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Response / Comments Sheet 
Neighbourhood Plan 

Please write which policy number and page number you are commenting about and use a separate sheet 
if required.  Email back to: parishcouncil@longitchington.com 

Any problems filling this in please contact us 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.1 Housing 
 
Please see separate sheet below for our response to Policy H1 and the explanatory text.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.3 Employment & Business 
 
Please see separate sheet below for our response to Policy EB2. 

5.2. Built Environment 
 
Please see separate sheet below for our response to Policy BE2 and BE3. 

5.4 Natural Environment 
 
Please see separate sheet below for our response to Policy NE1.  

mailto:parishcouncil@longitchington.com
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5.5 Community including community aspirations 
 
N/A 

5.6 Sport, Leisure, Recreation 
 
 
N/A 

General comments on the Neighbourhood Plan 
 
N/A 

Your name, address, (tel. number / email if appropriate) – We will not take anonymous comments 
Jessica Graham (Savills UK Limited) on behalf of Bellway Homes 
jgraham@savills.com 
0121 634 8494 
 
Would you like to discuss the Plan with us?  
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our comments on the Neighbourhood Plan with the 
Parish Council.  

mailto:jgraham@savills.com


3 
 

 
 

Additional Sheet 
 
Policy H1 – Housing Supply and Development 
 
Policy H1 states that proposals for new dwellings within the ‘main built up area’ boundary will be supported. 
The Policy goes on to state that outside the ‘main built up area’ boundary, new dwellings will be limited to 
Rural Exception Sites, replacement dwellings and dwellings for rural workers in accordance with Policy AS.10 
(i) of the Core Strategy.  
 
At Examination, a Neighbourhood Plan should be tested against the Basic Conditions (Paragraph 8(2) of 
Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990). Basic Condition (a) requires Neighbourhood Plans 
to have regard to national policies and advice and Basic Condition (e) requires Neighbourhood Plans to be in 
general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area. We do not 
currently consider that Policy H1 is in general conformity with the Stratford-on-Avon Core Strategy or the 
National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’) (February 2019) nor has any justification been provided which 
demonstrates why a different approach is being taken to that set out in strategic and national policy. 
Therefore, we consider that as drafted the Neighbourhood Plan does not meet Basic Conditions (a) and (e).  
 
Core Strategy Policy AS.10 lists additional exceptions for residential development in the open countryside to 
those listed in Policy H1, including the redevelopment of a bad neighbour site or a new dwelling that is of 
exceptional quality and design. The latter exception is also supported in paragraph 79 of the NPPF. We 
consider that Policy H1 should be amended to list all of the exceptions for residential development set out 
in Core Strategy Policy AS.10 and Paragraph 79 of the NPPF.  
 
Supporting paragraphs 2.31 to 2.5 (pages 17 and 18) set out additional text on the relationship between Long 
Itchington and Model Village to the south. The paragraphs also set out the importance of maintaining a 
buffer between the two settlements. As stated in paragraph 2.3ii(c), Model Village is separated from Long 
Itchington by a disused railway line and a canal which provide ‘strong barrier[s]’ to ensure that coalescence 
will not occur.  The paragraph goes on to state that the agricultural land between Long Itchington and Model 
village provide “an important element of the rural setting and character of the area and also offer landscapes 
and views valued by local people”. The Neighbourhood Plan sets out that the evidence to support the areas 
of land identified as valued landscapes and views is based on the findings of Charts 38 and 39 of the 
Questionnaire Survey (Appendix A). Charts 38 and 39 set out what local residents consider is important to 
the enjoyment of the Parish environment. The top five most popular options are as follows: 
 

- Views of the countryside; 
- Canal and towpath; 
- Rural setting of parish; 
- Wildlife Corridors; 
- Footpaths & Bridleways. 

 
Charts 38 to 40 only show two answer options: ‘extremely’ and ‘very’. Clarity is sought from the Parish 
Council as to whether respondents were given other options to select, such as ‘neutral’ or ‘not important’? 
If the only options that were given to respondents were ‘extremely’ and ‘very’, we consider that the evidence 

                                            
1 There are two references to paragraph 2.3 on page 17 which will need to be amended. For these representations, 
when we refer to the first 2.3 paragraph, we will state 2.3i. When we refer to the second 2.3 paragraph we will state 
2.3ii.  
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may not reflect the full range of views of community and is therefore not robust (Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) Reference ID: 41-040-20160211). Additionally, we wish to understand whether the statements that 
are listed in the charts were given to the respondents or whether they were open-ended questions where 
respondents have specifically written what they enjoy about the Parish the most? Again, if the answer is the 
former option, this evidence may not reflect the full range of views of the community as there may be other 
options that respondents enjoy more than those which were listed in the survey.  
 
In addition to the above, specifically in regards to the statements made in paragraphs 2.3 – 2.5 on the land 
between Long Itchington and Model Village as well as proposed ‘Viewpoint 7’ under Policy NE1, there is no 
evidence from Charts 38 and 40 that specifically state that this land in particular is valued by the local 
community. This is discussed further in our response to Policy NE1 below.  
 
Our client, Bellway Homes, is promoting land between Long Itchington and Model Village for residential and 
community use. The evidence in Appendix A supporting the statements made about our client’s land in 
paragraphs 2.3 to 2.5 and Policy NE1 (see our separate response to this Policy below) does not specifically 
refer to our client’s land, it purely refers to respondents views that they enjoy views of the countryside, 
wildlife corridors and footpaths etc. We acknowledge and support the views of the local community and 
consider that the residential development of the land in between Long Itchington and Model Village can be 
sensitively delivered. Development is already located along the eastern side of A423 so development and in 
addition to the disused railway ‘barrier’, in order to avoid coalescence, a landscaped buffer could be provided 
between any development on this land and disused railway / Model Village. We therefore consider that any 
reference to land in between Long Itchington and Model Village being an important element of the rural 
setting and potential coalescence if this land is developed should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan 
(Paragraphs 2.3 to 2.5 and Policy NE1).  
 
We have attached a Promotion Document to support these representations and to provide more 
information on the site and the development proposals. Across the site existing trees and vegetation will be 
retained where possible, with opportunities to enhance landscape character through the introduction of a 
sensitive landscape strategy. This strategy will provide distinctive and high quality features to create a well-
defined settlement edge with strong legible connections to the urban fabric. The proposals will retain the 
existing Public Right of Way and will provide additional links across the site, including a potential link onto 
the Canal Towpath and where appropriate provide contributions to improve the towpath in this area. The 
development will also positively address the canal and the brook corridor by fronting onto these spaces.  
 
Land between the canal and the disused railway line is not included in the Promotion Document but is also 
under our client’s control. This land could potentially be used for additional residential development if 
required, and/or community purposes in line with the community aspirations set out in Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies C2 (Support for New Community Facilities) and SLR1 (Sports Grounds and Children’s Play Areas).  
 
The supporting text of Policy H1 (paragraphs 3 – 4) also sets out details on the housing requirement for Long 
Itchington. Although we are not disputing the figures quoted, it should be acknowledged that Core Policy 
CS.16 states that the figure allocated for Local Service Villages is an ‘approximate’ and the Inspectors Report 
for the Core Strategy (and subsequent Appeal Decisions in Long Itchington) states that the figure should not 
be seen as a ‘cap’ for housing numbers (paragraph 268). Therefore, the figures quoted in Core Policy CS.16 
should not be the only determinant when considering whether additional sustainable development could be 
located around Long Itchington.  
 
Furthermore, Stratford-on-Avon Council has recently published their intention to produce a South 
Warwickshire Plan with Warwick District Council. The exact scope of the document has not been finalised 
yet but it is currently intended that the document will include strategic policies for the level and direction of 
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housing and employment growth across the plan area as well as strategic policies relating to blue, green and 
grey infrastructure. As stated above, Neighbourhood Plans must be in general conformity with the strategic 
policies of a development plan in force if it is to meet the basic condition. The PPH also states that “although 
a draft Neighbourhood Plan is not tested against the policies in an emerging Local Plan the reasoning and 
evidence informing the Local Plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions 
against which a Neighbourhood Plan is tested” (Reference ID: 41-009-20190509). Any potential conflicts 
between policies in the Neighbourhood Plan and emerging Local Plan should be minimised. For example, up-
to-date housing need evidence is relevant to the question of whether a housing supply policy in a 
Neighbourhood Plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development. The PPG goes on to state 
that “Neighbourhood Plans should consider providing indicative delivery timetables, and allocating reserve 
sites to ensure that emerging evidence of housing need is addressed. This can help minimise potential 
conflicts and ensure that policies in the neighbourhood plan are not overridden by a new Local Plan” 
(Reference ID: 41-009-20190509). 
 
We would expect that the emerging South Warwickshire Plan will need to include the most up to date 
housing need figures. The Government has recently consulted on a revised Standard Method for calculating 
objectively assessed housing need. If this method is adopted Stratford-on-Avon’s annual housing need could 
increase by circa 178% (603 dwellings per annum to 1,675 dwellings per annum). In order to help minimise 
any potential conflicts between the emerging Long Itchington Neighbourhood Plan and the emerging South 
Warwickshire Plan, we consider that the Neighbourhood Plan should include reserve sites that could be 
released for development when the revised housing need figures are published.  
 
In summary, we consider that Policy H1 should be amended to list all of the exceptions for residential 
development in the open countryside that is set out in Core Strategy Policy AS.10 and Paragraph 79 of the 
NPPF. The Neighbourhood Plan should also consider allocating reserve sites that could be released to 
address the housing requirement of the emerging South Warwickshire Plan. Additionally, any reference to 
land in between Long Itchington and Model Village being an important element of the rural setting and 
potential coalescence if this land is developed should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan (Paragraphs 
2.3 to 2.5 and Policy NE1).   
 
Policy BE2 – Scale, Form, Layout and Design 
 
Policy BE2 refers to the Village Design Statement that was adopted by Stratford-on-Avon Council in January 
2000. National policy requires that plan policies should be supported by up to date (NPPF paragraph 31), 
appropriate (PPG Reference ID: 41-041-20140306) and robust (PPG Reference ID: 41-040-20160211) 
evidence. We do not consider that a document dated in 2000 is up to date and it also does not include any 
of the growth that has been delivered in the village since 2000. We consider that in order to meet the 
requirements of national policies and advice (Basic Condition (a)), Policy BE2 should only refer to up to date 
evidence.  
 
Policy BE3 - Assessment of the Impact of Development on the Neighbourhood Area 
 
Policy BE3 states that development should provide evidence for its impact on the Neighbourhood Area in 
order to demonstrate that it is sustainable and has no adverse impact on the wider area or the quality of life 
of the community within it. The PPG requires that all policies in the neighbourhood plan “should be clear and 
unambiguous”. The policies should also “be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it 
consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications” (PPG Reference ID: 41-041-
20140306). As drafted, we do not consider that Policy BE3 is clear and unambiguous. We seek clarity over 
what evidence an applicant will need to submit in addition to the technical work that will already be 
submitted in line with Stratford-on-Avon’s Validation Criteria. Furthermore, we request that additional text 



6 
 

is added to the policy to reference potential mitigation that may be utilised in order to mitigate a proposed 
development. For example, if the development will result in over capacity at the local healthcare centre, 
financial contributions could be provided to mitigate this impact so that it results in no adverse impact.  
 
In addition, paragraph 2 under the evidence base section of Policy BE3 states that due to there being no 
capacity at Southam College no further allocations should be made within its catchment. The paragraph 
refers to the Site Allocations Plan which was consulted on in September 2019. Since this document was 
consulted on, the Council have since received additional evidence which establishes that there is capacity at 
the school and have subsequently had to re-consult on their Site Allocations Plan. The Preferred Options Site 
Allocations Plan (October – December 2020) now includes additional allocations within the catchment area 
of Southam College. We therefore request that reference to capacity at Southam College is removed from 
the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Policy EB2 – Tourism 
 
Policy EB2 supports development proposals that encourages or supports the growth of the local economy 
from tourism. We support this policy. Figure 7 shows the tourism assets within Long Itchington. Point 4 
(‘Public Footpath and Bridleway Network’) is within our clients land interests and points 12 (‘Two Boats 
Public House’), 6 (‘Cuttle Inn Public House’) and 18 (‘Long Itchington Diner’) are adjacent to the site on A423. 
Any development of our client’s land will seek to retain and enhance the Public Right of Way through the 
site and additional pedestrian links will also be provided throughout the site and potential contributions 
offered to canal towpath improvements where appropriate.   
 
The provision of new housing is central to supporting economic growth and job creation (NPPF Sections 1 - 
6), specifically in terms of: providing an attractive place for Long Itchington’s economically active population 
to live; helping to support the vitality and viability of Long Itchington and adjacent village and town centres 
through increasing the number of residents and therefore potential customers (NPPF Section 7); providing 
investment into key strategic infrastructures and creating and sustaining jobs through the construction and 
servicing of the new dwellings. The Prime Minister has recently noted the importance of building new homes 
in both his ‘Build, Build, Build’ speech (June 2020) and in the foreword of the ‘White Paper – Planning for the 
Future’ consultation document (August 2020). We therefore consider that the Neighbourhood Plan (Section 
5.3 Employment and Business) should acknowledge the contribution that residential development can make 
to the local economy.  
 
Policy NE1 – Valued Landscapes and Views 
 
Policy NE1 states that development proposals should ensure that all important views of the valued landscape 
are maintained and safeguarded. There are two ‘valued landscapes and views’ shown across our client’s land 
(Viewpoints 7). Our client’s Landscape Consultant (IDP) has provided landscape advice for Bellway Homes to 
inform the Promotion Document that I have submitted with these representations. They have reviewed the 
Neighbourhood Plan and the proposed ‘Viewpoint 7’ across our client’s land. A technical note has been 
submitted with these representations and is summarised below.  
 
In terms of the landscape character our client’s land around Viewpoint 7 and shown within the Promotion 
Document, has a strong association with Long Itchington due to topography, vegetation structure and its 
location close to the village centre. The existing development edge to the north of their land is prominent 
and visually exposed, and the A423 forms a distinct boundary to the east, with a mature hedgerow alongside 
it. To the south is the Grand Union Canal and towing path which again forms a definite boundary, also heavily 
vegetated by trees and woodland to both sides and very well screened from the surrounding area. To the 
west is a mature field boundary formed of large trees, unkempt hedgerow and scrub, beyond which is a large 
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plantation of broad-leaved woodland that will further enclose our client’s land and provide a barrier to the 
River Itchen corridor to the west.  
 
This existing landscape structure creates a well-defined and enclosed piece of land that is well related to 
Long Itchington. There is a public footpath (SM3) that cuts across part of our client’s land, part of the 
Millennium Way, linking the Grand Union Canal to the south with the settlement. Views from this path offer 
views of the settlement edge most prominently of the northern edge of the site, as a well as other filtered 
views of buildings within Long Itchington.  
 
As stated in our response to Policy H1, the Neighbourhood Plan does not include any evidence which justifies 
why our client’s land has been identified as a ‘valued landscape’ as although Charts 38 – 40 sets out what 
respondents enjoy the most, no respondent has specifically stated which views they value the most. We 
therefore do not consider that Policy NE1 is supported by robust evidence (Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
Reference ID: 41-040-20160211). From the above landscape evidence, it is considered that our client’s land 
is not a highly sensitive or valued landscape in accordance with the guidance set out within the Guidelines 
for Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment (3rd Edition 2013) for assessing value. This is set out on page 84 
of the guidance and is shown in the table below: 
 

FACTOR DESCRIPTION OF VALUE 

Landscape quality 
(condition) 

A measure of the physical state of the landscape. It may include the 
extent to which typical character is represented in individual areas, the 
intactness of the landscape and the condition of individual elements. 

Scenic quality 
The term used to describe landscapes that appeal primarily to the 
senses (primarily but not wholly the visual senses). 

Rarity 
The presence of rare elements or features in the landscape or the 
presence of a rare Landscape Character Type. 

Representativeness 
Whether the landscape contains a particular character and/or features 
or elements which are considered particularly important examples. 

Conservation interests 
The presence of features of wildlife, earth science or archaeological or 
historical and cultural interest can add to the value of the landscape as 
well as having value in their own right. 

Recreation value 
Evidence that the landscape is valued for recreational activity where 
experience of the landscape is important. 

Perceptual aspects 
A landscape may be valued for its perceptual qualities, notably 
wildness and/or tranquillity. 

Associations 
Some landscapes are associated with particular people, such as artists 
or writers, or events in history that contribute to perceptions of the 
natural beauty of the area 

 
The landscape quality of our client’s land is assessed as being low to moderate due to the limited condition 
of some elements. Scenic quality is reduced by the surrounding urbanising elements, and the perceptual 
aspects consist of grazed paddocks in close proximity to residential development alongside a busy road 
corridor. The recreational value is present only in the northern part of our client’s land (as shown in the 
Promotion Document) due to the footpath route, and in conservation terms our client’s land is not 
designated for its biodiversity value or cultural/historical interest. These factors combine to determine that 
this land has a broadly moderate landscape sensitivity and would not constitute a ‘valued’ landscape as 
protected in NPPF paragraph 170.  
 
The land to the north of Long Itchington has previously been identified as more sensitive to development as 
it was designated as a Special Landscape Area (‘SLA’) in the previous District Local Plan Review (July 2006) 
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(Leam Valley SLA). The key reason why this land was not retained as an SLA in the adopted Core Strategy 
was because the neighbouring districts did not designate any SLAs which made the Leam Valley SLA limited 
in size, the technical considerations that supported the designated of the Leam Valley SLA have not changed. 
It is considered that viewpoints proposed to the north of Long Itchington (Viewpoints 1 – 4) are justified and 
the landscape in this area should be protected. Land to the south of Long Itchington should not be given the 
same protection. 
 
Policy NE1 states that “development proposals should ensure that all important views of the valued 
landscape are maintained and safeguarded, particularly where they relate to heritage assets, village 
approaches and the green spaces around and between settlements”. Whilst this is not a valued landscape in 
policy terms, we acknowledge that there are some localised views that would be experienced by the local 
population and are a part of the character of Long Itchington. However, the definition of valued views set 
out in the Neighbourhood Plan is not supported by our analysis of the landscape setting. We welcome 
confirmation from the Parish Council on the evidence they have secured to support Policy NE1.  
 
Naturally, routes along existing rights of way around the village will be enjoyed by local residents and these 
should be considered if any new development proposals are brought forwards. The development of our 
client’s land could still allow for views towards the existing village along streets and formal open space areas, 
and planting could be utilised to filter and/or channel views in order to respond to local constraints.  
 
The Neighbourhood Plan goes on to state that our client’s land (Viewpoint 7) “forms part of the important 
open countryside that separates Model Village from Long Itchington village and maintains the rural setting 
and character of each settlement”. Model Village appears as an isolated commune in landscape terms, very 
distinct from Long Itchington and rather at odds with the urban grain of the other local villages by way of its 
linear and strained layout. There are several layers of separation between Model Village and the northern 
parcels of our client’s land through the canal and the disused railway line with strong landscape structure 
and topography. Any development of our client’s land between the canal and disused railway line would be 
limited (potentially for community use) and landscaped buffers could be provided to separate the 
development from Model Village. The development of our client’s land would be an integral part of the 
settlement of Long Itchington and would not erode any perceived gap in landscape and visual terms. As 
stated in our separate response to Policy H1, we therefore request that any reference to potential 
coalescence of the land in between Long Itchington and Model Village is developed in paragraphs 2.3 – 2.5 
are deleted.  
 
In summary to our response to Policy NE1, we do not consider that the land around Viewpoint 7 should be 
identified as a ‘valued landscape’ as there is no evidence to support the proposed locations of the ‘valued 
landscapes and views’ on Figure 9. However, we consider that the development of our client’s land should 
be able to maintain key views between the site and Long Itchington and Public Rights of Way could be 
provided across the site.  
 
 


