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Residents
response

White Hat
“What do we know about the
Parish”
Facts and figures

Red Hat
“What should the NP do?”
Your emotional gut reaction

Black Hat –
“Barriers to achieving the vision”
Risks, Drawbacks and
Constraints

Yellow Hat - “What assets can
help achieve the Vision?" Opportunities, Benefits,
Rewards

Green Hat
“What policies and strategies can
we put in place?”
Ideas, Solutions, Policies

Blue Hat
“What can we do to make this
happen?”
Summary and Next Steps

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

650 people
240 houses
Pub
Bus service – hourly
and daily to
Tamworth
6 buses per day (no
Sunday service) (45
minute return
journey)
Morning Post
Office/Coffee shop
Village hall
Church/Church house
groups
Walled garden
Primary School
Cricket Field
Football ground
Children’s playground
Social club
Lessons; French, art,
yoga, palates, salsa,
drumming
Community events
Social club
Football/cricket club
No shop

-

-

-

-

Sense of community
Ambience
Environment
Beauty
Security
Fears; possible
quarrying,
lagoon/odour/traffic
, Loss of
services/amenities
Hopes; mains gas,
broadband, shop.
Not enough young
families in
village/availability of
affordable housing.
Smaller housing
required –
downsizing
Concerns about
school
Keeping facilities
e.g. Walled garden,
cricket field as they
are.
Traffic concerns –
lagoon traffic

-

-

-

Areas becoming a
giant water disposal
site.
Encourage mixed
development
Specifically encourage
affordable housing for
young families and
residents to downsize.
Flood plan
Public perception
Very restricted –
conservation area
Perceived
attractiveness to
outsiders (especially
young families)
Balance requirements

-

Walled Garden
Well-kept Church
Community Spirit
Improving school
Thriving pub – good
food
The environment
Village hall

-

-

-

Allocating sites for
housing
Controlled
development
Wider engagement with
the local community –
widen the core group of
the village
A lot of people outside
the village come to
enjoy the facilities
Flood map modelling –
to-date with the EA.

-

-

-

-

Lagoon action plan –
encourage villagers to
inform Local Council
of every complaint.
Review tenancy
agreement.
Assess what benefits
will be gained from
allocating a certain
quantum of housing.
Research into what is
putting people off
from moving into the
village when houses
are available.
Aim to get more
residents to the next
meeting.
Comprehensive
questionnaire to all
residents
Find out who the
landowners are?
Fibre optic broadband
– support local
business
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-

No pre-school
No facilities for older
residents
Regular community
events held
Well-kept village
Community police
man
Neighbourhood
Watch
Conservation Area
Listed Buildings – 2
Playground
River and flood plain
Few footpaths
Bypass
Areas owned by
Birmingham council
Poor Broadband
Playing fields
Mobile Library
River Tame
Open green spaces
Allotments
Picnic Area
Pumping station
Close to Ventura Park
(Tamworth)
Commuting (easy
access to
motorways/airways)

-

-

Concerns about
large amount of
housing
Keeping village
individual
Peaceful/quite
Grown or decline
Stay much as it is
without the dump
Preserve village
centre – traffic
Home farm traffic
Type of housing
required
Maintain amenities
Improve flood river
management
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Interpretation
of responses

No through road
Aging population
-

-

-

-

-

Hopes;
Preserve character
and community
belonging.
Controlled/manged
growth to
accommodate
changing population
of young and old.
Preserve
greenspaces and
wildlife (including
sports/recreation).
Positive traffic
management.
Fears
Impact from sewage
lagoon.
Declining
community.
Impacts of heavy
vehicles.
Not enough young
families.
Concerns over
loosing local
amenities.

-

-

-

The shadow of the
lagoon may
undermine positive
improvements.
There is a restriction
of heritage assets.
View of living here is
different to reality.
(over) Development –
would development
offer a solution and
where would
development be
located. Potentially
introduce a
settlement boundary.
Poor use of facilities
Physical access –
roads and Bridges.

-

-

The ‘off’ road nature
Intimacy and
belonging of the
village.
River frontage and
conservation area.
School improvements.
Architecture

-

-

-

Allocating sites for
housing.
Flood map and
modelling.
Succession planning –
accommodate older
and attract ‘middle’
(families).
Support village
amenities – pub and
social club
Demographic evidence
planning.

-

-

-

Allocate a single site
and seek to ensure
the benefits are
delivered.
Opportunity to tackle
the lagoon.
Employ a consultant
to assess flooding.
Seek to achieve a
higher attendance at
meetings.
Involve housing
associations.
Carefully consider
housing mix.
Socio-economic
profiling
A community
questionnaire.
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“Postcards from
your future self”

•
•
•
•
•
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Our changing village – the future
Suggested objective
•
•

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Our Assets and Strengths
Suggested objectives:

To maintain and develop the sense of community, ambience, feeling of village life, facilities
Other comments
•
•
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Development concerns

Suggested objectives
•

•

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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•

•

Protecting our Environment
Suggested objectives
•

•

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Services we need – now and in the future?
Suggested objectives
•

•
•

Other comments
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Vision

“The residents of Elford Parish want their village to become a place that supports a stronger, safer and
more sustainable community.
In achieving this, Elford will become better connected, offer a wider range of suitable services for
residents and visitors, and provide the right housing to support the viability of the community.
This will be achieved while protecting Elford’s unique character and distinct qualities. This will include
preserving and enhancing the character of the village (including by controlling and restricting traffic
flow, type and timings), and protecting the natural features and landscape.”
(Alternations and additions suggested in the session are shown underlined)

Objective 1: Local Services

Policy ideas
•
•
•
•

Objective 2: Housing

Consultation Report
Policy ideas
•

•
•

•
•

Objective 3: Building design, local character, and heritage

Policy ideas
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Objective 4: The natural environment and the rural economy

Policy ideas
•

•
•
•

Objective 5: Managing Development

Policy ideas
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Main Objective: A Sustainable future for Elford

Local Services

Consultation Report
Housing provision

Building design, local character and heritage

Consultation Report
The natural environment and the rural economy

Managing development

Other issues
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Demographic of those answering survey:
•
•
•
•

Responses regarding Local Facilities and Services:

•
•
•
•
•
•
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
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•

Housing

•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
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•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
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Building design, local character, and heritage

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
Natural environment and the rural economy

•
•
•
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•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
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6. Managing new development:

•
•
•
7. Summary of ‘Other Issues’
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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•

Option 1

•

Option 2

North of the village and west of the A513

•

Option 3

North of the village and west of the A513

•

Option 4

•

Option 5

within the village boundary.

also allocate sites for potential future growth

not allocate any housing
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Option1

Option2

Option3

First Choice
Second Choice
Total

First Choice Option

Option4

Option5

Consultation Report

Second Choice Option

Consultation Report

Combined First and Second Choices

Consultation Report
Combined First and Second Choice
- Weighted (x2 for First Choice)
62

52
47
41

28

1

•
•
•
•

6
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“Deliver approximately 20 homes to 2029 to the North of the village
and west of the A513, adjacent to the existing village boundary
arranged abutting the A513. The site (or sites) will all be 10
dwellings or larger to allow the plan to request contributions, starter
homes and other benefits. Limited infill development would also be
permitted within the settlement boundary.”
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Consultation
Method

EVENT

ADVERTISING
THE EVENT

Summary

What the Steering
Group can do

How Urban Imprint can
help

Consultation Report

MATERIAL

ADVERTISING
THE PLAN

MATERIAL
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MATERIAL

ANALYSIS
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Policy:
SP1
LS1
LS2
LS3
LS4
H1
H2
H3
H4
DH1
DH2
DH3
DH4
E1
E2
E3
E4
MD1
MD2
MD3
MD4
MD5

Post Amendments

Agree
Disagree Abstain Total:
50
1
2
53
51
1
1
53
45
8
53
53
53
45
8
53
42
10
1
53
38
14
1
53
42
11
53
50
3
53
52
1
53
53
53
45
8
53
53
53
53
53
45
8
53
53
53
53
53
53
53
45
8
53
53
53
53
53
45
8
53
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Elford Neighbourhood Plan Residents’ Survey
May 2016

Elford Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group

This survey has been distributed to all households in Elford Parish to seek the views,
comments and suggestions of residents on a range of local issues.
Feedback received will be used to steer the preparation of the Elford Neighbourhood Plan, which
is intended to guide the future development of the parish. The neighbourhood plan steering group
believe that a plan for the parish may help to address some of the issues that the local community
are concerned about, including protecting and improving local facilities (like the school and the
pub), securing the viability of the community by making sure families can continue to live here, the
character of the village, quality of life, and the natural environment. This survey asks your views on
these issues. A few technical terms are explained on the last page of the survey, and there are
maps of the Parish and the Conservation Area at the back.
More details about the neighbourhood plan can be found on the Parish Council’s website
www.elfordparish.co.uk or by contacting the Parish Clerk on 01827 50230.
Anyone from secondary school age and older is welcome to share their views. We have distributed
one survey to each household, but if members of your household want to respond separately, we
can provide additional copies – please get in touch, or download the survey from the Parish Council
website.
Please return your completed survey forms to the Parish Council postbox next to the notice board
at the Village Hall, or by post to M.Jones, Clerk to Elford PC, 50 Cornwall Avenue, Tamworth, B78
3YB.
You can scan and email your completed survey to clerk@elfordpc.co.uk. Or, if you prefer to
complete the survey on your computer, just download the Microsoft Word version from the
Parish Council website and email it to us once completed.

Please return your completed survey no later than Monday 13th June 2016.

Key facts about Elford: Did you know…?
- Elford is home to about 630 people, living in around 250 households.
- Between the 2001 and 2011 censuses, the population grew by about 9%, slightly faster than the
average for England.
- In this time, the working age proportion of the population declined by about 5%, and the
proportion of residents over the age of 65 grew by 4.5%, in line with the national average.
- Howard Primary School currently has 53 pupils, of which about half live in Elford, with a total
capacity of about 80.
- Much of the built-up area of Elford is part of a Conservation Area. The Conservation Area has
recently been widened from its original extent, to include more of the village’s buildings.
- There are 29 listed buildings in Elford. Parts of the Church of St Peter date from Medieval times,
though the Church was mostly rebuilt in the mid-19th century and there are several buildings which
are much earlier than this.
- Elford has a much higher proportion of owner-occupied homes than the national average – 84%
compared to 64%. Elford has much lower provision of social housing than the national average –
8% of homes compared to about 18%.

1. About you
Please provide any of the following personal details so that we can make sure that the views of all parts of
our community are included. This is optional, but we would be very grateful for any information you are
comfortable to provide. All personal information will be treated confidentially and won’t be shared beyond
the Parish Council, the neighbourhood plan steering group, and our planning advisors BPUD Ltd.
1.1. Name
1.2. Postcode

1.3. Gender

1.4. Your age (please tick)
11-16
17-21
22-30

31-40

41-50

51-65

66-75

75+

Prefer not to
say

1.5. Are you completing this survey for: (Please tick one)
Yourself as an individual?
On behalf of your whole household?

2. Local Services
2.1. Existing services and facilities
How important are each of these existing local services and facilities to you, on a scale of 1 to 5?
1
(Not at
all)

2

3

4

5
(Very)

The Crown pub
Village Hall
Howard Primary School
St Peter’s Church
Walled Garden
Sports and Social Club
Football Field
Cricket Club
Playground
Picnic Area
Others (Please specify)
Do you think any of
these facilities should be
improved or expanded?
Please specify how.
2.2. Services outside the village: Do you find it difficult to access any of the following services? (Please tick all
that apply).
Doctors (GP)

Chemist

Optician

Dentist

Vet

Convenience
shopping

Supermarket/
weekly shop

Public transport
connections

Regular Post Office
services

Banking

Other (please specify)

2.3. Improving services and facilities
How important do you think it is to provide, improve, or support the following services and facilities in
Elford?
1
(Not at
all)

2

3

4

5
(Very)

More bus routes and more frequent services
A village shop
Car parking for the school/cricket ground/football field/church
Increase capacity of the primary school
Cycle routes and facilities
Improve footpath provision and the pedestrian environment
Manage and promote village facilities
Encourage visitors to the village
Broadband speed
Solar energy
Wind energy
Other renewable energy sources (e.g. biomass, ground source heat)
Mains gas
Social and leisure opportunities for older people
Social and leisure opportunities for teenagers and young adults
Play provision for children
Allotments
Improvement and promotion of the walled garden
Café / coffee shop
Mobile library
Milk delivery
Are there any other
services or facilities
that you think should
be provided in Elford?
Please specify
2.4. How many of your children (if any) attend Howard Primary School?
I don’t have
children

None (my children
attend a different
primary school)

None (my children
aren’t of primary
school age)

1

2.5. If your children attend a different primary school, please state why this is.

2.6. How concerned are you about the viability of the school, on a scale of 1 to 5?
1 (Not at all)

2

3

4

5 (Very)

2

3

4+

3. Housing
Your home and household today
3.1. Tenure
Please tick to indicate your current tenure type:
Private rented
Owned
Living with family (e.g. parent’s home)
Other (please describe)

Social rented
Shared-ownership affordable

3.2. Type of dwelling
Please tick to indicate the type of home you currently live in:
Flat/Studio

Bungalow

House

Sheltered accommodation / retirement home

Other (please describe)
3.3. Size of home
Please tick to indicate the size of your current home:
1 bedrooms

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

3.4. Your household
Please indicate the size and composition of your household (everybody living with you at home, including
university students currently away) by noting the number of people in each age group that live with you:
Age
Number

0-5

6-11

12-18

18-25

26-40

41-60

61-75

Your housing needs in the future
3.5. Do you think you will remain living in Elford for at least the next ten years?
Yes
No

If not, please give your reasons in the space below

75+

Total

If you answered yes to the above question, what do you think your housing needs will be ten years from
now?
3.6. Tenure (please tick)
Private rented
Owned
Living with family (e.g. parent’s home)
Other (please describe)

Social rented
Shared-ownership affordable

3.7. Type of dwelling (please tick)
Starter
home

Larger family
home

Flat

Bungalow

Sheltered
accommodation or
retirement home

Retirement/downsizing
home

Other (please describe)

3.8. Dwelling size (please tick)
1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

Your children’s future housing needs.
If you have children who currently live with you, and you think they may want to remain in the village over
the next ten years, what housing do you think they may require? (Please tick all that may apply in this time
period)
3.9. Tenure
Private rented
Owned
Still living with family (e.g. parent’s home)
Other (please describe)

3.10. Type of dwelling
Starter home

Larger family home

Social rented
Shared-ownership affordable
I do not have children living with me

Flat

Bungalow

Other (please describe)
3.11. Dwelling Size
1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

3.12. Other housing needs in Elford
Apart from your own housing needs and those of your immediate family, what other types of additional
accommodation do you think may be needed in Elford over the next 10 years? (Please tick as many as you
think). It may be useful to know that a proportion of affordable housing is normally expected on
developments of 10 or more homes.
1-2 bed starter
homes (owned)

3-4 bed family houses
(owned)

5+ bed houses (owned)

1-2 bed flats

Bungalows

Social rented homes

Private rented homes

Retirement homes and
sheltered accommodation

Please explain your
view/Suggest other
types of homes
There are currently around 250 homes in the village. Lichfield DC’s Local Plan has not allocated any new
housing in Elford. This means that the planning system at present does not propose any significant new
residential development in the village. The neighbourhood plan could propose that more housing should
be developed, if this is what the community want. Alternatively, the neighbourhood plan could simply
provide guidance on types and design for the small numbers of houses that might otherwise be built.
3.13. Do you think that any additional new houses should be built in Elford? (Please tick)
Yes
No

Please give your reasons for your answer, in the space below

3.14. If you answered yes to the above question, how many new homes do you think should be built in Elford
over the next 10 years? (Please tick)
1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21-25

26-35

35-50

More

4. Building design, local character and heritage
4.1.

Character and village environment
How important (1-5) do you think each of the following are to maintaining and improving quality of life in
Elford?
1
(Not at all)
The relatively small size of the village
The rural and historic character of the village / Protecting the
character of the conservation area
Protecting the open countryside around the village.
Community spirit, community activities and groups
Improve signposting for visitors, walkers and cyclists

2

3

4

5
(Very)

Widening the Conservation Area further
More benches around the village
Preservation of the church and monuments
Other improvements to the character and environment of the village? Please specify.

Please note your favourite buildings and areas of the village, which you think are examples of good
building design. Alternatively, are there particular architectural styles that you think could be avoided in
the village?

5. The natural environment and the rural economy
The natural environment
5.1.

How important do you think the following natural environment considerations are in Elford, on a scale of 1
to 5?
1
(Not at all)

2

3

4

5
(Very)

Flood risk in the village
Protect existing open spaces
Create more wildlife friendly areas
Protect important views of the village and of the
surrounding countryside
Create new areas of trees, shrubs, flowerbeds
Other environmental issues or improvements? Please specify.

Please note what you consider to be the most important open spaces and views in and out of the village

The rural economy
5.2.

In your opinion, how important are the following issues and aspirations, related to the rural economy?
1
(Not at all)
The effects on residents of non-agricultural activities
on farmland around Elford
Restricting economic activity in the surrounding
farming landscape to agricultural operations
Preserving farmland for sustainable agricultural use
Achieving a reasonable balance of the needs of
agricultural businesses and the quality of life of
residents and other businesses

2

3

4

5
(Very)

5.3.

Do you run or own a business in Elford? (please tick)
Yes
No

5.4.

Please give any comments on your experience of this issue

If so, what kind of business? (please tick)
Office / professional service
Internet-based
Workshop
Agricultural
Health and beauty
Other (please specify)

5.5.

How important do you think it is to provide better employment opportunities in Elford? (Please tick)
1 (Not at all)

5.6.

2

3

4

5 (Very)

Do you think there is a need for additional business premises in Elford? (Please tick)
Yes
No

5.7.

If so, what type? (Please tick)
Offices
Workshops
Retail
Other types / Please add your thoughts on this issue

6. Managing new development
6.1.

How important do you think the following issues are, relating to potential new development in Elford?
(Please tick)
1
(Not at all)

2

3

4

5
(Very)

Speed of traffic within the village
Speed of traffic on roads into and around Elford
Encouraging sustainable forms of transport (bus, cycling, walking)
Volume of cars passing through the village
Movement of lorries and heavy goods vehicles in the village
Highway safety on narrow roads e.g. Church Road, Brickhouse Lane
Parking at the Primary School
Parking at the Sports and Social Club
The no-through road (Church Road/Brickhouse Lane)
Other impacts of development (please specify)

7. Other issues
7.1.

Please use the space below to add your comments about:
- Any of the above issues or any other issues which you think should be addressed by the plan
- About the suggestion of a neighbourhood plan for Elford generally – do you think it’s a good idea at all?

Key terms explained
Shared-ownership affordable: A home that the
occupant is able to buy a share of (25% to 75% of the
home’s value), and they pay rent on the remaining
share.
Private rented: A home rented from a private owner

Social rented: A home owned by a local authority
or private registered provider, rented out at no
more than 80% of the local private market rent.

Starter home: A house that is intended in design
and price to be for a first time buyer.
Sheltered accommodation: Self-contained flats with some shared facilities, specifically designed for the
elderly or disabled.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please return your survey by Monday 13th
June, following the instructions on the front page.
Your responses will be crucial to ensuring that the objectives and policies of Elford’s neighbourhood
plan fully reflects residents’ concerns and hopes for the future of our village.

Elford Parish
Edingale CP
Fradley and Streethay CP

Elford CP
Whittington CP

Harlaston CP

Fisherwick CP

¯

Wigginton and Hopwas CP

Reproduced from The Ordnance Survey Mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Offices (C) Crown Copyright : License No 100017765 Dated 2012

Key

Elford Parish

Map supplied by Lichfield District Council

Elford Conservation Area, including proposed boundary extension (shown in purple)
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ELFORD NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
HOUSING SURVEY

Without a policy
in place that refers to land adjoining the village boundary, we would be reliant upon local and national planning
policies to control housing development.

*

Option 1

within the village boundary.

Option 2

North of the village and west of the A513

Option 3

North of the village and west of the A513

Option 4
Option 5

also allocate sites for potential future growth
not allocate any housing

First






Second






Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4
Option 5

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4
Option 5

Thank you for taking the time to read and fill in this consultation document. Look out for the first draft of the
Elford Neighbourhood Plan in early 2017.
th

by 13 March.

N

ELFORD DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN SURVEY

What is this survey for?

Where can I view the full Draft Plan?



5th September, 9:30am – 11:30am, at the Village Hall Coffee Shop



12th September, 8pm – 10pm, at the Crown Pub

How do I give feedback?

Please return completed surveys no later than Tuesday 17th October 2017.





Please tell us whether you agree or not with each of the policies summarised overleaf, by ticking under
Agree or Disagree. If you’re not sure or don’t understand the policy, please leave blank – you can make a
comment in the section below. Many of these policies are summaries of the full versions - more info is
available in the full Plan document.

POLICY:

Agree

SP1: Strategic Policy
LS1: Encouraging appropriate local enterprise
LS2: Community facilities
LS3: Support Improvements to Leisure Facilities
LS4: Agricultural activities
H1: Housing types mix
H2: Infill policy
H3: Edge of Settlement Housing Development
H4: Replacement Dwellings
DH1: Design of New Development
DH2: Heritage Assets
DH3: Key Views
DH4: Design for Streets and Footpaths
E1: Renewable Energy Development
E2: Local Green Space
E3: Green Infrastructure and Green Links
E4: Biodiversity
MD1: Parking Standards
MD2: Sustainable Transport
MD3: Sustainable Design and Construction
MD4: Flood Risk Management
MD5: Traffic

Additional comments regarding the policies.

Name

Address

SURVEYS RETURNED WITHOUT A NAME AND ADDRESS WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED

Disagree

Have a say on the
Elford Neighbourhood Plan
		

Consultation is open on our draft Neighbourhood Plan.
We need YOUR opinion!
The Consultation period runs
between:
5th September – 17th October

Come to our exhibition events:
At the Village Hall Coffee Shop - See the draft Plan, talk with us or leave feedback
5th September, drop in between 9.30am and 11:30am

At The Crown - See the draft Plan, have a beer with us or leave feedback
12th September, drop in between 6pm and 8pm

You can also view the draft Neighbourhood Plan and give your feedback
on the Parish Council’s website:
www.elfordparish.co.uk/index.php/localservices/neighbourhood-plan

Hard copies of the draft Neighbourhood Plan, as well as response forms
are available throughout the Consultation period and can be viewed at:
•
•
•
•
•

The Village Hall
The Crown Pub
Social Club
St. Peters Church
Kiosk (old phone box) in Church Road

Draft Elford Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation 2017
The Neighbourhood Plan Process:
Step 1
Identification of key
stakeholders and project plan
Step 2
Identification of
neighbourhood area
Step 3
Development of steering
groups and leading groups
Step 4
Engaging the community and
publicity of the plan
Step 5
Development of the
evidence base
Step 6
Identify key issues and
develop vision & objectives
Step 7
Policy development and
formation of draft plan

WE ARE HERE
Step 8
Consultation and community engagement on
draft plan

Introduction
What is the Elford Neighbourhood Plan?
Neighbourhood Plans were introduced by the Localism Act (2011) to give communities more power to
influence the planning system. The Elford Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared by the community for
the community, and if adopted will run for the next 12 years.
We are now consulting on the draft Neighbourhood Plan by seeking the views of local residents on all
aspects of the Plan - particularly the policies, which will be used to determine planning applications for
new development in Elford once the Plan is adopted. Following on from this period of consultation, the
second draft of the Neighbourhood Plan document will be prepared and submitted to the Local Authority
(Lichfield District Council). It will then go through an independent examination and finally a referendum,
requiring a majority vote for it to become formally made. Once made, Elford’s Plan will form part of the
statutory planning framework and be used to determine planning applications within the parish, alongside
the Lichfield Local Plan.
This is your last chance to have a say before the Neighbourhood Plan is submitted to the Council!

How we got to this stage:
A series of consultation events have been used to gather the views and aspirations of the community,
key businesses and organisations within the parish.
The key findings from the previous consultation and baseline research pointed to a number of key issues
which the community and key stakeholders felt the Neighbourhood Plan needed to address. We have
prepared detailed policies based on these findings - viewable in full in the draft Plan document, and
which are summarised on these boards.

How to use these boards to respond:
We would like your feedback on the policy areas. If you would like to make a response,
please leave your name and address on the sign-in sheet, then use stickers next
to the policy areas to show what you think of them. The questions on these boards
are just some considerations to think about when giving a response.
Use a Green sticker to show that you support the policy area
Use a Red sticker to show that you don’t support the policy area
Use a Orange sticker if you support but want to add something

Step 9
Submission to
Local Planning Authority
Step 10
Six week formal
consultation period
Step 11
Independent examination and
public referendum

Step 12
Neighbourhood Plan is ‘made’ and used in local
decisions
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You can also use the post-it notes to make a comment on particular
policies or make a general observation (please leave your name on the note).
Further information is available in the hard copies of the draft Plan.
Ask one of the Neighbourhood Plan team if you have any questions!

Please fill out a copy of the Survey:
In order to provide us with your more detailed feedback, please take and fill out a
copy of the survey, then return it via one of the following methods:
•
•
•

Drop-off at the collection box next to the parish notice board
By email (by scanning the response form):  elfordnp@gmail.com  
By post to; 50 Cornwall Avenue, Tamworth, B78 3BY

Draft Elford Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation 2017
Our Vision for Elford:
“The residents of Elford Parish want their village to become a place that supports a stronger,
safer and more sustainable community.
In achieving this, Elford will become better connected, offer a wider range of services for
residents and visitors, and provide the right housing to support the viability of the community.
This will be achieved while protecting Elford’s unique character and distinct qualities. This
will include preserving and enhancing the character of the village’s buildings and streets,
and protecting the natural features and landscape.”

The Objectives to achieve this:
The Natural Environment and Rural Economy

Main Objective:
A Sustainable Future for Elford

To achieve a sustainable future for the village of Elford,
with a strong, stable and safe community supported
by the right services and facilities, living in suitable
homes, and enjoying a pleasant and attractive local
environment.

Housing Provision

To ensure that the village’s population is sustainable, by
providing the right housing in terms of type and tenure to
accommodate all ages, needs and lifestyles.

Local Services

To preserve the village’s existing services and to provide
new ones, in order to improve the quality of life enjoyed
by existing and future residents.

To protect the local natural landscape, to manage
flood risk, and to support agriculture in the surrounding
countryside which does not conflict with the quality of
life enjoyed by existing and future residents.

Building Design, Local Character and Heritage
To ensure that any new development achieves a high
standard of design, respecting Elford’s established
character, rural location and heritage assets.

Managing Development

To ensure that the quality of life enjoyed by the
residents of Elford, and the character of the village
and surrounding countryside, are protected from new
development, including in terms of residential amenity
and traffic impact.

The Policies to deliver this:
The policies of the Neighbourhood Plan have been prepared following feedback from the last round of
consultation. The policies have been grouped into sections - please use the stickers and post-it notes
to give your feedback.
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Draft Elford Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation 2017
- Policy Summaries -

Strategic Policy
This policy represents the community’s
aspiration for delivering sustainable
development within Elford.This policy
sets the context for Elford Village as
being the heart of the community.
Questions to consider:
• Should sustainable and appropriately sized
development that meets the needs of Elford
be supported?

SP1 - Strategic Policy
Supports appropriate sizes and quantities of new
development within the parish settlement boundary.
New developments must demonstrate how they
meet local needs. Resists development outside the
settlement boundary, excepting limited agricultural
and infill.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

Local Services and the Rural Economy
The policies in this section are
designed to ensure that community
infrastructure (Church, School, Social
Club etc.) is supported and enhanced
by the Plan, as well as ensuring that
agricultural activities in the parish do
not negatively affect the amenties of
its residents.
Questions to consider:
• Do you think that the village should
encourage appropriate businesses?
• Do you value the facilities in the village?
• Do you support appropriate agricultural
development in the parish?

LS1 - Encouraging appropriate local enterprise
Supporting applications which can demonstrate
appropriate economic development.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

LS2 - Community Facilities
Resisting change of use from business to residential.
This policy also protects key community facilities in
Elford.
LS3 - Supporting improvments to leisure facilites
Supports improvements to existing recreation and
leisure facilities and looks favourably on applications
which seek to provide contributions to these.
LS4 - Agricultural Activities
Supports traditional agricultural activities but resists
inappropriate activities.

Housing Development
These policies tackle the issue of
housing numbers, type and mix in the
parish. They have been developed
through rigorous consultation with the
public. They also provide a localised
interpretation of the approach set out
by Lichfield District Council with regard
to matters of housing in their Local
Plan.

H1 - Housing type mix
Development of 3 dwellings or more will be expected
to deliver sought after mixes of housing (small
properties for the elderly including bungalows,
properties suitable for first time buyers, and family
homes) to meet the needs of the community.

Questions to consider:

H3 - Edge of Settlement Housing Development
Sets out support for approximately 20 homes to be
delivered between now and 2029 adjacent to Elford’s
settlement boundary. Schemes must meet certain
criteria, such as; be north of the village boundary and
accessible from the A513.

• Should replacement dwellings be required to
follow strict criteria in order to keep them in
line with local character?
• Is it appropriate to require new developments
to provide a mix of housing types?
• Is it important that larger developments have
direct acess to the wider road network so as
not to exacerbate the road issues within the
village?
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H2 - Infill policy
Supports infill development within the settlement
boundary subject to certain criteria.

H4 - Replacement Dwellings
Sets out criteria for the approval of replacement
dwellings in the parish.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

Draft Elford Neighbourhood Plan
Public Consultation 2017
Building Design, Local Character and Heritage
By requiring new development to
comply with specific design criteria, it
can be ensured that new development
or alterations to existing properties
add to, rather than detract from, the
unique local character of the parish. The
policies in this section aim to address
this matter.
Questions to consider:
• Should we have policies that seek to protect
our heritage assets and the Conservation Area?
• Are views around the parish important to you?
• Should new development be required to
incorporate high quality designs?

D1 - Design of New Development
Ensures that new development follows high design
standards and sets out criteria for achieving this.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

D2 - Heritage Assets
Development must take account of its impact on the
Conservation Area and heritage assets in the parish.
D3 - Key Views
New developments should be sympathetic to their
impact on attractive views in the parish.
D4 - Design for Streets and Footpaths
Ensuring new development takes appropriate
consideration of the public realm in the parish.

The Natural Environment
Wildlife and biodiversity are important
factors that give Elford its rural
character. The Plan seeks to protect
and enhance the parish’s natural
assets and green space through the
following policies, whilst encouraging
new development to incorporate green
spaces and green infrastructure within
their sites.
Questions to consider:
• Is it important that we protect the natural
environment of the parish?
• Do you think that we need to protect green
areas around the parish for their value to the
community?

E1 - Renewable Energy Development
Ensures that new development follows high design
standards and sets out criteria for achieving this.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

E2 - Local Green Space
Sites around the parish will be afforded protection
from development through local green space
designation.
E3 - Green Infrastructure (GI) and Green Links
New development will take account of existing
footpaths and green links & provide new GI.
E4 - Biodersity
Ensures new development considers its impact on the
wildlife in the parish.

Managing Development
These policies seek to ensure that
new development is carried out
with appropriate considerations for
sustainability, including matters such
as transport, parking, construction
materials and design.
Questions to consider:
• Should we encourage sustainable uses of
transport?
• Is flood risk an issue that new development
should consider?
• Should new developments embrace modern
technology, or stick to traditional techniques,
OR have a balance of both?
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MD1 - Parking Standards
Adequate and suitable off-street parking should be
provided on all new developments.
MD2 - Sustainable Transport
New development should seek to promote
sustainable modes of transport to and from the site.
MD3 - Sustainable Design and Constructure
New development should embrace modern design
techniques whilst respecting local character.
MD4 - Flood Risk Management
Resists development in flood risk areas.
MD5 - Traffic
Resists development that exacerbates existing road
and parking issues.

Now use the stickers to
show what you think of this
policy area -

Regulation 14 Comments and Actions for Elford NP
Respondent:

Address

Comment
number
Comment/Issues raised

Environmental
Agency

Objective 5 – The Natural Environment and Rural Economy could be strengthened by amending as
follows:
“To protect the local natural landscape, to manage and, where possible, reduce flood risk and to…”

Suggested amendment(s) / Actions
Agreed

1
In section 5 The Planning Policies we consider the following text should be included in paragraph 5.6
“Most of the village is located in flood zone 2 with a smaller area in flood zone 3. In line with national
planning policy we would wish to see any new development, directed away from those areas at
highest flood risk, i.e. towards Flood Zone 1. Planning applications for development within the
Neighbourhood Plan area must be accompanied by site-specific flood risk assessments in line with
the requirements of national planning policy and advice. These should take account of the latest
Noted - adjust section to reflect these matters
climate change allowances. Consideration should also be given to the impact of new development
on both existing and future flood risk. Where appropriate, development should include measures that
mitigate and adapt to climate change”.

2

3

4
5
6

In paragraph 5.8 we recommend the following text
Noted - as a specific location has not been designated,
“The proposed new residential development to the north of the village is situated within flood zone 2,
cannot say if the development would fall under flood
with a small area in flood zone 3”. The comments relating to section 5.6 above are also relevant here.
zone 2 or 3.
Flood Risk Assessments must demonstrate that any development here will be safe for its lifetime
taking account of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where
possible, will reduce flood risk overall.
The site is also adjacent to The Beck and any development will require a minimum of 8m
development easement from the top of the bank to allow for essential maintenance access. This is Noted - No action
required regardless of the extent and location of the floodplain and should be taken into account
when considering the developable area.
An Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency will be required for any development within
this 8m strip.
We recommend in policy H2 Infill Policy, should include a requirement for infill development to
SuDs already mentioned under policy MD4
incorporate sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
With regards to Policy H3 Edge of Settlement Housing Development, comments made regarding
Noted - No action
paragraphs 5.6 and 5.8 also apply here.
In policy MD4- Flood Risk Management, we welcome the inclusion of a specific policy on flood risk
management but consider that it would be further strengthened by including the following:
• A clear statement that, in line with national policy, all new development should be directed away
from those areas at highest flood risk, i.e. towards Flood Zone 1.
• A clarification that new development proposals must also demonstrate that they will not increase
flood risk elsewhere both in and out of the parish.
• A reference to the impact of climate change. Proposals for new development should consider
future flood risk and, where appropriate, include measures that mitigate and adapt to the anticipated
impacts of climate change.
• New development in flood zone 2 must demonstrate that any development here will be safe for its
lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and,
where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. Opportunities should be sought to reduce the overall Noted comments - include points where relevant within
level of flood risk through the layout and form of development and provision for emergency access explanatory text of plan
and egress must also be included.
• Any new development, including infill development and small scale development, should
incorporate sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) to reduce flood risk and manage surface water
and to ensure that runoff does not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. Long-term maintenance
arrangements for all SuDS should be in place for the lifetime of the development and agreed with the
relevant risk management authority.
• Where feasible, opportunities to open up culverted watercourses should be sought to reduce the
associated flood risk and danger of collapse whilst taking advantage of opportunities to enhance
biodiversity and green infrastructure. Existing open watercourses should not be culverted.

7
Highways England

Proposed allocations have been considered within the Elford Parish Neighbourhood Plan (EPNP) as
to where the development of 20 units of mixed housing can be situated. It has been suggested that
the dwellings should be located north of the current Elford Village with access leading onto the A513
to minimise the impact of additional traffic through the village.
It is considered that the scale of the potential development is small and not in the immediate
Noted - no action
proximity to the SRN. Accordingly, there are no issues of concern in relation to Highways England’s
network. We are therefore content for the Neighbourhood Plan to proceed to the next stage of
development.
8

Historic England

On a minor note, regarding the “Non-Designated Heritage List” set out in table 2 of the Appendix
there is a reference to these assets being proposed for local listing. However, there seems to be no
cross reference to this within the main body of the plan or in Policy DH2, or clarity as to whether this
refers to adoption onto Lichfield Councils Local List. In this respect you may find it helpful to be
aware of the approach taken to a similar issue by Bredon Parish Council in their Neighbourhood Plan:
<https://www.wychavon.gov.uk/documents/10586/0/Bredon+Parish+Neighbourhood+Plan+%28R
Link Appendix 2 list with Policy DH2
eferendum+Version%29+February+2017.pdf/d70e47e2-4fd6-6f29-5f19-d64a3349df9f>
In particular, please see Policy NP9: “Local Heritage Assets” of the Bredon Neighbourhood Plan and
paragraph 7.38, where it is made clear that the policy applies whether or not the Council move to
formally adopt the assets onto their Local List.

9
Natural England

As the Plan area falls within the River Mease SAC catchment, specific reference should be made to
the need for any new development to conform to Policy NR8 of the Lichfield District Local Plan.
Policy E2 – Local Green Space is an opportunity to commit to net gains in biodiversity (see
Mention Plan area falling within River Mease SAC
National Planning Policy Framework).
catchment in environment section.
Policy E4 – Biodiversity should make reference to Biodiversity Action Plan habitats, and include a
commitment to the protection of BAP habitats within the Plan area.
10

National Grid
Network Rail

11
12

From the consultation information provided, the above overheads powerline does not interact with
any of the proposed development sites.
No specific comment

No action
No action

Charlotte-Anne Lees :
joint response for all
former residents of
61 The Beck

Summary
The village boundary in the area of 57 The Beck, 61 The Beck and 20 Croft Close has been
significantly compromised and bears no resemblance to recent approved changes to properties and
land boundaries.
The northern boundary to the village was identified as being represented by the outer hedge line to
our land parcel in the approval for the construction of 57 The Beck as was its status as a ‘Brown
Field’ site.
The ENP is not allocating sites for development. Infill
The development of this land for housing will meet the continued need for incremental growth of the sites are dealt with under policy H2 - Infill Policy
village supporting both the Vision for a more sustainable community and the primary aim to preserve
and develop services with the provision of additional high quality dwellings.
Conclusion
We ask for the EPNP to be modified to show the land identified here within the village boundary and
for it to be considered a potential infill site for four houses.
13
14

JVH Planning

Para 5.9 does not make sense in our opinion
Suggestion that LS4 should not resist certain types of agricultural development

15
Policy H2 infill: this will result in few infills

16
Policy H3: site is within flood zone, outside settlement boundary and no feasibility study has been
taken of the appropriateness of this site.

Comment noted - review para
There are demonstrable issues caused by existing
agricultural activities and the plan has identified these,
therefore further inappropriate growth or use of these
activities would not be supported by the plan
There is no requirement for infill plots to be encouraged in
the parish. The policy is restrictive to avoid inappropriate
infill developments and to encourage high quality
solutions for those sites which are available for infill

Environment Agency has confirmed that no issue would
be felt from developing in this area of the parish. The
residents of the parish have undertaken a survey and
have identified that around 20 additional homes in the
parish are required. This figure cannot be satisfied within
the village settlement boundary itself and therefore
would have to be allocated outside this. The proposed
preferred area for development lies adjacent to the
existing settlement boundary and is in a sustainable
location. The preferred area for housing is only a broad
outline within the parish and is not specific enough to
warrant undertaking a full feasibility study on as the
specific location of potential future housing on the site
would be determined at a later date.

17
Para 5.36 not feasible and does not make sense
18
Diane Hodgetts, Fiona
Aston, Anthony
Hodgetts, Miriam Lee,
Kevin Hodgetts, GH
Hodgetts, A.
Hodgetts

Model Farm
19

20

21

Comment noted, should read 'inappropriate development'

NB: These comments were repeated word for word in several letters received for consultation,
and therefore will be taken as one response. The outstanding issues raised from the letter are as follows:
The proposed new residential area north of the village is outside of the village boundary
Evidence gathered through the housing survey shows
that around 20 homes are required in the Village - at the
time of the survey, these could not be delivered
elsewhere in the village and therefore the only other
place appropriate would be adjacent to the village
boundary.
The proposed new residential area north of the village would create and access onto a fast main
Highways England had no objection to the location of the
road
proposed new residential development and the potential
of vehicles exiting and entering from the main road
The proposed new residential area north of the village is in a flood zone

22

Environment Agency has confirmed that no issue would
be felt from developing in this area of the parish.

The proposed new residential area north of the village would open up opportunities for further infill
development

23

24

25

26

If / when a scheme was put forward, it would sit adjacent
to the existing settlement boundary and therefore the
potential for infill would be limited.
The Neighbourhood Plan should look for sites within the settlement boundary before looking to sites Other sites within the settlement have been considered.
The only potential site with large enough size to
on the edge of the settlement boundary
accommodate around 20 homes is the land north of the
Shrubbery, however this is within the proposed
Conservation Area extension (which is currently in the
process of agreement between Lichfield District Council
and Elford Parish Council). If development were to occur
here, it would likely have negative impacts on the
Conservation Area, were it to be extended to include this
site. This site is also been designated an area of
Protected Open Space in the Local Plan. Furthermore, the
surrounding road network has been identified through
residential consultation as being problematic in terms of
traffic impacts, and therefore developing this site would
likely exacerbate these identified issues. For primarily
Para 5.8 - survey was misleading as it only focused on North of village
Following a discussion between the Steering Group and
Urban Imprint, this broad area was deemed the most
appropriate area of the parish to focus larger future
developments
The Local Green Space designation for the Land off Eddies Lane does not meet the criteria set out in
The site has does not need to satisfy all categories of
Para 77 of the NPPF - specifically recreation
LGS designation and has demonstrable recreational value
Object to the key views across Eddies Lane

27
Object to the concept of congested routes along the Shrubbery - no highways evidence
28
Policy H1 Housing Mix limits development to 4 dwellings
29
Policy H2 infill: this will result in few infills

30
Objection to the land off Eddies Lane being allocated as Local Green Space
31

This was identified by the community due to the large are
of open space which the site represents and the
distance that views can be enjoyed looking out across it
There is local evidence from the previous round of
consultation where numerous residents noted the issues
along this route
The policy does not limit infill, it states that
developments of over 3 homes would be expected to
deliver a mix
There is no requirement for infill plots to be encouraged in
the parish. The policy is restrictive to avoid inappropriate
infill developments and to encourage high quality
solutions for those sites which are available for infill
The community had strong feelings about protecting this
land as LGS

Policy MD4 is not in line with planning policy

Louise Deans

Susan Manns

32
previously lived at
croft close and
Victoria meadows *
33
34

identical response, comments 19-32

Para 2.3 - change Borough to District (3 instances)
Para 2.13 - change Borough to District - 1 instance
5.1 - remove NPPF from the Development Plan

35

36

Paragraph 5.2. It is suggested that a third purpose for the NP should be included.
That is to guide potential developers looking to bring forward development within
Elford as to what will, or will not, be considered appropriate and acceptable.
Make it clearer that the weight of aspirations is not as strong as policies

37
SP1 - change title to non-strategic spatial development
38
39

5.4 change 'communities aspiration for delivering sustainable development' to something more
concrete
5.7 reword this para to make it sound clearer - see notes under para 5.4 of Susan Mans doc

40

41

42

43

Amend in Plan
Amend in Plan
The Development Plan currently consists of the Lichfield
District Local Plan Strategy
(2008 – 2029) and the saved policies of the 1998
Lichfield Local Plan, until replaced
by policies in the currently emerging Allocations Plan.

Noted - include this as a 3rd point
Make it clearer at the start of the plan when discussing
aspirations that these do not hold as much weight as the
policies
Changed to 'Parish Strategic Policy' to avoid confusion
with Local Plan
Noted - alter this to say that the policy will help achieve
SD
Noted - amend 5.7 to sound clearer

Paragraph 5.12 needs to be expanded beyond the consideration of impacts on local residents. For
example, it should include reference to landscape and visual impacts, heritage impacts,
Noted - include these within the para
environmental impacts etc.
Policy LS1 requires rewording. The policy requires applications for new or expanded employment or
Change policy to "they do not have negative impacts on
economic development to demonstrate that “they do not increase traffic through the village”. This is
traffic flows through the village"
unreasonable.
LS2 The opening sentence of this policy is very negatively worded. It is suggested that this could be
Change policy to “The Neighbourhood Plan will support
more appropriately worded as follows “The Neighbourhood Plan will support the retention of
the retention of businesses, enterprise and retail units in
business, enterprise uses of properties in the village …” .
the village. The Neighbourhood Plan will not support the
change of use of these to residential unless a suitable
alternative can be demonstrated"
LS2 This policy also refers to ‘retail units’, however there are none in the village at present. This
requires amendment.

44

45

Environmental Agency have not mentioned issues with
flooding related the proposal to put housing
development on this site

Potential future retail units might be developed in the
village and therefore should be included in the policy

LS3 Once the NP is ‘made’ the Parish will benefit from 25% of the revenues from the Community
Infrastructure Levy arising from the development that takes place in their area. The use of
NP group discussed this and wanted to include a list in
neighbourhood funds should therefore match priorities expressed by the local community, including
the plan
priorities set out formally in the NP. It is important that the NP is clear about how this money will be
used.
LS3 This policy needs to make a distinction between ‘on site’ provision, which may not be possible
given the small scale and location of development likely to occur, and ‘off-site’ provision. It needs to
NP group discussed this and wanted to include a list in
clarify whether ‘off site’ improvements to existing sports, recreational and leisure facilities in the
the plan
Parish will be secured through the CIL revenue passing to the Parish Council.

46
LS4 Agricultural activities benefit from significant permitted development rights. The NP cannot
restrict or limit these rights.
47
48

49

Noted - have made the policy less demanding, stating
that the Plan would not support such development (were
it not already permitted)

LS4 The Policy also refers to support for ‘traditional’ agricultural activities, however there is no
Plan to provide examples of what traditional means
definition of ‘traditional’.
LS4 Although paragraph 5.18 of the supporting text refers to the
benefits of sustainable rural tourism it does not explain the connection and why the policy contains Remove this from the policy and explanatory
the link. Clarity is required as to exactly what this policy is focused on.
Paragraph 5.17 requires rewording. It is unclear what is intended if agricultural activities “negatively
impact on the other qualities of the parish” and by what mechanisms this control will be applied.
Have reworded this in the doc to add clarity

50
Housing development - para 7.0 of Susan Mans response - large site next to Webbs farm was not
considered in the housing survey
51

52

This site was not considered because of its recognised
value to the community and the designation as Protected
Open Space by the local authority

Although there is a definition of affordable housing in the Glossary there is no mention of affordable
Agree - this was meant to be included under policy H3,
housing in the NP itself. This would appear to be an omission and should be addressed.
have included mention
H3 H3 supports the development of 20 homes over the plan period. The evidence base for the NP
should be both proportionate and robust. There should be a clear explanation as to how the ‘need’ for
20 homes was established. This is not to say that the figure is wrong, rather to highlight the
Noted - expand on explanatory to explain evidence
importance of ensuring that evidence base supports that number. This is particularly so as the
gathering behind this policy
second sentence of the policy refers to the requirement for development in excess of 20 homes to
be justified by “an unsatisfied and identified local need for such development”.

53
54

It is assumed that the “approximately 20 homes” referred to in this policy excludes ‘infill’ schemes
Incorrect, the explanatory mentions 'alongside infill….'
(Policy H2). This should be made clear in the supporting text.
In terms of thresholds for CIL, this does not ‘kick in’ at 10 dwellings. There is no minimum site size /
number of houses required to secure CIL payment. It is charged based upon the floorspace of
private market housing. Private Market housing is defined by the CIL Charging Schedule as “Houses NP group discussed this and wanted to include a list in
that are developed for sale or for private rent on the open market at full value. As such ‘affordable the plan
housing’ of any type is excluded from this definition”.

55

56

Therefore, not only does the issue of ‘developer contributions’ require clarification but also the NP
should detail the justification for a minimum of 10 homes. This may be related to the intention to
trigger affordable housing. In the absence of a clear and appropriate justification the NP is
challengeable.

Included within Policy H3 the the number of homes
required should be OVER 10 units, plus how this allows for
affordable housing contributions in the explanatory

Turning to the issue of affordable housing (also discussed in paragraphs 7.4 – 7.6 above), the
February 2017 consultation describes affordable housing as “basically homes that are provided at
below market prices.” The glossaries for the NP, the Lichfield District Local Plan and NPPF (Annex 2)
all define affordable housing as “social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing which is
It was writen as such in the Housing Survey to be brief
provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market…”. This definition is
and not to over-complicate the survey
materially different to the explanation of affordable housing provided to local residents as part of
the Housing Survey. At best, the consultation material could be viewed as confusing as to what
‘affordable housing is’, at worst it is inaccurate and potentially misleading.
57
58

DH1 design guidance should not stifle originality or innovation in design (Paragraph 60). The NP
should be clear with regard to the latter point.

4th bulliet point of policy covers this

Policy E2, Local Green Space includes a list of sites which will be protected from future
development. This includes land off Eddies Lane (Protected Open Space Policy C9 as identified in
the Lichfield Local Plan). The adopted Lichfield Local Plan replaces the saved policies of the 1998
Lichfield District Local Plan. Appendix J of the Local Plan identifies policies to be superseded and
includes Policy C9 – this is to be replaced by the Local Plan Allocations Document. The Draft Local
Plan Allocations Consultation, which was recently subject of a Regulation 19 Consultation (Spring
2017), did not propose a replacement for this Policy and confirmed deletion (Appendix A Table A1
Schedule of Deleted Policies). This requires to be clarified in the NP and also amended on the
Proposals Map.

C9 is to be considered through the Local Plan Allocations
document, and was proposed to be removed (in the
published version consulted upon between March and
May this year) however, the Local Plan Allocations
document is not sufficiently advanced to be attributed
weight in the decision making process.

59
The Open Space Assessment 2016, which forms part of the evidence base for the draft Allocations
Document, considers the various areas of open space within Elford. It is surprising that the NP
makes no mention of this and instead performs its own assessment against paragraph 77 of the
NPPF. The Paragraph 77 criteria for designation are short and should be repeated in full.
60

Neighbourhood Plans are allowed to make allocations
itself for Local Green Space through consideration of
what the community wish to see as areas of special
value. Agree with second part of this - include the full
criteria in the expanatory.

61

Reference should be made in the text to the analysis table found at Appendix 2 (not numbered). PPG
notes that “Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach
taken”. The evidence base for this policy needs to be better articulated in the NP – it is suggested Included reference the evidence base in the policy
that more detail, for example in relation to how ‘tranquillity’ is considered, could be provided as a
footnote to the table at Appendix 2.

62

MD1 Appendix D of the adopted Lichfield District Council Sustainable Design SPD (December 2015)
includes parking standards which are different to those listed in Policy MD1. The NP should explain Haved discussed this with LPA and Group - group decided
why the minimum requirements for new residential developments in Elford differ from those in the they wished to pursue this higher parking threshhold
adopted SPD.
The wording of this policy is inconsistent with policies LS1 and LS4. It is more realistic in that it
recognises that development proposals ‘may increase traffic’ through the village. The general point
made in respect of LS1 and LS4 remains valid, in that it is important however that proposals
demonstrate that unacceptable adverse impacts on road safety, traffic movements, noise and air
Agreed, to change wording to be less restrictive
quality etc would not result. An explanation with regard to safety concerns, accident records etc may
assist in providing a context and clarity as to the nature and extent of the concerns raised by local
residents that have been influential in the wording of this policy.

Greg and Sue Watkins

22 The Beck

Mrs B Pickering

10 The Beck

Steven Pountney

11A Croft Close

Richard Smith
M.Simmonds

Webb Farm
14 The Beck

63
64
65
66

in my opinion the plot of land to the south of the beer/west of Eddies Lane and the triangle of land at
the A513 end of the beck should be allowed to be developed before considering sites outside the
natural perimeter of the village. However these developments should be for 2&3 bedroom houses Land at Eddies Lane is Protected Open Space and valued
only. The developers should also be encouraged to provide affordable houses for young couple as by community
well as houses for retired people in the village to downsize.
67
68
69

Philip All(signature so
not a full name!)

Spinney, The
Shrubbery

Trevor &Denise Noon

Lorien, 8A The Beck

John & Sandy Price

16 The Beck

Irene foster

18 Burton road

70
71

72

Geoffrey Foster
Stewart Edwards
Michael Collins

Joy Collins
Marion and John
Warren
Richard Wain

18 Burton Road
19 The Beck

Care should be taken in encouraging local listing of buildings in Elford
Noted
Consider the intrusive controls that Conservation Area status would have on homes in the extended
Noted
area before supporting this in the Plan
Don't agree to dwellings on the Green Belt to come out in shrubbery very dangerous road
Noted

73
74
75

76
Elford Lodge, Church
Road
77
78
Elford Lodge, Church 79
Road
80
Bagot House, Church
Road
81
Elford Park
Farm,Brickhouse
Lane

We need a road from the A513 to Brickhouse Lane to take traffic out of the village
Cannot enforce through the NP
planning applied for 25 dwellings including new access land at The Shrubbery on Green Belt &
Noted
conservation land
support action to reduce traffic speed and volume within the village. Positively support
environmental improvements that are sensitive to the heritage and nurture of the parish local
Noted
neighbourhood!
We are opposed to the planning application 17/01379/OUTM and which clearly is in conflict with the
Noted
draft neighbourhood plan.
We moved to Elford because it is a village and the house we bought has a distinct rural aspect, and
we would be against over-development that would change the character of the "village" and spoil our Noted
aspect. Very "nimby" but you buy what you are looking for.
The A513 road currently at 40mph is extremely dangerous. There are 11 accesses to this road from
dwellings, 9 of which have limited vision. There has been at least one fatality. A speed limit of 30 mph Noted
is required.
In addition Lighting should be provided from the start of the speed limit
Noted
similar comments on speed and lighting as recorded by Irene Foster on A513'
Noted
Would new development enhance opportunity to keep Bus services which is ending in April 2018
Noted
H1- Mix of dwellings should be predominantly downsize bungalows and starter homes rather than
Noted
larger family homes
DH2- Development in proposed new extension to conservation area should be avoided
Noted
H1- No larger family homes needed, downsize bungalows and starter home required
Noted
DH2-Development should avoid conservation area extension
Noted
LS3- We agree in principle providing the impact of any improvement or increased usage on
immediate neighbours is given priority consideration. For example noise from late night use of play Noted
area, increase in traffic and over booking of football pitch.
In terms of edge of settlement housing, consideration should be given to viability, to ensure that the
mix of housing proposed also provides for identified S106 contributions. If we provide a number of
bungalows and starter homes, these should be our contribution to "affordable hosing", otherwise
Noted
schemes will not be viable or deliverable.
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Richard donovan

Skip Hill House,
Burton Road

Diane Hughes

Guinea garden,
Burton Road

Graham Cavanagh
Barbara Smith

19 Burton Road
Howard Cottage

I have particular concerns about the amount of heavy farm traffic through the village, any farming
activity which causes smells in excess of normal farming smells. The large possible development on
Noted
the land off Eddies Lane would be totally out of character and would spoil the village in many ways
83
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85

Iris Wedlicott
Susan Robotham

86
26 The Beck
87
The Hawthorns,The
Square

David and Susan
Warmington

Bramble Lodge, the
shrubbery

88

Agricultural development should not include any intense farming methods- huge pig/chicken farms
that can be unpleasant for residents-smell and noise-and poor on animal welfare. This area has lost
Noted
miles of hedgerows-it would be good both for wildlife and aesthetically if this could be
reversed/hedge cutting only every 2 years!
H1 &MD2- will be affected by the recent decision to withdraw the local bus service
Noted
I feel that consideration must be given also to the existing buildings and highways in order to bring up
standards to receive better conditions and economy within the homes and improvement to lighting
and repairs where necessary on the roads. Hopefully listed homes would be able to make use of
Noted
some forms of renewable energy if installed sympathetically.
This can only be good for the school and for the village in general
Noted
Ref.Drainage: I feel that maintaining the green spaces within the village boundary in important and
development of housing should be outside the current boundary. Any future development to be
Noted
accessed from A513 and not to have drains enter if the current village sewage drains which are
already over loaded.
Residential development design and planning should take advantage of an opportunity to deliver
design that reflects diversity of existing heritage buildings within the area, and not simply reproduce
Noted
architectural style and site plans that appear elsewhere in suburban locations.
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91

New developments should retain as much green area as possible, including amenity pathways and
Noted
adds to the tree population.
Thought should be given to safety on existing village roads and the impact new developments will
have upon them, together with the impact that surface water drainage will have upon existing flood Noted
plans.

Staffordshire Country
Council

LS1: The first bullet point seems a little contradictory where it states ‘they do not increase traffic
through the village’. Encouraging economic development will bring with it increased traffic
movements, which is recognised in bullet 2 in relation to parking provision. It is suggested that this
needs to be amended to refer to ‘not significantly increasing traffic’ or something to that effect.

Noted - amend
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93

94

95

H1: suggest that you do not refer to ‘small properties.’ Instead maybe refer to ‘Properties
specifically designed for older persons that meet enhanced building regulations Part M, including
Agree - amend
bungalows’.
MD1: On parking standards you may wish to specify minimum internal measurements for garages to
qualify as a parking space. 6m x 3m allows room to get in/out of a car within the garage whilst leaving Noted - amend to add this
some room for storage.
MD5: Further to the above there is an apparent contradiction in the wording of this policy and the
objective to allow development i.e. new development will invariably bring with it more traffic. It may
therefore be worthwhile considering rewording to address what is envisaged is the crux of the issue Noted - amend to read clearler
i.e. to manage development so that it doesn’t cause any transport issues or can mitigate their
impact.
The undesignated heritage assets, notably the archaeological sites and monuments, of the parish
have also been excluded from the plan. Information on these assets are held by the Staffordshire
Historic Environment Record (HER) (www.staffordshire.gov.uk/historic-environment-record )
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97

Noted - to include the additional assets but also to wait
back from the LPA on if they were going to send over a
list

• Paragraphs 2.10 to 2.12: the historic environment of the parish is also characterised by evidence
for human activity extending back into the prehistoric period as above and below ground
archaeological remains. Of particular significance which would be worthy of inclusion in the
Include mentioned of Low Bowl Barrow in 2.10
introductory paragraphs is the Scheduled Monument ‘The Low Bowl Barrow’ (Historic England
National Historic List Entry no. 1008530), a Bronze Age burial mound, which is also known as Elford
Low.
• Paragraph 5.30: the paragraph identifies that the village contains both designated and nondesignated heritage assets and that these can be found listed within the Elford Conservation Area
Appraisal. By confining an understanding of the historic environment to the area defined by the
Conservation Area the plan has not considered those designated and non-designated heritage
This list will be updated with a new list of 28 that covers
assets which are located within the wider parish and which may also be affected by development
the entire parish once confirmation has come through
proposals within the plan period. These include the Scheduled Monument ‘The Low Bowl Barrow’, a from the LPA
further 13 Grade II listed buildings and undesignated heritage assets including sites of
archaeological interest.

98
• DH1 - Design of New Development: the policy is to be welcomed in order to protect and enhance
the local historic character and it is appropriate that any new development should seek to “preserve
Noted
and enhance” the significance of the Conservation Area and its setting.
99
• DH2 – Heritage Assets: the policy is to be welcomed as is the need to adhere to the SCC
Farmstead Character Statement, although this should include reference to the SCC Farmsteads
Guidance, either within the policy or within the ‘Explanatory’ text. This latter document sets out
guidelines to support applicants to make a successful application with the aim of understanding,
respecting and enhancing the character of the site and its place within its wider landscape. The
policy may also wish to consider whether it is appropriate to ensure that where developments may
impact upon heritage assets or their settings applications are supported by an assessment or
Heritage Statement.

Agreed, refer to the SCC Farmsteads Guidance in the
policy and explanatory

100
• Given the presence of known archaeological sites within the parish it is recommended that a
further policy be included under Building Design, Local Character and Heritage, to take account of the
potential for the survival of above and below ground archaeology. Alternatively the plan could make
reference to both the National Planning Policy Framework (Chapter 12) and the East Staffordshire Agree - make reference to the NPPF
Local Plan 2012-2031 (Detailed Policies 5 and 6), which identify various aspects of the historic
environment, including archaeology, as a material consideration within the planning system.
101

102

Paragraph 2.8 refers to hedgerow removal as a key threat to the wider landscape, referring
specifically to the floodplain as an area vulnerable to hedgerow loss. Decline in hedgerows due to
agricultural intensification and loss of stock control function within the Lowland Village Farmlands
character type is also a threat.
Policies SP1, H3 and the Proposals Map indicate potential for a larger scale housing development to
the north of the village. This area falls within the Lowland Village Farmland character type where
Planning for Landscape Change had derived a policy objective of Landscape Maintenance, indicating
a landscape where characteristic landscape features are strongly represented and generally in good
condition. I recommend Policy SP1 or H3 is strengthened to ensure that development seeks to be
unobtrusive in the wider landscape and is informed by landscape and village character. I note that
later in the document Policies E3, and E4 set out the need to protect existing vegetation such as
trees and hedgerows and incorporate new green infrastructure into the design of new development,
which is welcomed. I strongly recommend that there should additionally be a requirement to
incorporate planting proposals on the new settlement boundary in order to minimise and buffer the
impacts of development on the wider landscape and enhance Elford Conservation Area and it’s
setting.

Taken the section out and placed into the explanatory of
Policy MD4 - included an extra sentence in MD4 to reflect
the importance of retaining hedgerows.

Amended SP1 to include section on unovtrussive
impacts on landscape
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104
105
Lichfield District
Council

The Introduction to the Parish does not include reference to local biodiversity which could support
policies E3 and E4. The parish is partly situated within the Tame valley, an important wildlife corridor
linking to the Trent valley.
DH4: We also welcome the recognition that public rights of way can form a key part in promoting
health and wellbeing and the future sustainability of a community.
Evidence – it is recommended that the neighbourhood plan is supported by greater evidence. As
drafted there is little explanatory text to support planning policies within the document. Much of the
supporting text refers to community desire – whilst it is accepted this is a key part of the
neighbourhood plan process it is not sufficient evidence on its own to support a policy. For example at
paragraph 1.4 of the plan there is no reference to an evidence base approach having been undertaken
in developing the plan.

106
Negative wording of policies – a number of the policies within the draft neighbourhood plan are more
negatively worded than would usually be expected.

Added a section to the intro on biodersity
Agreed - add this
Will include a point in Para 1.4 stating that an evidence
based approach will be used.
Technical Baseline was made available on website along
with copies of the consultation material that has been
used for the plan.
Other evidence documents will be provided for Regulation
15
U! to reword LS2 more positively.

107
Housing Allocation – as drafted the plan appears to propose a housing allocation but is not clear that
this is the case - a point picked up in the specific comments detailed below. It is not clear within the
plan what evidence has supported this allocation, specifically it will be important to show what SEA
and Sustainability Appraisal type work has been undertake to consider potential options and
alternatives.

108

The NP is not specifically making a housing allocation,
more so it supports a broad location in the parish where
residents would prefer to see a limited number (around
20) of new homes. The evidence for this (and the number
of homes that residents feel is needed) comes from the
Housing Survey undertaken in February 2017, as
referenced under section 5.26 of the plan, as well as in
section 5.21.
In the Housing Survey, a number of options were devised
by the NP steering group and put forward to the residents.
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110

111

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) & Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA): The
neighbourhood plan will need to be screened for SEA and HRA, it would have been preferable for this
to have taken place on an earlier draft of the plan prior to this formal consultation stage. The
Neighbourhood Planning (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2015 require an environmental report
to be submitted alongside the neighbourhood plan when it reaches the submission stage. As such it is
critical that screening for SEA and HRA is undertaken as soon as possible. The Parish Council can
request the District to undertake this screening process. To do so the Parish should formally request
this and specify the draft of the neighbourhood plan which the screening is to be undertaken on.
Paragraph 1.6: This paragraph refers to a ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ which has been continuously
worked upon alongside the neighbourhood plan and will be submitted alongside the neighbourhood
plan. However, this document does not appear to be available as part of this consultation.

SEA/HRA screening will be requested by the Parish Council
after amendments are made to the Plan.

Was not included on the PC website due to its
incompleteness as it is an ongoing document but will be
included as part of the submission documents for
Regulation 15

Paragraph 2.3: Change ‘Borough’ to ‘District’ three times in the paragraph. This change should be
made throughout the document if the term Borough is used when referring to Lichfield District.

OK U! to make amend

 Paragraph 2.13: Change ‘Borough’ to ‘District’.
Elford Neighbourhood Plan – Regulation 14 Consultation – September 2017

OK U! to make amend
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114

115

116

Paragraph 2.10: There is significant archaeological evidence within the parish of settlement in the area
dating back to the Bronze Age. This could be added to this paragraph.
Paragraph 2.11: For information – it is hoped that the amendments to the conservation area boundary
will be legally in place shortly. The Conservation Team will inform the Parish Council once this has
taken place. After that time it would be appropriate to amend this paragraph to reflect the updated
position.
Paragraph 2.12: A slight change to the wording is requested as currently it reads as if it is only the
setting of the non-designated asset that needs to be preserved rather than the asset itself and setting.
Section 3: Supportive of this section which provides a clear vision supported by concise objectives. It
could also enhance the vision to include reference to the historic environment within the last
paragraph of the vision.

OK U! to add reference to this
Will amend whenever the Conservation Area is agreed
upon

OK U! to make amend
Steering group discussed this and decided not to include
this reference

Policy SP1: The policy refers to the village settlement boundary as set out on the proposals map. The
local plan policies maps will set out the village settlement boundaries. It is recommended that the
The boundary that was used for the proposals map was
policy be changed to refer to the Local Plan Policies Maps. The proposals map then included within the
that which was sent to us by Lichfield.
neighbourhood plan then shows the village settlement boundary as set out within the Local Plan.
117
Policy SP1: The Local Plan Strategy and national planning policy allow for rural exception sites beyond
the settlement boundary for rural affordable dwellings. It is recommended that an additional bullet
point be added to the policy as follows: “Development for rural exception sites which accords with
Local Plan Policy H2.”

OK U! to include this
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120

Paragraph 5.7: The statement that development in the countryside is seen as unsustainable both
locally and nationally is misleading. Certain types of development are considered to be appropriate in
rural areas, indeed the NPPF requires support for proposals which support the rural economy. It is
recommended that this paragraph is reviewed or removed.
Paragraph 5.8: This paragraph suggests that a potential allocation for housing development is
proposed. The neighbourhood plan should be clear if it is indeed proposing to allocate land for
residential development. Such an approach would need to be accompanied by the appropriate
evidence and may impact upon any SEA & HRA screening work (See general comments section).
Paragraph 5.10: Full stop at the end of the paragraph.

121

122

123

124

125
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Policy LS1: The criteria within the policy may be considered to be too onerous. Specifically the first
bullet point which requires development to demonstrate it will not increase traffic within the village.
Clearly all development may have this effect and it is appropriate to assess these potential effects
through transport statements/transport assessments at the planning application stage. This policy goes
beyond that process.
Policy LS2: The first paragraph of the policy states support will not be given to any proposal for a
change of use to residential development from business/retail uses. Some of these potential changes
may be PD, as such the policy cannot be used to prevent this. It is recommended that the first
paragraph be removed from the policy.
Policy LS3: What is meant by ‘contributions’ within the policy? Does this refer specifically to onsite
provision of such facilities or applications which could be CIL chargeable and therefore potentially
provide financial contributions in the form of the Parishes ‘meaningful proportion’ of CIL receipts?
Policy LS4: See above representations to Policy LS2 with regards to traffic impacts. This appears to be
too onerous. This part of the policy could perhaps be reworded to say ‘applications which have a
significant detrimental impact in terms of traffic generation’ or something similar. It is highly
recommended that you seek comments from the Highways Authority (Staffordshire County Council)
with regards to policies relating to traffic/transport.
Housing Development: The policy numbering in this chapter should be changed slightly so as to avoid
potential confusing with policies (H1 and H2) in the adopted Local Plan Strategy. As such it is
recommended that the Policies within this chapter of the neighbourhood plan be changed, For
example ‘HOU1, HOU2 etc.’
Policy H1: The thresholds and criteria within the policy do not appear to be evidence base, there is no
clear explanation as to how these aspects have been arrived at within the explanatory text supporting
the policy.
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As stated previously, the NP is not making a housing
allocation. It is suggesting a preferred broad location for
approximately 20 homes to go in the parish.
OK U! to make amendment

OK. Bullet in policy to be amended to read "they do not
have negative impacts on traffic flows through the village"

OK. Change to “where planning permission is sought”
which will exclude those permitted development cases

OK. Amend this to state that the contributions would be
financial and/or onsite

Will alter bullet to read less onerous

Agree – will alter the housing policies to HD or something
similar – discuss with steering group what they would like
them to be
Evidence was made available on the website of the
consultation material that was used
U! to make addition to the section – the evidence base
comes from the initial residents survey which highlighted
those type of homes that that residents wished to be
delivered in parish.
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U! to reword this to reflect that some development in the
countryside is appropriate

Policy H2: The third bullet states that where appropriate a site should demonstrate safe access. It
would be questioned whether there are any circumstances where this would not be appropriate. It is
recommended that the criteria be removed from the policy.
Policy H3: As noted in comments relating to paragraph 5.8 the neighbourhood plan appears to be
allocating a development site without specifically stating that is the case. If it is the desire of the
community to allocate such a site it is recommended that the appropriate evidence be produced to
support such a proposal. Having consideration to the policy it is clear that this would be a proposed
allocation yet appears not to be supported by technical evidence.
Policy H3: it would be better the propose alterations to the settlement boundary which clearly define
the extent of the proposed development. As drafted the policy and proposals map provide a general
location but do not define the extent of the site.

U! to remove wording ‘where appropriate’ from bullet.

Group has decided that a criteria based poilicy will replace
this policy - the area on the proposals map will be
removed to make it clear that it is not an allocation.

See above
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Policy H3: The policy doesn’t specify how the proposed development will integrate into the village,
indeed the policy requires this to have a separate vehicular access. It would be beneficial to include
support for integration of the site into the village. There are a number of the criteria within the policy
which would appear to have little justification and are certainly not supported by technical evidence
(e.g.: location of the site, access to the site, number of units for the site).

There is no specific location for development in this area –
it is a broad location where around 20 homes will go, and
therefore issues of access and its integration with the
village cannot be specified

Policy H3: Evidence is required to suggest the proposed allocation is deliverable. The latest Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) does not include a site within the area the plan is
proposing, as such it is unclear as to whether the site is indeed available for development.

See comments about RE not being an allocation site. If we
were doing an allocation for the NP, we would follow a
different approach – available, achievable, deliverable.

Policy H4: The policy requires any replacement dwelling to be similar in appearance to that which is
replaces. This would prevent any modern design/improvements to the street scene through improved
U! to reword to not exclude modern design.
design as such it is recommended that this bullet point be reworded or removed. The policy could also
include a reference to the fact that historic properties should not be replaced unless there is sound
Agree with second part of comments – could include
justification, this applies across the parish, particularly within the conservation area.
reference to not replacing historic buildings unless there is
sound justification
Policy H4: The statement that single dwellings not being replaced by multiple dwellings would also
need to be justified by evidence. The explanatory text states that this is a community desire, and whilst
that may be the case it is not considered to be sufficient evidence to justify that element of the policy.
Amend policy accordingly - suggest keeping it in though

Amend policy accordingly - suggest keeping it in though
It may be that proposals for demolition and replacement with several dwellings are acceptable in
terms of local and national policy and provide for the types of dwelling which other policies within the
neighbourhood plan support. This part of the policy should be removed as it is not justified.
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Paragraph 5.38: Suggest the following changes to this paragraph. The first sentence should be
reworded as follows: “Elford contains a number of designated heritage assets including 28 listed
structures, a conservation area and a scheduled ancient monument as well as a number of nondesignated heritage assets.
Policy DH1: The first bullet point of the policy would appear to rule out contemporary design, in
particular the part which states that developments should use materials that reflect those used in the
local area. The emphasis should be on high quality development that responds to the locally distinctive
character rather than simply repeating it.
Policy DH1: With regards to the second bullet point of the policy - legislation is worded that
development should preserve or enhance its character or appearance. The neighbourhood plan policy
uses ‘and’ instead or ‘or’. This should be changed to ensure the policy wording is consistent with
legislation.
Policy DH1: The third bullet point seems too proscriptive particularly when much of the conservation
area is characterised by buildings that are sited at the back of the pavement. This part of the policy
should be removed or reworded so it is less proscriptive.
Policy DH1: The penultimate bullet point requires development to not create additional/unnecessary
light pollution yet provides no explanation as to how this could be measure or assessed. It would be
very difficult for such a criteria to be implemented or used when a Local Planning Authority is
undertaking its decision making process on an application.
Paragraph 5.36: Typographic error in final sentence, ‘appropriate’ should be replaced with
‘inappropriate’.
Policy DH3: It would be beneficial to provide enhanced explanatory text to this policy which provides
some context as to how the ‘key views’ have been identified and why they are considered to be so
important.
Policy E2: Generally support the identification and proposed designation of Local Green Spaces as per
the NPPF. However, the NPPF is clear that such a designation will not be appropriate for most open
spaces and makes clear that such sites should not be ‘extensive tracts of land’. As drafted the plan
seeks to designate 10 separate Local Green Spaces which in total would represent significant areas
within and around the village. It could be argued that some of the proposed LGS’s are large when
compared to the overall size of the village, particularly where some of these are taken in combination.
It may be beneficial to provide additional justification as to why the sites proposed are appropriate for
the designation as there is the potential for such designations to be challenged through the
consultation/examination process.

OK, U! to amend

U! to amend parts of this policy – see wording additions
on hard copy

OK U! to amend accordingly

OK – U! to remove this

Change this so that flood lighting/external lighting are
addressed
OK, U! to amend
Key views came from the Character Assessment Appraisal
doc, will reference this in the plan and within this policy

Agreed to leave these in the plan, as per discussions with
the LPA

Urban Imprint Limited

