/15 
14 Atherstone Town Council Representation 22/5/15 
15 Atherstone Civic Society Representation 26/5/15 

 
Note: This list of background papers excludes published documents which may be referred to in the 
report, such as The Development Plan and Planning Policy Guidance Notes. 
 
A background paper will include any item which the Planning Officer has relied upon in preparing the 
report and formulating his recommendation.  This may include correspondence, reports and documents 
such as Environmental Impact Assessments or Traffic Impact Assessments. 

4/118 
 



4/119 
 



4/120 
 



 
 
 

4/121 
 


