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                                                                                                             13th November 2020 
 

To Whom It May Concern, 
 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE DRAFT LONG ITCHINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
(REGULATION 14 CONSULTATION) 

 

We write on behalf of our Client, Cemex UK Ltd and welcome the opportunity to respond to the Draft 
Long Itchington Neighbourhood Plan (the ‘draft Plan’).  We respond in respect of Cemex’s land interest 

at Stockton Road, Long Itchington which falls within the Neighbourhood Plan area; and also Southam 
Cement Works and the surrounding land (part of which falls within the Neighbourhood Plan Area).  

 

We commend the Parish Council in preparing a Neighbourhood Plan and appreciate all the work that 
it entails. However, as it currently stands, it is our view that the plan does not meet the Basic 

Conditions and requires significant amendment before it can be taken forward. The Long Itchington 
Neighbourhood Plan will need to demonstrate it has met the ‘Basic Conditions’ as set out in Paragraph 

8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990  (alongside procedural compliance 
matters).  To meet the Basic Conditions, the neighbourhood plan must:  

- Have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 

State. 

- Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. 

- Be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development plan for the area (in 

this case, the Stratford Core Strategy, 2016). 

- Be compatible with and not breach European Union (EU) obligations; and  

- Meet prescribed conditions and comply with prescribed matters (namely the plan not breaching 
the requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2017). 
 

Our representations are submitted with these Basic Conditions in mind.  We set out our response to 

the Neighbourhood Plan consultation in chronological  order below.   
 

Summary Statement – Supported New Housing Development 
 

Firstly, and as a matter of principle, we highlight that the draft Neighbourhood Plan is at odds with 
the emerging Site Allocations DPD produced by Stratford District Council .  Both plans are published 

for consultation at the same time and therefore this makes this matter all the more confusing.  The 
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draft Site Allocations DPD proposes 3 small allocations in the village; however, the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan proposes no allocations and indeed proposes to restrict the ability for 
development to be brought forward even on previously developed land. 

 
A common theme throughout the Neighbourhood Plan is meeting / dealing with housing / employment 

need for Long Itchington only.  There is little by way of acknowledgement that as far as housing / 

employment need goes, the Plan needs to reflect wider District level objectives set out in the Adopted 
Core Strategy.  For example, a significant proportion of Stratford’s wider housing need is r equired to 

be met via windfall development (across the District).  Windfall sites are sites not specifically 
identified in the Core Strategy as, by definition, they are unknown sites however they are an important 

component of supply.  However the policies contained within this draft plan seek to avoid delivering 

any new housing outside of the existing settlement boundary (with the exception of Rural Exception 
Sites) and indeed also seek to restrict the type of new housing provided within settlement boundaries 

to fewer than 10 dwellings and those which meet local housing need.  There is nothing at either a 
District or National level which supports a restriction on new development proposals on previously 

developed land.  Indeed, development of such sites are actively encouraged in the NPPF to assist in 
meeting nationwide acknowledged housing need.   

 

It is stated at paragraph 4.6 of the draft Plan that the recently completed new development has 
placed a significant physical and social strain on the Neighbourhood Area.  However, no evidence has 

been provided to back up any such assertions.  This matter was raised in the consideration of the 
most recently consented scheme in the village at the appeal in 2016 (APP/J3720/W/15/30090420) 

where the Inspector concluded that “there is no substantive evidence that the extra population would 
make it impossible for those residents to be welcomed into the community or for them to be unable 
to play an integral part within the community.  New residents would also doubtless support the 
continuance of local services.  Hence I cannot accept that the suggestion of a risk to social cohesion 
has been made out”. 
 
No further evidence has been put forward to enable a different view to be taken.  Existing pubs / 

shops can only have benefited from the additional population – there is no way that additional 

residents can have harmed these facilities.  It is noted that the bus service has been reduced (as 
confirmed in the draft Plan) however again this will not be as a result of existing residents as, if 

anything, they will have increased patronage.  Declining bus usage and funding is a national position 
and not one which is specific to Long Itchington.  The Government school’s website identifies 184 

pupils on role at Long itchington CofE Academy primary against a capacity of 196 – thus there remains 

capacity to accommodate new arrivals or those who transfer between schools’ mid-year.  This 
information was last updated on the 23 rd October 2020 and thus we believe, represents an accurate 

position.   
 

We are aware of existing capacity issues at Southam College however this cannot be attributed solely 

to development at Long Itchington as there has been a significant quantum of development at 
Southam since 2011.  We are aware that this is a matter which WCC Education are addressing at a 

District wide level and indeed Cemex have met with the County Council and the school head to discuss 
this matter further.  Likewise any recent changes to the way in which Doctor’s surgeries are run (i.e. 

a triage system before appointments are obtained – resulting in, in some instances, a longer wait for 
appointments) is not unique to this area as this a system which is being introduced nationwide.   All 

new developments (over 10 dwellings) will be required to make appropriate contributions to mitigate 

the impact of new development and thus there will be little / no impact on the physical infrastructure 
which cannot be mitigated appropriately.  

 
We highlight that under the current system, schemes of fewer than 10 dwellings do not have to 

provide affordable housing or pay S106 contributions – and thus encouragement of small schemes, 

will only compound this perceived problem.  3 x schemes of 10 dwellings would not contribute 
anything towards the local area.  Pro-active allocation of one site of 30 (for example) would mean 

that affordable housing is provided (which can be directed towards local need) and appropriate 
planning contributions are paid. 
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We therefore find no reason, why, at a local level when housing numbers are set at a minimum in 

the Core Strategy and there is no evidence that Long Itchington (as a Category 1 Village) cannot 
accommodate further development, such a restrictive approach to development is proposed.  Indeed, 

Stratford District Council, through the publication of the Site Allocations DPD and identification of 
sites for development, also appear to have drawn the same conclusion as us. 

 

Through the Site Allocations DPD, Cemex will be promoting their site along Stockton Road, as an 
alternative to those sites under consideration .  This site is labelled as Site 7 in the Council’s 2020 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).  It is one of a limited number of ‘amber’ 
sites in the village – there are no green sites.  The site would be a continuation of the existing new 

development which has already taken place on the eastern half of the village but, importantly, would 

not extend the existing village envelope any further east than the existing built development .  The 
SHLAA concluded that the site has scope for 39 dwellings and that development could be mitigated 

subject to appropriate treatment of the relationship to the canal.  Given that Cemex obtained outline 
planning consent for the land immediately to the west,  it is considered that Cemex have the ability 

to appropriately mitigate any impact on the canal through a treatment mirroring that which has taken 
place to the west and indeed that which, through this draft Plan, is seen as being fit to designate as 

Local Green Space. 

 
Policy H1: Housing 

 
The national strategy for the delivery of housing is one of encouragement for sustainable forms of 

development to meet national housing need.  Policy H1 of this draft plan is however about ‘control’ 

rather than facilitation of growth with only limited forms of development allowed outside of the 
settlement boundaries; and only certain identified forms of development allowed inside settlement 

boundaries also.   
 

As currently drafted, for example, this policy would prevent the redevelopment of the brownfield 
elements of Southam Cement Works despite this being expressly facilitated through the Adopted Core 

Strategy.  This policy should be re-cast to encourage the redevelopment of brownfield land and 

encourage development which is considered to represent a sustainab le form of development.  By way 
of example, we refer to the Bishops Tachbrook Neighbourhood Plan which has a similarly restrictive 

approach to new housing development (in that instance the Plan simply included the allocated housing 
site in the village and then sought to tightly restrict other forms of housing development). We consider 

the same approach is being followed here with the draft Plan seeking to restrict market housing in 

particular.  In the Bishops Tachbrook case, the Examiner concludes that the policy did not have regard 
to national policy and that it imposed an unduly restrictive approach to housing development.   

 
Rather than providing for sustainable growth – as required by national policy, this draft Plan does 

not identify any sites for housing (despite the draft Site Allocations DPD identifying sites to meet 

future District wide housing need); and seeks to apply a highly restructure approach to housing 
development of any kind within the Neighbourhood Area.   

 
It is clear there has been little in the way of collaborative working the District Council given the 

divergence of the two draft plans.  There is little by way of evidence to back up the assertions made 
within the draft plan that further housing (market in particular) cannot and should n ot be 

accommodated.  Indeed it is acknowledged that a further Housing Needs Survey would be required 

in the near future (the current one being undertaken in 2016) and the draft Plan fails to reflect the 
significant District wide housing need which needs to be met either through the Site Allocations SPD 

or windfall development. 
 

The housing policies as currently drafted, only express support for housing for local people, self -build, 

custom build, and live/work units.  However, ‘live/work’ for example is not defined.  As the COVID19 
pandemic has demonstrated, many people’s houses can be adapted for effective home working.  

Provision of high-speed broadband and a suitable study / work area would mean an appropriate 
workspace for many – however it is not clear whether the draft Plan would consider this meets the 

definition of a live/work unit.  
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In the reasoned justification for the Policy, there are multiple references to the Model Village.  With 
statements such as “if the open fields to the west of the A42 are developed, it would seriously damage 
the rural settings of both Model Village and Long Itchington…”  and “development between the existing 
boundary of Model Village and other settlements would be contrary to the Core Strategy and national 
planning policies against development in open countryside and those intended to protect against 
coalescence”. 
 

Firstly, we highlight that the ‘test’ of coalescence is in relation to Green Belt development – i.e. the 
purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.  There is 

nothing written at a national level in this respect in relation to open countryside where each site must 

be judged on its own merits.  Furthermore, there is no evidence to justify such sweeping statements 
and without evidence the policy cannot be substantiated. 

 
It is stated that any development between Model Village and Long Itchington will weaken the 

argument to protect the countryside and lead to the merging of the two settlements.   There is 
nothing with the NPPF; PPG or the Adopted Core Strategy with regard to protection of the countryside 

for its own sake and without evidence, it is simply not possible to say that any form of develo pment 

will, by association, be harmful.   
 

The national policy presumption is one in favour of sustainable development.  The restrictive approach 
combined with the lack of any provision for new housing sites anywhere in the Neighbourhood Area 

(even on the brownfield element of the former Cement Works site) serves to place a significant barrier 

in the way of new housing coming forward.  In the absence of any substantive evidence, it is not 
clear that the Neighbourhood Plan will provide for sustainable growth  and thus it fails to contribute 

to the achievement of sustainable development.  
 

Policy H2 – Redevelopment of previously developed land. 
 

Rather than encouraging the redevelopment of previously developed land, the polic y proposes to 

unnecessarily restrict development to small scale new housing (including self-build; custom build and 
live work) that meet an identified local need.  As set out above, this approach is not supported at a 

national or local level. 
 

Policy H5 – Housing Stock Diversity 

 
Again, there is reference to self-build; custom build and live/work.   However as set out previously, 

live/work in particular fails to be defined.  
 

Section 3: Southam Cement Works 

 
The draft Plan advises that discussion has taken place with Cemex in respect of the redevelopment 

of the brownfield site elements (land on which industrial buildings or operation structures have 
existed).  There is however recognition that the Stratford Plan includes a windfall component and 

that this site could come forward to contribute towards that identified housing need.  
 

Policy AS.11 of the Adopted Core Strategy identifies large rural brownfield sites and with regard the 

former Southam Cement Works specifically identifies that leisure, tourism, recreation, residential and 
employment uses are acceptable in principle provided they comply with other Local Plan requirements 

and a masterplan process is followed.   
 

The draft Plan excludes the site on the basis that the site is not in the housing trajectory and that 

the masterplanning exercise will need to be completed first.  This approach is wholly incorrect and 
would in fact stifle the redevelopment of this site for the duration of this draft plan.  The Core 

Strategy covers the period to 2011 – 2031 and we are broadly halfway through its life span.  There 
is no time period set out in Policy AS11 as to when the cement works site can / should come forward.  

The numbers are not included in the trajectory as the policy is based around facilitation of 
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development in line with operational requirements and thus any numbers will be counted as windfall 

which are required to be delivered to meet housing need all the way to the end of the plan period.  
By way of example, Policy AS.11 also identifies for Former Harbury Cement Works, Bishops Itchington 

which has been brought forward for development under this policy.  
 

As it currently stands, the draft Plan would run directly counter to Policy AS.11 of the Adopted Core 

Strategy by failing to facilitate the future development of the Southam Cement Works site.  The draft 
Plan should directly mirror Policy AS.11 in this respect to ensure that the redevelopment of this 

significant site is actively encouraged and that this proposal can be delivered in a timely fashion.  
 

Policy BE5 – Alternative Use of Land and Buildings 

 
This fails to reflect the national presumption in favour of sustainable development and the clear 

direction to prioritise the development of previously developed sites.  Policy BE1 requires that 
redevelopment proposals should demonstrate that the site is no longer viable or required to meet the 

needs of local people and that a proposal should met the identified needs of local people or support 
the sustainable growth of the local economy.  ‘Local’ is not defined in this context however the plan 

needs to consider wider District level needs and aspirations.  In addition, as with other policies 

elsewhere in this plan, the policy is far too restrictive to operate effectively and does not reflect 
national policy in this regard. 

 
We have already set out in our response to Policy H1, that such a restrictive approach is not supported 

at either a national or a District level and the retention of this policy is not consistent with existing 

policy; and moreover not consistent with the national aspiration to increase the supply of housing 
and in particular prioritise the redevelopment of previously developed land.  

 
Policy NE1 – Valued Landscape and Views 

 
The draft policy seeks to protect important views of the valued landscape.  By default, therefore, all 

the views identified are deemed ‘important’ and all the landscape to which they point is deemed 

valued.  There is no evidence to substantiate this. 
 

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF (2019) advises that planning policies and decisions should contribute to 
and enhance the natural and local environment by … protecting and enhancing valued landscapes… 

(in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality).  However, the NPPF 

does not define a ‘valued landscape’ or ‘identified qualities’.  The Stroud High Court case in 2014, 
addressed this matter with the judgement concluding that to be considered a valued landscape, a 

landscape needs to demonstrate attributes which take it out of the ordinary and cannot merely be 
valued by local people.  The 3 rd edition of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

(GLVIA3) provides guidance on factors which may contribute to a ‘valued’ landscape in Box 5.1  These 

includes factors such as rarity, tranquillity, recreation value and conservation interest.   
 

There is no evidence of an exercise having been undertaken to determine what factors contribute to 
making all the land around Long Itchington a valued landscape.  This is particularly important when 

considering land south of the village i.e. around Model Village  and south of the canal – both of which 
look towards the existing Southam Cement Works which is a significant urbanising form and one, 

which we would say, means that views looking in this direction can in no way be considered to be 

looking towards a valued landscape. 
 

We there request that in absence of any evidence, this policy be deleted in full from the plan along 
with accompanying mapping. 

 

Policy NE2: Local Green Spaces 
Whilst we do not express any views on any of the Local Green Space designatio ns, we are concerned 

at the assertions made within the APS assessment of Site 5 which references the ‘sweeping views’ to 
the south.  Firstly, APS is not commissioned to carry out any landscape and visual appraisal work and 

indeed, to our knowledge, are not qualified assessors in this respect.  This statement is therefore 
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subjective and without any basis.  Secondly, all views are seen in the context of the main road to the 

west and the Cement works beyond.  We consider that care should be taken with the use of this part 
of the evidence base. 

 
Policy C2: Community Facilities 

 

We note the support for new community facilities and the need for a replacement community centre 
or alternative facility.  Cemex would be happy to engage with the Parish Council in this respect as 

part of the master planning exercise for the former Southam Cement Works site. 
 

Policy SLR2 – Access to the Countryside 

 
The draft policy states “… any proposal that has an adverse impact on access to, or enjoyment of 

the network of public footpaths, bridleways, the ‘SUSTRANS’ disused railway route and canal 
towpath throughout the Neighbourhood Area or will not be supported”. This policy should be more 

positively worded to state that ‘support will be given to opportunities that provide enhancements to 
the existing footpath network (and the amenity of its users)’ in line with pa ragraph 98 of the NPPF.  

It should also provide further flexibility to state that “the existing footpath…should be preserved and 

enhanced wherever possible, or suitable mitigation measures provided” so as not to unduly restrict 
otherwise sustainable development in the area, in accordance with national planning policy.   

 
Conclusion 

 

As it currently stands, it is our view that the plan does not meet the Basic Conditions and requires 
significant amendment before it can be taken forward.  We trust these comments will be taken into 

consideration as the plan progresses and wish to be kept updated with its progress, particular ly when 
advancing to the Regulation 16 stage.  In the meantime, Cemex would like to meet with the Parish 

Council to further discuss our submission and the Cement works site in particular.  
 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
KATHRYN VENTHAM 

Partner 


