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The text relating to Witherley Memorial Playing Field in
the main body of the Plan text is excellent - but in
Appendix 9 is unfortunately factually incorrect and
misleading.
Please can you issue a correction to the incorrect
statements in Appendix 9 No.38 relating to Witherley
Playing Field memorial.
Current appendix text states: The Playing Field in the
centre of the Witherley village was purchased in about
1945, as a memorial to the men and women of the village
who died, or served in World War Two (1939-45). The
ownership of the filed was placed on behalf of the village,
by the original trustees, in the hands of the charity
commissioners, and that ownership exists under a Trust
Deed. The playing field is, therefore, safely held and a
locally appointed committee manages and administers
the activities and maintenance of the field, as required
under the terms of the trust deed.
A factually correct version should read:
The Playing Field in the centre of Witherley Village was
formerly part of Glebe land owned by the Rectory. In
1952 it was purchased from the Church by monies raised
by villagers. as a memorial to the men and women of the
village who died or served, in WWII (1939-45). The 1952
Trust Deed set up a Charitable Body to manage the
playing field as "a Public Paying Field and Recreational
Ground". The Playing Field is owned by this Charitable
Body on behalf of the village and is run by Trustees (who
are all villagers elected annually).
Our Trust publishes the fact that the playing field is
owned by the village at least once a year in the parish
magazine. I am at a loss to understand why anyone
purporting to know about the heritage of our village
should write such fanciful statements with no sign of

Thank you for pointing this out.

Change to
be made as
indicated
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rigour in the research process. Most villagers are aware
that the playing field is owned by the village - especially
after the recent launch of our fundraising "Green Club".
LOCAL AND NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANS: HSE is not a
statutory consultee for local and neighbourhood plans. If
there is a nuclear installation within or nearby your local
plan area we recommend you contact the Office of
Nuclear Regulation.
HSE has provided Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) with
access to its LUP Web App https://pa.hsl.gov.uk/ and
downloadable GIS consultation zones. These tools
alongside HSE’s published methodology (
http://www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/ ) can assist you
in ensuring that land allocations do not conflict with
major hazard sites and pipelines, licenced explosives sites
and nuclear installations.
For England: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazardoussubstances in particular paragraphs 65 to 69 which
explain an LPAs responsibilities when taking public safety
into account in planning decisions and formulating local
plans.
Your attention is drawn to the planning policy guidance
provided by your central planning departments in
England, Scotland and Wales.
Email: LOCAL.PLANS-CEMHD5@hse.gov.uk<mailto:LOCAL.PLANS-CEMHD5@hse.gov.uk>
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above
neighbourhood plan.
Government planning policy, within the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies how the planning
system can play an important role in facilitating social
interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities.
Encouraging communities to become more physically
active through walking, cycling, informal recreation and
formal sport plays an important part in this process.

Noted

None

Noted

None
None
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Providing enough sports facilities of the right quality and
type in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. This
means that positive planning for sport, protection from
the unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with an
integrated approach to providing new housing and
employment land with community facilities is important.
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood plan
reflects and complies with national planning policy for
sport as set out in the NPPF with particular reference to
Pars 96 and 97. It is also important to be aware of Sport
England’s statutory consultee role in protecting playing
fields and the presumption against the loss of playing
field land. Sport England’s playing fields policy is set out
in our Playing Fields Policy and Guidance document.
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-canhelp/facilities-and-planning/planning-forsport#playing_fields_policy
Sport England provides guidance on developing planning
policy for sport and further information can be found via
the link below. Vital to the development and
implementation of planning policy is the evidence base
on which it is founded.
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-canhelp/facilities-and-planning/planning-forsport#planning_applications
Sport England works with local authorities to ensure their
Local Plan is underpinned by robust and up to date
evidence. In line with Par 97 of the NPPF, this takes the
form of assessments of need and strategies for indoor
and outdoor sports facilities. A neighbourhood planning
body should look to see if the relevant local authority has
prepared a playing pitch strategy or other
indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it has then this
could provide useful evidence for the neighbourhood
plan and save the neighbourhood planning body time and
resources gathering their own evidence. It is important

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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that a neighbourhood plan reflects the recommendations
and actions set out in any such strategies, including those
which may specifically relate to the neighbourhood area,
and that any local investment opportunities, such as the
Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support
their delivery.
Where such evidence does not already exist then
Noted
relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan should
be based on a proportionate assessment of the need for
sporting provision in its area. Developed in consultation
with the local sporting and wider community any
assessment should be used to provide key
recommendations and deliverable actions. These should
set out what provision is required to ensure the current
and future needs of the community for sport can be met
and, in turn, be able to support the development and
implementation of planning policies. Sport England’s
guidance on assessing needs may help with such work.
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguidance
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed Sport
England recommend you ensure they are fit for purpose
Noted
and designed in accordance with our design guidance
notes.
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/toolsguidance/design-and-cost-guidance/
Any new housing developments will generate additional
demand for sport. If existing sports facilities do not have
Noted
the capacity to absorb the additional demand, then
planning policies should look to ensure that new sports
facilities, or improvements to existing sports facilities, are
secured and delivered. Proposed actions to meet the
demand should accord with any approved local plan or
neighbourhood plan policy for social infrastructure, along
with priorities resulting from any assessment of need, or
set out in any playing pitch or other indoor and/or

None

None

None
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outdoor sports facility strategy that the local authority
has in place.
In line with the Government’s NPPF (including Section 8)
and its Planning Practice Guidance (Health and wellbeing
section), links below, consideration should alsobe given
to how any new development, especially for new
housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead
healthy lifestyles and create healthy communities. Sport
England’s Active Design guidance can be used to help
with this when developing planning policies and
developing or assessing individual proposals.
Active Design, which includes a model planning policy,
provides ten principles to help ensure the design and
layout of development encourages and promotes
participation in sport and physical activity. The guidance,
and its accompanying checklist, could also be used at the
evidence gathering stage of developing a neighbourhood
plan to help undertake an assessment of how the design
and layout of the area currently enables people to lead
active lifestyles and what could be improved.
NPPF Section
8: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planningpolicy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
PPG Health and wellbeing
section: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-andwellbeing
Sport England’s Active Design
Guidance: https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
(Please note: this response relates to Sport England’s
planning function only. It is not associated with our
funding role or any grant application/award that may
relate to the site.) If you need any further advice, please
do not hesitate to contact Sport England using the
contact details below.

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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No mention of the Bulls Head site. Any views on what is
planned, likely to be planned for that?

Parish2

Are there any plans for renewable energy proposals?

Parish2

I'd expect a significant focus on flood risk for Witherley.
The whole document feels very light on this subject.
Particularly given it is an increasingly frequent problem.
What flood plans are proposed?
How is the "Area of Separation" better protected? I am
alarmed to see any development considerations at all for
this section.
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Parish2

Good to see that a small sympathetic development of the
old Hunt Kennels is planned. One question I have is
whether 6 affordable houses can be prioritised for those
connected with the village> Eg: those who are leaving a
family home to set up on their own but can't afford to
stay in the village? Or for those in the village who are
perhaps front-line workers who would like to buy a home
here, but can't afford to? Focus being on genuine
community building rather than quotas.
What is "Windfall development"? How do we respond to
it/restrict it?

Totally agree that traffic safety remains an issue,
particularly on Kennel Lane and Mythe Lane.

Policy H3 prioritises Affordable
Housing for local people and we
will clarify that this extends to
Policy H1.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

This is defined in the narrative
before the policy. It will have to
meet the conditions described
in the policy itself.
Policy H3 is a general policy
applying to all development
proposals
This is covered in Policy Env 12.

None

Policy Env 13 explains the
conditions that will need to be
met where flooding is
concerned.
It is not possible to block all
development. This policy
requires development to be
located and designed to
maintain the separation which
is sufficient.
Noted

None

None

None

None

None
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S7. Very supportive of 1) circular walk 2) natural flood
management 3) replacing aged sewers. I would further
4) support habitat surveying and monitoring and 5) a
community orchard.
Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the
above. Having reviewed your document, I confirm that
we have no specific comments to make on it. Should you
have any future enquiries please contact a member of
Planning and Local Authority Liaison at The Coal
Authority using the contact details above.

Contents: It would be helpful if the Contents was more
detailed – listing the individual policies and the pages
where they can be found – at the moment 7.2 covers
nearly 30 pages without any breakdown.
Settlement Boundaries: The text refers to revising of
three settlement boundaries. I appreciate the Fenny
Drayton proposal has been withdrawn, but that
apparently only leaves the Atherstone Hunt Kennels
proposal, so what is the third?
Local Green Spaces. – the text states that any area
scoring over 17 should be included but, referring to
Appendix 7, there are 4 areas around Ratcliffe Culey
which all score 18 but have not been included – namely
201, 202, 203 and 205. Why have they been omitted?
This is particularly relevant in view of the probable
development of Red House Farm, Ratcliffe Culey (which
itself is named as Local Heritage Asset 22 in Policy ENV 7)
which is adjacent to, or includes, some of these areas.

Noted

None

Noted

None

We have considered this
suggestion, unfortunately it
will increase the size of the
document and have decided
not to alter it.
There are two settlement
boundaries – the text will be
changed to reflect this.

None

The narrative says’… and meet
the essential requirements for
designation as Local Green
Space as outlined in the NPPF’,
which these sites do not
(extensive, etc.).

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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The phrase “except in very special circumstances” is
rather vague and it might be better to define this more
closely, or give examples (whilst not limiting what these
might be), to deter developers. As mentioned above, the
list is incomplete as it excludes 4 more sites which score
18, according to Appendix 7, and should therefore be
included.
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Part of Local Heritage Asset 22 (Red House Farm) was a
pair of magnificent and undoubtedly ancient cherry trees,
whose beautiful blossom was an annual feature of Main
Road Ratcliffe Culey. One of those trees has already sadly
been lost, when the derelict farmhouse was partially
demolished, and the second should be protected and
preserved as part of any future development of the site.
This would come under this policy as a tree of historical
and landscape value.
Very pleasing to see historic Ridge & Furrow regarded as
important to protect.

Page
61
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28

29

Parish3

Footpaths and Bridleways and P68-9 Community Action:
The planned circular walk to join the four settlements
and two pubs is an excellent idea.
Ratcliffe Culey is described as having no major junctions
in the village, but the junction of Sketchley Lane and
Main Road is a notoriously dangerous one, where several
nasty accidents have occurred. The sightline to the right
for any one exiting Sketchley Lane is poor and the small,
chevron road markings have little or no effect on through
traffic. Bollards would be much better. Despite the
variable speed signs, speeding through the village,
particularly by large agricultural contract vehicles,
remains a problem.

This is a direct reference to The
NPPF phraseology. It has
generally been found that
specifying examples of ‘very
special circumstances’ is
unhelpful and resdtrictive – it is
better to leave the applicant to
demonstrate why the very
special circumstance exists
This is covered by Policy Env 5
if the tree in question is of
significant value.

None

Noted

None

Noted

Noted

The Parish Council has
previously raised this with the
responsible authority (Leics
Highways) who do not consider
the junction to be dangerous.

None

None

8

Page
64/5
Farm
Diversi
ty:
Appen
dix 7 &
8:

30

31

Parish3

The dairy farm in Ratcliffe Culey no longer has a selfservice milk vending machine, although the raw milk can
still be purchased from a fridge, using an honesty box.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

Parish3

As mentioned above, 4 of the sites scoring 18 have been
omitted from the Local Green Spaces list and this needs
to be corrected. It is also noted that the scores on
Appendix 7 and Appendix 8 are not consistent (e.g.
Cottagers Piece scores 17 in Appendix 7 but 18 in
Appendix 8; St Peter’s church scores 20 in Appendix 7 and
19 in Appendix 8 and so on) – is this because one uses
NPPF 2018 and the other NPPF 2019? If so, this is very
confusing

The narrative says’… and meet
the essential requirements for
designation as Local Green
Space as outlined in the NPPF’,
which these sites do not
(extensive, etc.).

Change to
be made as
indicated
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The whole document has clearly taken a great deal of
effort to compile and the Committee is to be
congratulated. In particular, the policies on Green Spaces
and Open Spaces and those on Housing Development and
the Built Environment are thorough and well expressed.
Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to:revise, remove, reposition or redelegate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
development that has been refused, or removed from
the Neighbourhood Development Plan process cannot be
resubmitted.
The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan;should have no powers under any

The LGS scores were updated in
preparing Appendix 8. These
scores were not reflected in the
Environmental Inventory (still in
preparation by the ETG at the
time) and this will be updated
to reflect the revised scores.
Noted

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly.

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of

None

9

circumstances to relocate,redefine, redesignate, or
replace any local green spaces (parks etc.).
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Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them
and their rural identity.
Settlement Boundaries Policy: Policy H2 to H4:
Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to:revise, remove, reposition or redelegate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
development that has been refused, or removed from
the Neighbourhood Development Plan process cannot be
resubmitted.

Important Open Spaces: ENV1 to ENV2: The Witherley
Parish Council and the Neighbourhood Development
Plan;should have no powers under any circumstances to
relocate,redefine, redesignate, or replace any local green
spaces (parks etc.).
Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them
and their rural identity.
Settlement Boundaries Policy: Policy H2 to H4:
Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to:revise, remove, reposition or re-

the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly.

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly

None
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delegate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
development that has been refused, or removed from
the Neighbourhood Development Plan process cannot be
resubmitted.
Important Open Spaces: ENV1 to ENV2: The Witherley
Parish Council and the Neighbourhood Development Plan
should have no powers under any circumstances to
relocate, redefine, redesignate, or replace any local green
spaces (parks etc.).

Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them
and their rural identity.
Policy H1: Residential Site Allocations Whilst we note that
SuDS are detailed within the Witherley Design Guide and
that the Written Ministerial Statement for Sustainable
Drainage will require SuDS to be provide on a
development of 15 dwellings of Kennel Lane. It is felt that
with a development as significant as this on the plan the
explicit need for high quality SuDS to be incorporated
into the site design should be noted from the beginning,
Severn Trent would therefore recommend that policy H1
incorporates a bullet point to highlight this need, some
example wording is provided below for reference.
Development shall ensure that Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS) for the management of surface water
run-off are put in place unless demonstrated to be
inappropriate. The SuDS scheme should demonstrate
that it has considered all four aspects of good SuDS
design, Quantity of water, Water Quality, Amenity and
Biodiversity, and that the SuDS / development will fit into
the existing landscape.

This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.
NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

Noted. We will make a specific
reference to SuDS in Policy H1

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None
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The completed SuDS schemes should be accompanied by
a maintenance schedule detailing maintenance
boundaries, responsible parties and arrangements to
ensure that the SuDS are maintained in perpetuity.
A supporting statement should also be included
highlighting the use of industry best practice when
designing SuDS. An example of this is provided below for
reference Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be
designed in accordance with current industry best
practice. The SuDS Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensure that
the systems deliver both the surface water quantity and
the wider benefits, without significantly increasing costs.
Good SuDS design can be key for creating a strong sense
of place and pride in the community for where they live,
work and visit, making the surface water
management features as much a part of the development
as the buildings and roads.
Whilst it is important that SuDS are incorporated into
developments especially the site of Kennel Lane, it is also
We will reference water
important that surface water is directed to the moose
efficiency
sustainable outfall. By returning
water to the natural environment close to source there is
a less chance of increased flood risk down stream and
more opportunity for the water to support local
biodiversity and ecology. We would therefore
recommend that a statement is included within the
Witherley Design Guide and Policy H1 regarding the use
of the drainage hierarchy principles, outline in planning
practice
guidance paragraph 80, some example wording is
provided below
All applications for new development shall demonstrate
that all surface water discharges have been carried out in
accordance with the principles laid out within the
drainage hierarchy, in such that a
discharge to the public sewerage systems are avoided,
where possible.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

12

Severn
Trent

43

Policy
4

Severn
Trent

44

Policy
5

Severn
Trent

Severn Trent also note that the proposed development is
located on a brownfield development site. As such there
may be existing connections into the sewerage network.
If there are existing surface
water connections into the sewerage network we would
encourage developers to still consider the principles of
the drainage hierarchy and SuDS to utilise the most
sustainable outfalls and restrict flows to greenfield rates
where possible.
It is important that the development incorporates water
efficiency measures and technology to enable water
resources to be use sustainably. The implementation of
water efficiency also goes
hand in hand with energy efficiency and the use of water
efficient appliances such as Washing machines and
dishwashers etc. are generally more energy efficient due
to a reduced need to heat
water. We would recommend that the following is
incorporated into policy H1.
Development of the Land off Kennel land should
demonstrate that they are water efficiency, where
possible incorporating innovative water efficiency and
water re-use measures.
Development proposals should demonstrate that the
estimated consumption of wholesome water per dwelling
is calculated in accordance with the methodology in the
water efficiency calculator, should not exceed 110
litres/person/day.
Policy H4: Windfall sites Severn Trent are supportive of
bullet point e in particular the reference to retain
streams. Watercourses provide a key role in both the
conveyance of water and to local ecology therefore the
retention of these features as open features is beneficial
in a number of ways including permitting sustainable
connections as identified by the drainage hierarchy.
Design As detailed within our response to Policy H1 it is
important that new development considers the principles

Noted

None

SuDS is covered in Policy Env 13
and it is not considered

None
13
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of the Drainage Hierarchy, to ensure that surface water is
managed sustainably. Some example wording is provided
within our response to Policy H1. We would also
recommend that all development incorporates SuDS or
SuDS principles. It is therefore recommended that the a
statement is incorporated into Policy H5, it is noted that
SuDS are mentioned within the design guide but we
would recommend that this point it highlighted especially
given the known surface water and fluvial flood risk
highlighted within the plan. Some example wording is
provided below. All major developments shall ensure that
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) for the
management of surface water run-off are put in place
unless demonstrated to be inappropriate. 3 All schemes
for the inclusions of SuDS should demonstrate they have
considered all four aspects of good SuDS design,
Quantity, Quality, Amenity and Biodiversity, and the SuDS
and development will fit into the existing landscape. The
completed SuDS schemes should be accompanied by a
maintenance schedule detailing maintenance boundaries,
responsible parties and arrangements to ensure that the
SuDS are maintained in perpetuity. Where possible, all
non-major development should look to incorporate these
same SuDS principles into their designs. We would also
recommend that some supporting wording is included to
highlight the use of industry best practice for SUDS
design. Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be
designed in accordance with current industry best
practice, The SuDS Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensure that
the systems deliver both the surface water quantity and
the wider benefits, without significantly increasing costs.
Good SuDS design can be key for creating a strong sense
of place and pride in the community for where they live,
work and visit, making the surface water management
features as much a part of the development as the
buildings and roads. We would not that the LLFA are the
statutory consultee to the planning process for surface

necessary to repeat the
reference here.
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water and would therefore recommend that their views
are obtained on the specific wording regarding SuDS.
Whilst there are references to water efficiency within the
design guide. There are no specific references to what is
expected of the developers in terms water efficiency. We
would therefore recommend that the wording to the
effect of the following is incorporated to highlight the
water efficiency design standard developers should
deliver. Development proposals should demonstrate that
the estimated consumption of wholesome water per
dwelling is calculated in accordance with the
methodology in the water efficiency calculator, should
not exceed 110 litres/person/day. All development
should demonstrate that they are water efficiency, where
possible incorporating innovative water efficiency and
water re-use measures
Protection of Local Green Space Severn Trent understand
the need for Local Green Space and the need for it to be
protected, however local green spaces can provide
suitable locations for schemes like flood alleviation to be
delivered without adversely impacting on the primary
function of the open space. If the correct scheme is
chose, the flood alleviation can result in additional
benefits to the local green space in the form of
Biodiversity or Amenity improvements. We would
therefore recommend that the following point is added
to Policy ENV1 Development of flood resilience schemes
within local green spaces will be supported provided the
schemes do not adversely impact the primary function of
the green space.
Important Open Spaces Severn Trent understand the
need for Important Open Space and the need for it to be
protected, however open spaces can provide suitable
locations for schemes like flood alleviation to be
delivered without adversely impacting on the primary
function of the open space. If the correct scheme is
chose, the flood alleviation can result in additional

The policy covers development
that has an adverse impact on
the LGS. If the development in
question has no adverse impact
it will be covered by Policy Env
1.

None

There is no need for any change
to the policy.

This is not considered
necessary and is already
covered in the policy wording –
note this policy is not about
Local Green Space which is the
subject of the Comment, but

None
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benefits to the local green space in the 4 form of
Biodiversity or Amenity improvements. We would
therefore recommend that the following point is added
to Policy ENV2 Development of flood resilience schemes
within local green spaces will be supported provided the
schemes do not adversely impact the primary function of
the green space.
Flood Risk Resilience Severn Trent are generally
supportive of the principles within Policy ENV 13,
however we would encourage the inclusion of bullet
points to: • Highlight the drainage Hierarchy All
applications for new development shall demonstrate that
all surface water discharges have been carried out in
accordance with the principles laid out within the
drainage hierarchy, in such that a discharge to the public
sewerage systems are avoided, where possible. •
Highlight the need to protect local features such as
watercourses and ditches. No development shall prevent
the continuation of existing natural or manmade
drainage features, where watercourses or dry ditches are
present within a development site, these should be
retained and where possible enhanced. Access to
drainage features for maintenance should be retained
and ownership of land clearly defined as part of the
overall site maintenance plan. Prior to the alteration of
any alignment an assessment will be required to ensure
that all connections into the watercourse are retained
and that exceedance flows are not then directed away
from the watercourse channel towards properties. We
would recommend that supporting information regarding
this is also included The removal of watercourses and
ditches from development sites, presents a risk for future
growth and development in such that links to the natural
water cycle can be removed resulting in a potential
increase of on site and off site flood risk. The removal of
these features would result in an increased need to
connect surface water to the sewerage network, as

Important Open Spaces which is
a separate form of protection.

It is felt that this goes into too
much detail and is
disproportionate to the aims of
the policy.

None
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identified above this is against the drainage hierarchy
outline in the Planning Practice Guidance. Please keep us
informed when your plans are further developed when
we will be able to offer more detailed comments and
advice. For your information we have set out some
general guidelines that may be useful to you
Position Statement As a water company we have an
obligation to provide water supplies and sewage
treatment capacity for future development. It is
important for us to work collaboratively with Local
Planning Authorities to provide relevant assessments of
the impacts of future developments. For outline
proposals we are able to provide general comments.
Once detailed developments and site specific locations
are confirmed by local councils, we are able to provide
more specific comments and modelling of the network if
required. For most developments we do not foresee any
particular issues. Where we consider there may be an
issue we would discuss in further detail with the Local
Planning Authority. We will complete any necessary
improvements to provide additional capacity 5 once we
have sufficient confidence that a development will go
ahead. We do this to avoid making investments on
speculative developments to minimise customer bills.
Sewage Strategy Once detailed plans are available and
we have modelled the additional capacity, in areas where
sufficient capacity is not currently available and we have
sufficient confidence that developments will be built, we
will complete necessary improvements to provide the
capacity. We will ensure that our assets have no adverse
effect on the environment and that we provide
appropriate levels of treatment at each of our sewage
treatment works.
Surface Water and Sewer Flooding We expect surface
water to be managed in line with the Government’s
Water Strategy, Future Water. The strategy sets out a

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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vision for more effective management of surface water to
deal with the dual pressures of climate change and
housing development. Surface water needs to be
managed sustainably. For new developments we would
not expect surface water to be conveyed to our foul or
combined sewage system and, where practicable, we
support the removal of surface water already connected
to foul or combined sewer. We believe that greater
emphasis needs to be paid to consequences of extreme
rainfall. In the past, even outside of the flood plain, some
properties have been built in natural drainage paths. We
request that developers providing sewers on new
developments should safely accommodate floods which
exceed the design capacity of the sewers. To encourage
developers to consider sustainable drainage, Severn
Trent currently offer a 100% discount on the sewerage
infrastructure charge if there is no surface water
connection and a 75% discount if there is a surface water
connection via a sustainable drainage system. More
details can be found on our website
https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-anddeveloping/regulations-and-forms/application-formsandguidance/infrastructure-charges/
Water Quality Good quality river water and groundwater
is vital for provision of good quality drinking water. We
work closely with the Environment Agency and local
farmers to ensure that water quality of supplies are not
impacted by our or others operations. The Environment
Agency’s Source Protection Zone (SPZ) and Safe Guarding
Zone policy should provide guidance on development.
Any proposals should take into account the principles of
the Water Framework Directive and River Basin
Management Plan for the Severn River basin unit as
prepared by the Environment Agency.
Water Supply When specific detail of planned
development location and sizes are available a site
specific assessment of the capacity of our water supply

Noted

None

Noted

None
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Policy
1

Stake1

network could be made. Any assessment will involve
carrying out a network analysis exercise to investigate
any potential impacts. We would not anticipate capacity
problems within the urban areas of our network, any
issues can be addressed through reinforcing our network.
However, the ability to support significant development
in the rural areas is likely to have a greater impact and
require greater reinforcement to accommodate greater
demands.
Water Efficiency Part G of Building Regulations specify
that new homes must consume no more than 125 litres
of water per person per day. We recommend that you
consider taking an approach of installing specifically
designed water efficient fittings in all areas of the
property rather than focus on the overall consumption of
the property. This should help to achieve a lower overall
consumption than the maximum volume specified in the
Building Regulations. We recommend that in all cases you
consider: • Single flush siphon toilet cistern and those
with a flush volume of 4 litres. • Showers designed to
operate efficiently and with a maximum flow rate of 8
litres per minute. • Hand wash basin taps with low flow
rates of 4 litres or less. • Water butts for external use in
properties with gardens. To further encourage
developers to act sustainably Severn Trent currently offer
a 100% discount on the clean water infrastructure charge
if properties are built so consumption per person is 110
litres per person per day or less. More details can be
found on our website
https://www.stwater.co.uk/building-anddeveloping/regulations-and-forms/application-formsandguidance/infrastructure-charges/
We support the allocation of the Witherley Kennels site
and land to its immediate south to be brought forward as
a formal housing allocation within the Neighbourhood
Plan for around 15 dwellings. We nevertheless consider
that the site area should be enlarged to include the

Noted

None

We will discuss the
requirements with the
landowner

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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parcel of land immediately south of the existing roadside
cottages in order to facilitate the provision of a new
vehicular access into the site, and to perhaps also
accommodate some frontage development which we feel
would relate well the character of the settlement. Such
frontage development would have a knock on benefit of
reducing the amount of ‘backland’ development that
subsequently needs to be accommodated on site. I have
enclosed a site location plan showing the extent of the
land we suggest be allocated. The above
notwithstanding, we concerned about how prescriptive
the policy is in terms of how this site is to be delivered.
We are particularly concerned that the policy tries to
dictate the number of dwellings that should be
accommodated within the former Atherstone Hunt
kennel buildings (up to 11 units). We firmly believe that
the number of units has to be dictated by the building
itself as well as its associated external constraints such as
parking and amenity space provision. The existing
buildings, whilst not statutorily listed, are quality
buildings that contribute positively to the character and
appearance of the area and can be readily considered to
constitute nondesignated heritage assets. It should be
the existing form, layout and elevational treatment of
these buildings (e.g. window positions, internal
partitions, features and site layout) that should dictate
how many units are accommodated within these
buildings, not a written policy. As you may be aware, the
Local Authority will be resistant to any significant changes
being made to these buildings (as indeed is policy H5 of
the Neighbourhood Plan) and I am concerned that the
stated requirement for around 11 units to be provided
within the buildings is likely to require the provision of
numerous new openings, amenity spaces, parking
facilities etc. that would be harmful to the otherwise
pleasant agrarian character and layout of this site. At this
present time our preliminary proposals for the site are
20
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showing circa 7 – 8 dwellings accommodated within
these buildings. In our professional opinion the policy
wording needs to be far more flexible to allow for
additional new builds if the traditional buildings cannot
accommodate the quantum that has been identified.
We are also particularly concerned about the financial
viability of the proposal as a whole. These buildings will
be expensive to convert, and on top of that is the stated
requirement in policy H1 for at least 40% of the dwellings
to be brought forward as affordable housing. We have
not yet undertaken any detailed financial viability work
on this project, but from experience the provision of 40%
affordable housing on this site is likely to kill the viability
of the scheme from the outset. We would therefore
suggest that the wording of the policy be varied to make
allowance for either lesser / no provision if this is
demonstrated to be financially unviable, or for the
development to provide 40% single storey retirement
accommodation on the site instead. This would be
restricted in terms of occupancy to those over the age of
55, thereby contributing to meeting the identified
demand for retirement housing. Such an arrangement is
unlikely to be as damaging from a financial viability
perspective and is something we could likely support.
I also wish to express concern about the requirement
that the existing buildings be converted as a first phase,
with any new build development coming along as a
second phase once works are substantially progressed on
the first phase. I would respectfully suggest that this is
unrealistic, as any developer is likely to want to optimise
their staff resources to build the scheme out as a whole
at the same. Whilst we recognise why this is a desired
approach, I cannot see how this can be meaningfully tied
down. I also feel that criterion e) of policy H1 is
unnecessary as the parcel of land to be allocated for

We will amend the policy to say
‘subject to viability’

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Agreed in relation to the
phasing of works.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

It is good that the construction
will avoid the more prominent
ridge and furrow. The retention
of this clause will reinforce this.
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housing development does not include the more
prominent ridge and furrow part of the field.
Having regard to the above considerations we submit
that the wording of policy H1 should be changed to read
as follows (or similar): POLICY H1: Residential site
allocations - The Plan makes provision for around 15 new
dwellings in Witherley Parish up to 2036. This is met by
land being allocated for residential development as
follows: A sympathetic development of the buildings of
the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels site on Kennel Lane,
Witherley (Figure 2) will be supported for around 15
dwellings in total, with preference given to optimising the
number of units provided within the existing redundant
buildings. Limited new build development will also be
permitted on the land to the south of the kennel
buildings. Proposals will need to avoid harm to the
heritage assets and are subject to the following criteria:
a) The housing mix will be in accordance with Policy H3;
b) The design of the development shall comply with
Policy H5 and achieve the standards specified in the
approved Design Guide, and be informed by a Heritage
Statement c) Proposals should seek to incorporate 40%
affordable housing or retirement housing unless this can
be shown to be financially unviable.
I trust that these comments will be taken into
consideration in the preparation of the final version of
the Neighbourhood Plan. Should you have any queries in
this regard or would like further input from us then
please do not hesitate to contact me
Following the Witherley Parish Council Extraordinary
Meeting of 2nd November 2020 we want to voice our
concerns and objection to any boundary change
regarding Fenny Drayton. Like so many of the residents of
this village we felt that after the presentation on 24th
February 2020 the footprint for the village would remain
unchanged and that further developments would be

Agreed. We will incorporate
these comments although use
slightly different words

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Noted

None

Noted

None
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within that current footprint, ie infills and conversions.
Despite the decision to withdraw plans for a boundary
change, made by the NDP Committee, we still wish to
raise our disapproval of the decision that was made in
the first place. We also want to raise our concerns that if
it happened once, it is possible that it could happen again
in the future.
The reasons for our disapproval are as follows: 1. There
is, apparently, no legal requirement for the Parish Council
to extend or alter the village boundary. Therefore, one
questions why the proposal was ever mooted. 2. Also,
there would be no discernible benefits to the residents if
there was a change to the boundary, and further
development of housing took place. 3. There would be
several negative aspects to the proposed development
and in particular the pressure to the highways. Drayton
Lane is already a ‘rat run’ for non-residents and so adding
to the volume of traffic seems senseless.
4. This village is a ‘dormitory’ settlement so increasing
the population begs questions regarding service provision
for the new incumbents. Currently, there are limited
medical facilities in the area, pressures on education
provision and shops are non-existent in the village.
5. Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council has already
reached its target for housing stock so there is no
pressure for land to be offered by the Parish Council.
Moreover, there is plenty of recent housing stock on
offer close to the village, in Weddington. We realise that
this is a different Authority but its proximity means there
is again no need for Fenny Drayton to pursue housing
development within its boundary. 6. There appears to
be a contradiction in the vision outlined in the NDP. On
page 2 of the Summary Document it is stated that the
vision is to maintain and enhance the rural character of
the Parish. We do not think increasing the boundary
footprint does that. The opposite effect would be
apparent. Similarly, the document describes safeguarding

There is no legal requirement to
include anything in a NDP, but
the identification of sites for
residential development was a
positive attempt to shape
development locally.

None

The views expressed about
development are noted. Not all
development is bad and new
houses are needed across the
Borough and elsewhere.

None

I’m not sure where your
evidence about HBBC having
reached its housing target has
come from but it is incorrect
and it is possible that numbers
will increase rapidly in the
coming years.

None

Amending settlement
boundaries helps to ensure that

None
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open spaces that are important to the
community. Enlarging the boundary footprint doesn’t
ensure this aim. 7. In the Summary Document there
seems to be a number of glib terms that appear to be
somewhat ‘fluid’ in their interpretation. Surely in a
document of this importance the wording and phrasing
must be clear, precise so that it cannot be misinterpreted
or challenged at a later date. Examples include ‘around
10 dwellings’ (what does that mean?), ‘encourage
the right type of development......’ (define right type),
‘development will inevitably take place up to 2036’. Why
is there an inevitability?

8. On page three of the Summary Document it states that
land outside a defined settlement boundary ... is classed
as open countryside. The policy then says ‘development
proposals will be supported on sites within the
settlement boundaries. It appears that it becomes a self
fulfilling prophecy if one moves a boundary in order to
permit development.
In conclusion, we feel that neither the Parish Council, nor
the NDP Committee, should have the powers under any
circumstances to revise, remove, reposition or
redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Nor should the Parish Council, or the
NDP Committee, have the powers to relocate, redefine,
re-designate or replace any local spaces.

development takes place in the
most sustainable locations.
None
These are not glib phrases.
Saying ‘around’ 10 allows for
flexibility which is often needed
in planning terms; reference to
the ‘right type of development’
needs to be defined in relation
to the Plan policies which
stipulate what development is
appropriate and where, whilst
development has taken place in
the Parish regularly over the
years and we assert that it is
inevitable that this will
continue.
None
This is not a contradiction. Any
development within the
settlement boundaries will be
required to meet the policies of
the NDP. There are different
tests that will apply outside of
the Settlement Boundaries.
The Plan policies are written to
shape development and to
protect the Parish from
inappropriate development, the
reasons why Parish Councils
undertake NDPs in the first
place.
Concerns about the powers
given to NDPs should be taken
up with the Government.
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“In revising and designating the three settlement
boundaries” (page 18) I am unclear as to what this refers.
Only two settlement boundaries are shown in the
Development Plan (Figures 3a & 3b), and it would appear
only one settlement boundary is proposed for revision
(Witherley in respect of the Atherstone Hunt Kennels
redevelopment proposal). What, if any, are the
implications for the Ratcliffe Culey settlement boundary?
“of these five individual or composite sites score 72%
(18/25) or more of the maximum possible and meet the
essential requirements for designation as Local Green
Space” (page 26) This statement is inaccurate. There are
four further areas, all located within Ratcliffe Culey,
which meet these essential requirements (score of 18/25
or more), but which are not included in Policy ENV1
(areas 201, 202, 203 and 205). It is not clear from the
Development Plan whether this is simply an accidental
omission, or whether there is a policy reason for their
omission.
“Development that damages or results in the loss of old
and species-rich hedgerows will not be supported” I was
very pleased to see the inclusion of hedgerows in this
policy, and I strongly support it.
“Trees of arboricultural, historical, ecological and/or
landscape value, including those in development
proposal sites, should be protected from felling,
uprooting or damage” I am very supportive of this policy.
I would like to draw attention to a specific example
within the village, the property known as Red House
Farm (Local Heritage Asset 22). Originally, there were two
old cherry trees in the frontage of this property which
bloom profusely, and which were a major feature of the
village scene in spring. Very regrettably, one of these
trees was destroyed when the farmhouse was
demolished as an unsafe structure. It is essential to

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD

None

None
The narrative says’… and meet
the essential requirements for
designation as Local Green
Space as outlined in the NPPF’,
which these sites do not
(extensive, etc.).

Noted

None

This is covered by Policy Env 5
if the tree in question is of
significant value.

None
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preserve the remaining tree, particularly as this site is
likely to be redeveloped in the near future, for which
planning permission will be sought.

Parish8
“The areas of ridge and furrow earthworks mapped in
Figure 13 are non-designated local heritage assets” The
surviving ridge and furrow earthworks and (as the Plan
notes) their coherence in understanding the working of
the open field system, make them a key and very
distinctive part of the local landscape. Their value is
enhanced by their accessibility from local footpaths in the
area. I would urge they be reconsidered as a designated
local heritage asset.
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Lane setting lots. I strongly support the protection of
these heritage assets as a key part of a unique local
custom, and one which is vigorously supported within the
community of Ratcliffe Culey.
Protection of important views. It is very pleasing to see a
less tangible but no less valued heritage asset as
landscape view being given protection within the
Development Plan. I strongly support this policy.
“Development proposals that result in the loss of, or have
a significant adverse effect on, the existing network of
footpaths (Figure 16) will not be supported without
appropriate mitigation” (page 45) This is a key policy in
the maintenance of the quality of life within the parish,
something which has been amplified by the experience of
the Covid19 lockdowns. I strongly endorse this policy.
“COMMUNITY ACTION – the Parish Council will explore
the feasibility of creating a Parish Circular Walk utilising
the existing public footpath network” (page 68): It was
very pleasing to see this idea being promoted in the
Development Plan, and I hope it comes to fruition.
This section, in so far as it relates to Ratcliffe Culey, is
very thin and does less than justice to the community. a)

A designated heritage asset is:
'A World Heritage Site,
Scheduled Monument, Listed
Building, Protected Wreck Site,
Registered Park and Garden,
Registered Battlefield or
Conservation Area designated
under the relevant legislation.
The recognition as NDHA is the
best protection that can be
offered.
Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

Unfortunately, because of the
size of the Parish, it is not

None

None
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The Gate Inn: this is a valued part of village life providing,
as it does, both food and drink. It is well patronised by
the local community and it draws visitors from well
outside the village. In my own experience, I often find
people I meet say they have never heard of Ratcliffe
Culey, but they know the Gate Inn and have visited. It is
also a valuable attraction for tourists using the nearby
caravan site. Please may we have a bit more recognition
of the role of the Gate Inn in the Draft Report. b) All
Saints Church: again, the role of this asset is somewhat
underplayed. It is worth remembering All Saints was
almost closed as a redundant church, and strong
community action at the time saved it. It is also worth
emphasising that a more recent development has been
the conversion of the rear of the nave into a community
room which is the focus of a number of events (including
consultation for this Development Plan). It is a bit more
than a loo and a kitchen! These may seem trivial points,
but I believe they are important because they are part of
the pride and commitment the community has and
seeing them acknowledged in the Development Plan is a
reinforcement to them.

possible to describe all of the
community facilities in the
detail that is wanted here.
Although of interest to the
community, they do not
strengthen the policy and if the
descriptions are too long, they
are likely to be deleted by the
Examiner as they are not a core
feature of what is primarily a
planning document.

“superfast broadband” This is essential to the
development of local economic activity, particularly small
home-based businesses. There have been improvements
in recent years, but I know from experience with my own
work activities, that download speeds can sometimes be
slow with complex documents. The roll-out of super-fast
broadband coverage across the whole of the Parish is a
necessary ingredient to support policies designed to
increase employment and economic activity.

Noted

None
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There are two issues with this section which are not
properly addressed in the Draft
Report: a) It is incorrect to say there are no major
junctions in the village. While, perhaps, not a major
junction, the junction between Main Road and Sketchley
Lane is one of considerable concern. The sight lines for
traffic turning out of the junction, particularly turning
right, are minimal. There have been a number of
accidents at the junction including serious ones. As a
result of a serious accident, a road marking has been
painted in an attempt to slow down traffic going east
along Main Road, but this has had limited success. I
notice recently someone in the community has placed a
traffic cone over the painted road marking to emphasise
the junction to approaching traffic on Main Road. As well
as housing in Sketchley Lane, this is also the location of
the post office. Although Ratcliffe is not on a main road, it
does get its fair share of ‘rat run’ traffic. A particular
hazard is very large contract farm machinery going
through the village often being driven at considerable
speed. This is a serious issue which needs to be
addressed, and the Development Plan should help to flag
it up. b) A smaller issue, but one that poses a risk
particularly to elderly residents and families, is a growing
tendency for visiting vehicles to be parked blocking
pavements in the village which forces pedestrians to walk
in the road.
The Draft Report does not properly recognise that, of the
three larger communities in the Parish, Ratcliffe Culey
alone lacks a bus service. This means that the community
is largely reliant on the car or on taxis to provide mobility.
This is likely to be a particular issue for lower income
families and is a deterrent to the achievement of the
policy aim of more socially balanced communities in the
Parish. It is true that ridership on local bus services is very
low, and that they only exist as a subsidised service. But
in evaluating policies relating to support for local bus

The Parish Council has
previously raised this with the
responsible authority (Leics
Highways) who do not consider
the junction to be dangerous.

None

We consider the narrative in the
Neighbourhood Plan to be
appropriate.

There are no policies on the bus
service – this is not an
appropriate area for a planning
policy so the narrative is merely
descriptive

None

The Parish Council has long
campaigned to retain bus
services to Ratcliffe Culey. The
lack of usage resulted in the
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services, it is worth factoring in the ‘stand-by’ value of
bus services: that the community gains a benefit from
knowing they are available should they need to use them
(car breakdown etc), which provides a justification for
subsidies beyond ridership figures. Also, more emphasis
on community initiatives such as a ‘dial a ride’ services
would be very helpful. I appreciate these are issues
beyond the remit of the Parish Council, but their
recognition within the Development Plan may help to
promote action.
overall Comment: Despite the concerns I have raised
above, overall I found the Draft Development Plan to be a
high quality document which meets its objectives
effectively, and which is a credit to those who have been
involved in it.
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 25
November 2020. Natural England is a non-departmental
public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and
managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable
development. Natural England is a statutory consultee in
neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft
neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town
Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider
our interests would be affected by the proposals made.
Natural England does not have any specific comments on
this draft neighbourhood plan. However, we refer you to
the attached annex which covers the issues and
opportunities that should be considered when preparing
a Neighbourhood Plan. For any further consultations on
your plan, please contact:
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
152 and 153 have been incorrectly noted as relating to
the finds of MLE8643 but there were no historic items
found in either of these fields nor will any evidence to

County Council reducing the
service.

Noted

None

Noted

None

We have checked the scoring
and we consider the entries to
be appropriate, with the

Change to
be made as
indicated
29
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suggest that there be. As the fields are regularly detected
and nothing of significance has ever been found and
there is no indication in MLE8643 that these fields
specifically form part of any area of interest. The grid
reference of the finds of MLE8643 were situated on the
far side of 147 and there is no evidence of the extent of
the area highlighted nor its accuracy of placement on the
map but was a localised spot find. · 209 has been
incorrectly reported in Appendix 7 as ‘ungrazed’, contrary
to the description in Appendix 11 and to the facts. It is a
grazed field that has spray and fertiliser applied when
required and the photo in Appendix 10 page 2 clearly
shows sheep grazing. · 210 has been incorrectly marked
with a (*). It is an arable field without margins above
minimum requirements on crop rotation with no features
of significance and nothing was noted in the ecological
survey in Appendix 11. · 212 is incorrectly described as
‘undisturbed for many years’ and the facts are supported
by the Appendix 11 ecological survey which does not
record it as such. The arable field is ploughed / cultivated
annually. · 213 has been incorrectly reported in Appendix
7 as ‘ungrazed’, contrary to the description in Appendix
11 and to the facts. It is cut for hay or silage and is grazed
with spray and fertiliser applied when required. · 240 is
incorrectly described as ‘now used as a glamping/caravan
park’ as it is an agricultural field and is incorrectly
described as having ‘defined ridge and furrow’. Mowing
this year substantiates this. · Poetic licence has
incorrectly been used in describing 147, 149, 151, 152 &
153 as ‘Tranquil and peaceful with the sound of farm
birds’ when the fields are located within 75m-300m of a
noisy and busy A444 unobstructed. I can assure you that
on no occasion has camping in our garden at Glebe Farm
either been tranquil nor peaceful despite being in a more
sheltered spot than the above fields. These fields are far
noisier than any roadside fields along Sibson Road. ·
Poetic licence has been incorrectly used repeatedly in the

exception of that associated
with field 240 where a revised
description will be provided.
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term ‘peaceful sound of the River Tweed’ (211, 212, 213,
215, 226 and 227). Due to the rivers depth the river is
silent unless temporarily obstructed. Any sounds of
running water are from land drains and ditches draining
the fields after recent rainfall or chlorinated water from
one of the many bursts in the mains pipe along the higher
up roadside, with one finally being located and fixed on
16/8/19 after many weeks of running. · The footpath
through 209, 213, and 215 has been described as ‘highly
valued and well used for recreation’ yet there is no
evidence of this being valued by the community,
according to the 2017 Community Drop-In events. The
map on page 24 does not show any responses from the
community saying they value this footpath so the
incorrect description should be removed. · The Lane
Setting applies to the grass verges either side of the lane
only and it’s historic value is not in dispute. However it
has no correlation to the surrounding fields and I object
to the incorrect implication of historical importance of
the Lane Setting Lot 5 being attached to individual fields
(148, 149, 151, 153, 209, 210, 214). This is inaccurate.
The ecological value of the grass verges either side of the
road cannot be attached to fields surrounding them. They
are neither owned by nor managed by the land owner
and have no correlation to those fields.
The scoring is generous and the marking criteria has been
applied inconsistently to the guidance
as laid out on page 1.
Factually incorrect scorings;
· 147 tranquil should be 0 due to noise levels from A444
· 148 history should be 0 as the field has no historic value,
educational should be 0
· 149 history should be 0 as the field has no historic value,
educational should be 0
· 151 history should be 0 as the field has no historic value,
educational should be 0
· 152 tranquil should be 0 due to noise levels from A444,

We have checked the scoring
and we consider the entries to
be appropriate, with the
exception of that associated
with field 240 where a revised
description will be provided.

Change to
be made as
indicated
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history should be 0 as the field
has no historic value, educational should be 0
· 153 tranquil should be 0 due to noise levels from A444,
history should be 0 as the field
has no historic value, educational should be 0
· 210 recreation should be 0 as no public access or usage,
history should be 0 as the field
has no historic value, educational should be 0
· 211 tranquil should be 1 max as an arable field on crop
rotation with the vehicular activity
that entails
· 212 tranquil should be 1 max as an arable field on crop
rotation with the vehicular activity
that entails, recreational should be 1 as arable with
footpath
· 213 tranquil should be 1 max as grassland with farm
machinery usage
· 214 history should be 0 as the field has no historic value,
educational should be 0
· 215 tranquil should be 1 max as an arable field on crop
rotation with the vehicular activity
that entails, recreational should be 1 as arable with
footpath
· 240 recreation should be 0 as no public access or usage,
tranquil should be 1 max as
grassland with farm machinery usage, history should be 0
as no ‘well defined ridge and
furrow’ and educational should be 0.
Subjective scorings that I disagree with; 212, 213, 215
beauty should be 1 max
The NDP is a community driven plan so I would like to
know who made the decision to include View Number 1
to Sibson and their qualification to do so as it has not
been identified by the community. The question of views
was not included in the Household Survey 2018 and
during the 2017 Community Drop-In events not one
community attendee placed a dot on the map shown on

The inclusion of this view was
considered important as it takes
in a public footpath and is a
prime example of surviving
ridge & furrow.

None
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page 24 to denote this view as a Visual Amenity in their
opinion. Therefore there is no basis for this inclusion.
Page 18-20 Settlement Boundaries Although we
requested a reason for the absence of
a settlement boundary for Ratcliffe Culey verbally and in
writing at the last open meeting on 26/2/20 we still await
an answer. Why do Witherley and Fenny Drayton have a
settlement boundary but Ratcliffe does not?
· Page 35 213s-215n isolated part of hedgerow has been
indicated as a ‘wildlife corridor’. It is disconnected and
standalone with nothing outstanding marked on
Appendix 11 and I disagree with this.
· Page 35 Corridor between 209/212/213/214/215
isolated part of hedgerow has been indicated as a
‘wildlife corridor’. It is disconnected and standalone with
nothing
outstanding marked on Appendix 11 and I disagree with
this.
Feb 2020: There doesn’t appear to be an appendix
detailing the February 2020 Drop-In events and the
outcomes and comments from these events.

Ratcliffe Culey has a settlement
boundary in the Core Strategy.
Not having one in the NDP does
not remove this boundary
The blue shading represents the
wildlife corridor in this part of
the Plan Area. This is intended
to provide (maintain)
connectivity between the green
sites and features mapped as
having high biodiversity
significance (including hedges,
the stream and larger areas of
recorded habitat importance)

The notes were analysed by a
the RCC (a consultancy) and
were considered at the March
2020 Steering Group Meeting
(see PC website) and were
taken into account when
preparing the NDP.
Settlement Boundary and Windfall Development: The
NDPs DO have the power to
Witherely Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
update settlement boundaries –
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
this is an established fact.
circumstances to: remove, revise reposition or reThis plan does not propose any
designate the protected settlement boundaries for any
changes to the settlement
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
development that has been reduced, or removed from
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
the Neighbourhood Plan process cannot be resubmitted. Witherley will alter.

None

None

None
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The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to; relocate, redefine, re-designate or
replace any local green spaces (parks etc) Open
Countryside policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan; to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets, to protect them
and their rural identity.
The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers, under any
circumstances, to: revise, remove, reposition or redesignate, or make any other changes to, the protected
settlement boundaries for any protected hamlets.

NDPs through statute Do have
the power to designate local
green spaces, and this is the
most powerful designation to
safeguard special areas of
environmental significance.

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly.

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

We are not sure what existing
situation you are referring to.
The NDP has undertaken a
consistent approach to
assessing each site.
The NDP includes evidence to
justify any changes which are

None
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In addition, the Witherley Parish Council and the
Neighbourhood Development Plan should
have no powers under any circumstances to: relocate, re
define, re-designate or replace, or make any
amendments to any local green spaces e.g. parks, playing
fields
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The Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to cover: all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodlands
surrounding rural protected hamlets - to protect them
and their rural identity.
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It is necessary that all criteria for any changes to the
existing situation are met in full, and and that Fenny
Drayton is assessed in exactly the same way as all other
settlements e.g. Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton.
Any variations to this need to be fully evidenced and
reasons given for any alterations or potential changes to

None

None
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the current position, and advised in advance of any
planned meetings.
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In addition, the park at Fenny Drayton is now the ONLY
asset that Fenny Drayton has, and has been used over
many years for organised social gatherings, and
particularly this last year has been a source of well being
and open space to alleviate the stresses of the pandemic.
It is, going forward, the only area for children, and
families in general, to exercise their right to have access
to a safe environment to indulge in play, exercise and
social interaction.
The traffic through the village is already a source of
concern, an issue which has been reported many times,
which can only be exacerbated if changes are considered,
heightening the risk of accidents and/or injuries, and
Drayton Lane is already in a poor state and in no fit
condition for further traffic.
I am happy for any sympathetic development within the
footprint of Red House Farm in Ratcliffe Culey. This is as
long as any development does not extend any further
from said footprint. To keep any proposed development
sympathetic with the rest of the village the red brick
barns should be restored or the bricks reused for
building. Further developments on to current agricultural
land would not be acceptable, this includes land that is
currently up for sale as part of Red House Farm. The
hamlet of Ratcliffe Culey does not have the infrastructure
or amenities to support larger developments.
I agree with the NDP proposal that the most suitable site
for redevelopment in the village of Witherley is the site of
the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels on Kennel Lane. I
think a sympathetic development of around 15 dwellings
and renovation of redundant buildings would enhance
the village and can see no reason why this shouldn't go
ahead at some stage.

included in order to protect the
Parish from inappropriate
development.
Noted. Its local importance is
recognised in the NDP with its
inclusion as an Important Open
Space.

None

Noted

None

We are not sure what changes
you are referring to? If the
existing policies have led to this
source of concern, then isn’t
change good?

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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I want to object to development proposed in our
surrounding area.
Protect Fenny Drayton, Save our green space/park.
My main objections
Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to: revise, remove, reposition or redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets.

The Witherley Parish Councll and the Nelighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers under any
circumstances to: relocate, redefine, re-designate, or
replace any local green spaces (parks etc). Open
Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them
and their rural identity.
Traffic calming for Fenny Drayton: make it safe for our
children and grandchildren to walk ond cycle:
Stop the 'Rat Run', solve the problems of dangerous
junctions.
As a former volunteer working on the Community
Sustainability section of the draft NDP, you may
understand that I am entirely in accordance with the
conclusions and aspirations of the Plan. I should however
wish to add a comment regarding the proposed future
use of the Atherstone Hunt Kennels site. This group of
buildings is a visual amenity at the entrance to the village
and an important reminder of the history of the area, but
is in danger of vandalism as it presently stands. It would
lend itself very well to judicial reuse, possibly live/work

There is no development
proposal in Fenny Drayton.

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.
NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly.

The NDP does not have the
power to force traffic calming, it
can only support it to mitigate
the impact of new
development.
The site is subject to a
residential allocation described
in policy H1.

None

None

None
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units, small craft workshops and the like and I would like
to see some works commencing as soon as possible to
prevent further deterioration.
However in view of the current state of the buildings,
investment in their future in the shape of suitably scaled
housing development utilising some of the paddocks
seems sensible. Whether or not we want it, more housing
will be required at some future date and this site offers
two existing accesses and services infrastructure. It is also
not at the end of the village affected by flooding. I am
aware that the land and some of the stables are currently
being used by a tenant for grazing but this is quite a large
site and the rest of the buildings need securing.
Therefore I would support a housing scheme on part or
all of this site, as long as demolition could largely be
avoided.
I fully support a sympathetic development of the
buildings of the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels site on
Kennel Lane, Witherley subject to the stated criteria: a)
The housing mix will be in accordance with PolicyH3; b)
The renovation of the buildings will be the first phase of
the works to be undertaken as one carefully designed
scheme; c) The limited new build element of the scheme
will be undertaken as a second phase of works and will
commence on site only once the renovation of the
existing buildings is at an advanced stage of construction;
d) The design of both phases of the scheme shall comply
with Policy H5 and achieve the standards specified in the
approved Design Guide. e) No development will take
place on the adjacent and more prominent ridge and
furrow field; f) A minimum of at least 40% of the
dwellings (about 6 units) will be affordable. I believe that
there is an opportunity to achieve an excellent repurpose of the former Hunt buildings, preserving their
character, whilst providing much-needed additional
affordable housing in the village.

Noted. The policy helps to
ensure the sensitive
redevelopment of the site.

None

Noted. The final conditions are
subject to further discussion
with the landowner/agent but a
sensitively developed scheme is
essential to that location.

Changes to
be made as
indicated.
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The protection of local accessible open space is very
important: my involvement with the Witherley Memorial
Playing Field Trust reflects this concern.

Noted

None
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POLICY
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16

Noted

None
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POLICY
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The protection of the environment, habitats, trees and
woodland is very important: I would like to see the
initiatives that are promoted by the new Agriculture Act
used to increase hedge and tree cover, and used to
support natural flood defences. My involvement in the
Tree Warden scheme reflects this concern
Protection of footpaths and bridleways is important, as
they provide a means of access to the open countryside
which can otherwise be difficult to achieve.

Noted

None
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POLICY
ENV13

Parish
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Flood Risk Resilience is very important as climate changes
are likely to bring us more extreme weather events.

Noted

None
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POLICY
ENV
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The Area of Separation between Witherley and
Atherstone is important to maintain: the land is flood
plain in any case, so this follows from ENV 13. It will be
useful to clarify the ownership, covenants or other
restrictions that preserve this area as open space, and
ideally make it explicit that it is accessible to the public.
I support all of these policies, as I was a member of the
group that specified them.

Noted.

None

Noted

None

I am writing to object to any change to the Settlement
Boundary of Fenny Drayton, as in the current draft of the
Neighbourhood Development Plan and should therefore
remain as the settlement boundary exists right now, i.e.
without the previously proposed addition adjacent to the
recreation ground. As a Rural Hamlet, the village has, by
definition, few amenities and should not have further
expansion beyond infill within the existing Settlement
Boundary. Any Chang change would set a precedent for
further change and would particularly affect me as my

The Settlement Boundary at
Fenny Drayton has not changed.

None

The NDP protects the recreation
Ground as an Open Space
already.

None
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None
The open countryside is
protected through Policy H2.
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bungalow backs on to the Recreation Ground - open
space gifted to the village over 40 years ago. The
recreation ground should also be further explicitly
protected by being designated as an Open Space, and not
be available for redesignation or reallocation elsewhere
at any point in the future. Additionally I would like to
propose that all agricultural land surrounding Fenny
Drayton should also be designated as Open Countryside,
by adding an appropriate Open Countryside policy to the
NDP.
I would like to strongly protest against how the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) is being
organised and processed by the Witherley Parish Council
(WPC) and request its suspension .
1) This NDP openly goes against government’s Green
Policy of protecting Britain’s green areas and becoming
carbon neutral in near future. I request that the Green
Policy and an Open Countryside policy to protect all the
fields in the parish be included in any present or future
NDP.
Indeed, despite several requests from the residents to
include an Open Countryside policy in the NDP to protect
our unique rural surroundings , the policy is still missing
from the plan. Why has the plan pushed primarily for
building on green fields where there are no facilities
instead of developing existing brown sites if really
needed?
People of Fenny Drayton also know that there are bats
feeding areas adjacent to the village. Why are
breeding/roosting sites not investigated and fully
identified? This should have been done already across
the parish.

The NDP contains a significant
number of policies that protect
the environment.

None

There IS an Open Countryside
Policy – Policy H2 says ‘Land
outside the defined Settlement
Boundaries will be treated as
open countryside, where
development will be carefully
controlled in line with local and
national strategic planning
policies’.
This would be undertaken as
part of a planning application
process. Work has been done
on reported sightings of bats
and recordings from the
Leic’s & Rutland wildlife
records.

None

This data
will be
included in
the plan.
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2) I am very concerned about absence of transparency
from the WPC during the realisation of the NDP including
changes to settlement boundaries. Whose interest do
the WPC and the NDP serve – interest of residents or the
interests of property developers?
The WPC seems to have very weird scoring results for
the development proposals if they enhance projects on
green fields in Fenny Drayton and suppress development
on brown field sites in other areas on the parish. This is
exactly the opposite of sustainable development. Again,
why? In whose interests did the WPC act with this NDP?

3) Third, the December 2020 “public consultation
“stage has turned into full blown farce due to the
unavailability of the full document for the residents (only
“executive summary” was first presented) and the
original refusal of the WPC/NDP to provide the full
document other than electronically, breaking the Equality
law . Logically, the consultation time should have been
extended accordingly. Fenny Drayton has a large number
of elderly and disabled people who would require large
print copies, but it was not done as well. Just the
opposite, the WPC demanded that anybody who wanted
a printed copy had to pay £70 (???). Is this lawful? In
such circumstances, residents have been excluded from
the “discussions”. Why? Which needs does it serve?
Certainly, not residents’ needs.

This unfounded allegation is
refuted in the strongest terms.
The Parish Council has driven
the NDP forward and given the
opportunity to all residents to
take part.

None

It is regrettable that some have
chosen to avoid involvement
and then to criticise those that
have put themselves forward
towards the end of the process.

None

Had people actually become
involved as the work started
then they may have been able
to contribute to the difficult
decisions that had to be taken
through the process.
This is simply incorrect.

None

The Government has made it
clear that electronic copies only
of all NDP documents have to
be provided at this stage, so no
laws have been broken.

None

Furthermore, everyone had the
opportunity to comment within
the statutory minimum periods,
which were extended by the PC
as a matter of good practice.
They did not have to do so.

None

None

The Parish Council never None
required people to pay £70 for a
40
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4) The WPC has made it as difficult as possible to file a
complaints and negative comments about the NDP. 3
days before the deadline for submission, on 5 December,
suddenly a requirement appeared that a complaint must
be presented only in a particular “official” form for to be
admitted. All earlier comment and complaints which
were presented before seems to be made irrelevant
and excluded from the “official process”. Needless to say,
this “official form” was poorly designed, formatted,
excluded complaints on a number of general issues and
did not quite work correctly electronically. It risks
excluding residents from taking part in discussions. Isn’t
it totally opposite to what the NDP was supposed to
achieve?
Open countryside must be included in the NDP : to
include all fields arable and pasture , hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect their rural identity.

copy of the NDP. This is
misinformation.
This comment is a
misrepresentation of how
comments were able to be
submitted.

There are many specific
environmental protections in
the NDP – and an ‘open
countryside’ policy (H2).

We would like to express our thanks to everyone involved Noted
in the parish NDP. It seems a crucial piece of work in
order to protect our villages, from over development, as
we see in so many locals within a very short distance of
here. Also the protection of wildlife and the environment
has been thoughtfully considered. We firmly believe that
it is important that new housing has to be included in
most areas of the country, and not least in our villages,
otherwise we end up with dormitories full of old people,
communities and lacking in the vibrancy that a mix of
ages bring. It would seen that this has been considered
and proposed very carefully.
We do not underestimate the time that has been

None

None

None
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devoted by members of the committee, and thank you all
for your hard work
I would like to see Fenny Drayton playing field ref. 555
moved from ENV2 designation to ENV1 as this would
once and for all remove threat of it being relocated or
developed.

As recent events have shown, Fenny Drayton is in
desperate need of traffic calming, making Drayton Lane
a ‘no through road’ would not only reduce the amount of
traffic through the village making it much safer for
pedestrians, but also reduce the number of accidents on
associated junctions.
The council should also make it a priority for the village to
have safe pedestrian access to the Redgate Public House,
being our only hospitality in our area.
We feel that the council has lost touch with the people
they represent, with lots of decisions being made to
please vested interests, to which end we would like to be
informed well in advance of election dates.

Error, line not required, but remains to keep numbers
aligned
I support the transformation of the redundant Witherley
Kennels as the attractive building will be improved and
there will be no effect on the settlement boundary
(change to the village) or additional potential flood
threat.
Witherley experiences a higher frequency of flooding
than the calculations in the current FRA guidelines. I
support measures that recognise this specific to our
experience eg: building/land height calculations.

Noted. The designation as
Important Open Space is its
correct designation. The threat
of development is not a
legitimate reason for
determining the status of the
designation.
Noted. However existing traffic
issues can only be actioned by
LCC Highways Dept, and not by
the NDP.

None

The NDP already prohibits the
loss of footpaths and supports
the creation of new ones.
The whole community had the
opportunity to become involved
in the NDP and it is regrettable
that more people chose not to
become involved but to criticize
from afar.

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

None

None
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It is a good idea to plant additional trees on Atterton
Lane to retan the look but also to help with water
retention.

Noted

None

Parish22

I would work on the circular walk - great idea and also to
identify unofficial footpaths. I would contribute to the
refurbishment of the Witherley Parish Room.
I had never considered this but it is critical to keep all the
great things we have as a parish - perhaps they can be
part of signage on the circular walk?

Noted. Thank you for this offer
of support.

None

Noted

None

the plan is extremely thorough and very clearly
presented. The parish drop in events were very useful.
Thank you to all the people who have put all the hard
work in over a long period of time.
At the outset, a noble project made with good intentions
and referencing work done in the already compiled HBBC
Development Framework Core Strategy December 2009.
Since the decision taken by WPC in December 2016 to
prepare an NDP we have seen a number of significant
changes local, national and International.
• A5 Corridor building of housing and warehousing both
sides so lack of facilities eg Surgery, Schools, Increased
traffic problems and stress on services.
• Covid – emptying of Town Centers, working from home,
vacant Industrial premises. Brown field sites to build on
become more available. Population reduction due to
increased morbidity
• Brexit – Increased requirement for self sustainability as
a Nation. The Nation’s farmers will now be free of the
EU’s CAP and can profit from increased productivity and
Sales at home and export. They however need the land to
farm and once it is built on it is lost.
As reported in the Mail on 16/12/20, the Government

Noted

None

Noted

None

Parish22

Parish22

Parish23

43

124

2.
Origin
al
Basis
for the
Plan

Parish23

125

3
Public
Consul
tation
and
Docu
menta
tion

Parish23

has already revised its homes plan for the Shires and our
MP Dr Evans has stated his desire to avoid the piece meal
planning that has taken place thus far in our area.
As I understand it, the original concept handed down
from HBBC to provide 16 2 Bed, 6 3 Bed, 29 1 Bed and 3
4+Bed Houses total 54, is not now achievable in this plan
if only 15 can be built at Witherley following withdrawal
of land elsewhere. and no other becoming available.

The estimate of housing
requirement in Witherley Parish
from the Core Strategy
projections was 0 – however
recent correspondence from
HBBC has suggested that a
figure of 118 new homes is the
current best estimate, although
they say that this could
significantly change before the
Local plan is adopted.
• Following the presentations that took place on 24th Feb Changes to settlement
20, the last update of the Witherley Parish Council
boundaries are not in
website prior to the meeting on the 14th October did not contravention of HBBC Policy,
include any settlement boundary changes.
they are a matter of detail that
The agenda for the meeting published on 7th a week
is within the remit of a NDP to
beforehand did not have this as one of the items to be
determine.
discussed. Was this decision taken then? On whose
Similarly, NDPs have the power
authority have the Council now decided that they have
to determine where residential
the power to move settlement Boundaries to
development sites are located.
accommodate building in designated Rural Hamlets, in
contravention of HBBC Policy.
NDPs have to be in general
This states that “development will be confined to infill
conformity with the Local plan
housing development local choice schemes and
conversion of agricultural buildings to employment uses” and the NDP achieves this.
Why, when 2 of the Councillors made this decision known
to their constituents, were they so roundly and
We understand the concern
that printed copies were not
personally verbally derided by some other members and
routinely available, however the
non members of the Committee present in the Zoom on
line meeting following?
process followed has been in
This does seem to fly in the face of any claim of Public
line with Government policy.
Consultation.
• I do not believe that access to a document as lengthy as The Executive summary was
produced before the landowner
this should rely on people having access to the internet

None

None

None

None

None

None
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and a printer. It is impossible to go through the detail
without a printed copy to compare and if it is being
added to or amended within the Consultation period, this
exacerbates the difficulty further.
• The Executive Summary is null and void since it shows a
false settlement boundary for Fenny Drayton
encompassing the Playing Field Area Designated DM8 in
HBBC Site Allocations and Management Policies DPD.
• The Covering letter sent out requesting that the
reference on page 3 to FDSB be ignored is pointless if the
2 documents become separated and in that event adds to
the confusion.
• No details shown on either document for reply and
comment again necessitating internet access in a poor
broadband area.
States it will:“Resist the loss of local shops and facilities initiatives to
establish local stores and facilities will be supported”
Where are we in pursuing these initiatives in line with
other potential funding, grants, loans or stakeholders
connected with the Parish?
I have lived in FD for 35years and in that time we have
lost, a hotel, orchards, a fruit farm, a pub, a post office, a
general store, bus services, the chance of a village hall,
been denied footpaths and cycle ways out of the village,
seen increased traffic and accidents incidents in and
around the village. Where are the plans to improve on
these within the NDP?
I suspect that all 4 centres in the Parish will have the
same stories but if the infrastructure is not there first,
extra houses will exacerbate these problems further.
As can be seen from the Weddington Road
Developments, promises made by Developers do not
always come to fruition. The school and surgery promised
are still WIP but the houses and demand are built and
there. We should turn the horse and cart around and
ensure that facilities that were at least adequate for the

withdrew his site from the NDP.
There was nothing that could be
done about this as the
consultation dates had already
been set. This does not mean
that the rest of the document is
null and void as is suggested.
Neither is it a formal part of the
process – it was an additional
piece of information provided
by the Parish Council in the
absence of being able to hold
an open event.

This is contained in policy CA1
and CA2. They are planning
policies not community actions
so it serves to facilitate such a
development if one is proposed.
That is the purpose of a
planning document.

None
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Parish are first restored and then improved to give the
capacity to allow further development of the Parish and
surrounding area, economically, structurally, and
environmentally to the betterment of residents, visitors
and businesses
Finally here does not appear to be any inclusion of any
Open Countryside Policy within the Draft NDP. Inclusion
of this affords protection to Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey in the retention of designated open spaces
and recreational facilities and further developments in
the surrounding fields as well as preserving the character
and ambiance of these 3 protected hamlets.
In conclusion the NDP as written may have been made
in the best intention originally but has been overtaken by
events that should be considered in the round and thus
avoid any further expenditure which may in the end be
proven unnecessary and indeed be more detrimental to
the villages, hamlets and surrounding Countryside.

I trust you will log my comments accordingly and I thank
you in advance for your diligence and service
As residents of Witherley village we would like to support
any proposed development of the old Witherley Hunt
Kennels site. It would be an eminently suitable
opportunity to develop the site from what could swiftly
become a more run down & dilapidated collection of
buildings. It would be an excellent & valuable provision of
the extra housing needs of the village & wider parish
without the need to encroach on any green spaces. Any
large development within the parish would inevitably
encroach on greenbelt or valued green spaces
surrounding & within the villages. The key points of the
NDP proposals were to limit the number & type of

There are many policies
offering environmental
protections. A policy protecting
the open countryside is
contained in policy H2.

None

It is unlikely that anyone
reading the NDP and
understanding the range of
protections it contains would
draw the conclusion that is
detrimental to the ‘villages,
hamlets and surrounding
countryside’.
Noted

None

Noted

None

None
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housing needed & the Kennels site would appear to offer
this.
After my review and analysis, I would say that the
document was well researched, structured and
comprehensive in its approach. I was particularly happy
to see so many of the issues ( i.e traffic, green space, etc)
we have raised within Fenny Drayton reflected within the
content of this draft.
The location and scale of the development in Kennel
Lane, Witherley seems sensible and in keeping with the
character. The particular attention to the heritage assets
was (there is no further writing)
As a resident of Fenny Drayton, I was pleased to see that
the settlement boundary had been clearly identified and
sits tight to the existing developed areas of the village
edge. Concerns had been raised prior to this draft of the
NDP that the settlement boundary would be amended to
include proposed development sites. I am particularly
pleased that the proposed development site has not
been included within the boundary as it had several
issues which would have made it inappropriate for
development, detrimental to the village and dangerous in
terms of access. My concern is the mechanisms with
which any amendment to the stated boundary would be
undertaken. I assume this would only be as part of a
review of the NDP, as it is not stated within the
document.
Support the idea of appropriate housing mix to meet
local demand.
Policies with regards to windfall sites are often a concern.
However, the parameters set out within Policy H4, if
adhered to, will significantly mitigate my concerns with
regards to Windfall Sites within the Parish and
particularly within Fenny Drayton.
I was happy to see that a policy regarding the design and
character of development proposals will be a key

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted. Any review of the NDP
will be undertaken in line with
the narrative in Section 8
‘Monitoring and Review’ and
the Settlement Boundary can be
changed as part of this process
if chosen to do so.

None

Noted

None

Noted. This will be the policy
used by HBBC to determine the
outcome of planning
applications in the Parish.

None

Noted

None
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consideration alongside contemporary and innovative
materials. I was particularly happy to see that a Design
Guide, although not particularly robust or extensive, had
been included as part of the NDP. Further inputs to the
Design Guide should potentially be considered as part of
the Final NDP.
I was pleased to see that several sites within the Parish
had been designated for protection of local green space.
The identification of St Michael and All Angels
Churchyard (555) within Fenny Drayton was good to see
as a local resident.
I was very pleased to see that the designation “Important
Open Spaces” had been included within the NDP.
However, the clause “Development proposals that result
in their loss, or have a significant adverse effect on them,
will not be supported unless the open space is replaced
by equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location, or unless it can be demonstrated to the Parish
Council that the open space is no longer required by the
community.” Is a point of concern given the recent
discussions regarding a potential site which would
require the use of the Drayton Close (FEN 02) green
space as the primary access. I do not oppose relocation of
open or green spaces if necessary as long as the
reprovision of those spaces are of equal or greater size,
provision and quality. However, the point regarding
removal of the space from the community should not be
included as the NDP has already identified these spaces
as important community resources with “high value for
recreation, beauty, amenity, tranquillity or as green
spaces within or close to the built-up area”. My concern
is that the Parish Council would be able to decide that it
was no longer necessary to the community, which by its
own designation, it has already been identified as
important. I think the clause should state; “Development
proposals that result in their loss, or have a significant
adverse effect on them, will not be supported unless the

Noted

None

Noted. These conditions are
taken from the National
Planning Policy Framework so
are not open to change.

None

They are important in enabling
a release of the land if it is no
longer valued by the
community. If the community
continue to value the land and
the other conditions are met,
there should not be a problem.

None
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open space is replaced by equivalent or better provision
in an equally suitable location.” The Drayton Close green
space is well used and a great play area for children and
adults. It is a vital amenity for the village and should be
protected as such.
Although perhaps not as many sites for protection as I
had expected to see, I was pleased to see that the Parish
have undertaken and audit and included it within the
NDP.
I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.
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As with policy ENV2, I was pleased to see a policy
addressing the need to retain community facilities and
amenities. Again, my concern is with regards to the ability
of the Parish to identify that there is no longer need for
it. Something like playing fields and playgrounds should
always be protected as they are always needed in some
form.
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I am pleased to see the qualifying parameters as set out
in Policy CA2 regarding increase to traffic movements and
other disturbances. This again is with regards to recent
proposals identified on the edge of Fenny Drayton which
would have used the provision of community facilities to
attempt to justify sizeable increases in traffic movements
at a dangerous junction.
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I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.
I was happy to see the research and analysis undertaken
with regards to the many traffic issues Fenny Drayton has
seen in recent years. We have had a high volume of
traffic cutting through the village as a ‘rat run’ at high
speeds since the reconfiguration of the junction of the A5
and the A444. This has made several junctions with the

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted. If a facility is no longer
needed by the community, it is
likely to be very apparent. It will
be up to the applicant to
demonstrate that the facility is
surplus to community use and if
there is a strong opposition to
this it will be clear at planning
application stage.
Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

None
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village very dangerous. This is one of the key reasons I
was so concerned with the scale of proposed
development identified as part of the NDP process. I am
relieved to see that the consultants have also assessed its
merits as lacking, particularly with regards to access. It
clearly demonstrates why Fenny Drayton is not
appropriate for development of any scale beyond a few
individual dwellings or at best a Windfall Site. The current
transport infrastructure is not equipped or safe to deal
with it.
As stated in my broader comment above, these points
are particularly important for Fenny Drayton given our
traffic and pedestrian safety issues.
I was pleased to see this included within the NDP.
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Noted

None

Noted

None

I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.

Noted

None

I was pleased to see reference to the reduction of the
speed limit on the A444 at Fenny Drayton to 40mph. This
would hopefully improve safety at these increasingly
dangerous junctions. It would be good to add a
community action point regarding the traffic and vehicle
movements through Fenny Drayton again as previous
proposals have not seen results and as such are likely to
be forgotten.
After my review and analysis, I would say that the
document was well researched, structured and
comprehensive in its approach. I was particularly happy
to see so many of the issues ( i.e traffic, green space, etc)
we have raised within Fenny Drayton reflected within the
content of this draft.

Noted

None

Noted

None
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The location and scale of the development in Kennel
Lane, Witherley seems sensible and in keeping with the
character. The particular attention to the heritage assets
was (there is no further writing)
As a resident of Fenny Drayton, I was pleased to see that
the settlement boundary had been clearly identified and
sits tight to the existing developed areas of the village
edge. Concerns had been raised prior to this draft of the
NDP that the settlement boundary would be amended to
include proposed development sites. I am particularly
pleased that the proposed development site has not
been included within the boundary as it had several
issues which would have made it inappropriate for
development, detrimental to the village and dangerous in
terms of access. My concern is the mechanisms with
which any amendment to the stated boundary would be
undertaken. I assume this would only be as part of a
review of the NDP, as it is not stated within the
document.
Support the idea of appropriate housing mix to meet
local demand.
Policies with regards to windfall sites are often a concern.
However, the parameters set out within Policy H4, if
adhered to, will significantly mitigate my concerns with
regards to Windfall Sites within the Parish and
particularly within Fenny Drayton.
I was happy to see that a policy regarding the design and
character of development proposals will be a key
consideration alongside contemporary and innovative
materials. I was particularly happy to see that a Design
Guide, although not particularly robust or extensive, had
been included as part of the NDP. Further inputs to the
Design Guide should potentially be considered as part of
the Final NDP.

None
Noted

Noted. Any review of the NDP
will be undertaken in line with
the narrative in Section 8
‘Monitoring and Review’ and
the Settlement Boundary can be
changed as part of this process
if chosen to do so.

None

Noted

None

Noted. This will be the policy
used by HBBC to determine the
outcome of planning
applications in the Parish.

None

Noted

None
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I was pleased to see that several sites within the Parish
had been designated for protection of local green space.
The identification of St Michael and All Angels
Churchyard (555) within Fenny Drayton was good to see
as a local resident.
I was very pleased to see that the designation “Important
Open Spaces” had been included within the NDP.
However, the clause “Development proposals that result
in their loss, or have a significant adverse effect on them,
will not be supported unless the open space is replaced
by equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location, or unless it can be demonstrated to the Parish
Council that the open space is no longer required by the
community.” Is a point of concern given the recent
discussions regarding a potential site which would
require the use of the Drayton Close (FEN 02) green
space as the primary access. I do not oppose relocation of
open or green spaces if necessary as long as the
reprovision of those spaces are of equal or greater size,
provision and quality. However, the point regarding
removal of the space from the community should not be
included as the NDP has already identified these spaces
as important community resources with “high value for
recreation, beauty, amenity, tranquillity or as green
spaces within or close to the built-up area”. My concern
is that the Parish Council would be able to decide that it
was no longer necessary to the community, which by its
own designation, it has already been identified as
important. I think the clause should state; “Development
proposals that result in their loss, or have a significant
adverse effect on them, will not be supported unless the
open space is replaced by equivalent or better provision
in an equally suitable location.” The Drayton Close green
space is well used and a great play area for children and
adults. It is a vital amenity for the village and should be
protected as such.

Noted

None

Noted. These conditions are
taken from the National
Planning Policy Framework so
are not open to change.

None

They are important in enabling
a release of the land if it is no
longer valued by the
community. If the community
continue to value the land and
the other conditions are met,
there should not be a problem.

None
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Although perhaps not as many sites for protection as I
had expected to see, I was pleased to see that the Parish
have undertaken and audit and included it within the
NDP.
I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.

Noted

None

Noted

None

As with policy ENV2, I was pleased to see a policy
addressing the need to retain community facilities and
amenities. Again, my concern is with regards to the ability
of the Parish to identify that there is no longer need for
it. Something like playing fields and playgrounds should
always be protected as they are always needed in some
form.

Noted. If a facility is no longer
needed by the community, it is
likely to be very apparent. It will
be up to the applicant to
demonstrate that the facility is
surplus to community use and if
there is a strong opposition to
this it will be clear at planning
application stage.
Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

I am pleased to see the qualifying parameters as set out
in Policy CA2 regarding increase to traffic movements and
other disturbances. This again is with regards to recent
proposals identified on the edge of Fenny Drayton which
would have used the provision of community facilities to
attempt to justify sizeable increases in traffic movements
at a dangerous junction.
I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.
I was happy to see the research and analysis undertaken
with regards to the many traffic issues Fenny Drayton has
seen in recent years. We have had a high volume of
traffic cutting through the village as a ‘rat run’ at high
speeds since the reconfiguration of the junction of the A5
and the A444. This has made several junctions with the
village very dangerous. This is one of the key reasons I
was so concerned with the scale of proposed
development identified as part of the NDP process. I am
relieved to see that the consultants have also assessed its
merits as lacking, particularly with regards to access. It

None
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clearly demonstrates why Fenny Drayton is not
appropriate for development of any scale beyond a few
individual dwellings or at best a Windfall Site. The current
transport infrastructure is not equipped or safe to deal
with it.
As stated in my broader comment above, these points
are particularly important for Fenny Drayton given our
traffic and pedestrian safety issues.
I was pleased to see this included within the NDP.

Noted

None

Noted

None

I was pleased to see these included within the NDP.

Noted

None

I was pleased to see reference to the reduction of the
speed limit on the A444 at Fenny Drayton to 40mph. This
would hopefully improve safety at these increasingly
dangerous junctions. It would be good to add a
community action point regarding the traffic and vehicle
movements through Fenny Drayton again as previous
proposals have not seen results and as such are likely to
be forgotten.
This is a very good Neighbourhood Development Plan
and hopefully its process, findings and vision will all be
respected by others, particularly in the light of recent
developments:
• "Villagers oppose 'laughable' plans for 55 homes on
outskirts of Stoke
Golding” [Leicester Mercury 10.01.2021 / https://
www.leicestermercury.co.uk/news/local-news/villagersoppose-laughableplans-55-3720638];
• concerns about the government's "new planning White
Paper to shake
up the English planning system” [Town and Country
Planning
Association / https://www.tcpa.org.uk/planning-whitepaper-faqs?

Noted

None

Noted

None
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fbclid=IwAR0yX0l91AB52iXcjS7JAmfrHEgvFA5IQvVYYOYrKZIo-3a02cHTtBTS4].
This is a comprehensive and pragmatic design guide.
Could it be made clearer that the design guide applies not
only to new build but also to modifications to existing
buildings?

Parish28

Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers under any
circumstances to revise, remove, reposition or
redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets.

Parish28

The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers under any
circumstances to relocate, redefine, redesignate or
replace any local green spaces, play areas, parks etc.

Parish28

Open Countryside Policy must be included in the NDP to
cover all fields, arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets to protect
them and to retain their rural identity.
Traffic calming is recommended for Fenny Drayton in
particular
Designating Drayton Lane as "access only" to stop the
dangerous "rat run" which currently exists between the
village and the A5 trunk road.
Implementing Reduced speed limits for the A444
between the 2 junctions off the A444 which connect to
the village.

Parish28

Noted – we will make this clear

Change to
be made as
indicated

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.
NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

The narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly

Noted. However existing traffic
issues can only be actioned by
LCC Highways Dept, and not by
the NDP.

None

None

None
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There appears to be some areas of flood zones 2 and 3
within the Limits to Development, in particular along the
Western edge and North Eastern edge of the settlement
of Witherley and which are associated with the Witherley
Brook, a Main River of the Environment Agency. Whilst
there are no housing Allocations proposed within flood
zone, it should be noted that if any windfall
developments are proposed within flood zone then these
will be subject to the (flooding) Sequential Test. The Test
is undertaken to ensure that there are no other
reasonably available sites at lower flood risk which could
be developed instead. It should also be noted that any
development proposed within 8m of the top of the bank
of a Main River, in this instance the Witherley Brook, an
application for a Flood Risk Activity Permit may need to
be made to the Environment Agency.
Policy Environmen The latest version of the NPPF directs LPA’s (and by
Env 4: t Agency
extension in the case of Neighbourhood Plans, Parish
Biodiv
Councils) to ensure that new development provides a
ersity
biodiversity net gain. We therefore consider that an
and
additional bullet point should be added to Env 4 as
Habitat
follows:
Conne
“d) result in biodiversity net gain”.
ctivity
We have no further comments to make and trust you find
the above helpful.
Highw LCC
The County Council recognises that residents may have
ays
concerns about traffic conditions in their local area,
Gener
which they feel may be exacerbated by increased traffic
al
due to population, economic and development growth.
Comm
Like very many local authorities, the County Council’s
ents
budgets are under severe pressure. It must therefore
prioritise where it focuses its reducing resources and
increasingly limited funds. In practice, this means that the
County Highway Authority (CHA), in general, prioritises its
resources on measures that deliver the greatest benefit
to Leicestershire’s residents, businesses and road users in
terms of road safety, network management and

Noted

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

These general comments are
noted.

None

Only the comments specific to
the Witherley NDP are
responded to. It is inappropriate
at this stage in the process to
send in general comments
about what the NDP can
consider.
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maintenance. Given this, it is likely that highway
measures associated with any new development would
need to be fully funded from third party funding, such as
via Section 278 or 106 (S106) developer contributions. I
should emphasise that the CHA is generally no longer in a
position to accept any financial risk relating to/make
good any possible shortfall in developer funding. To be
eligible for S106 contributions proposals must fulfil
various legal criteria. Measures must also directly
mitigate the impact of the development eg they should
ensure that the development does not make the existing
highway conditions any worse if considered to have a
severe residual impact. They cannot unfortunately be
sought to address existing problems. Where potential
S106 measures would require future maintenance, which
would be paid for from the County Council’s funds, the
measures would also need to be assessed against the
County Council’s other priorities and as such may not be
maintained by the County Council or will require
maintenance funding to be provided as a commuted sum.
In regard to public transport, securing S106 contributions
for public transport services will normally focus on larger
developments, where there is a more realistic prospect of
services being commercially viable once the contributions
have stopped ie they would be able to operate without
being supported from public funding. The current
financial climate means that the CHA has extremely
limited funding available to undertake minor highway
improvements. Where there may be the prospect of
third-party funding to deliver a scheme, the County
Council will still normally expect the scheme to comply
with prevailing relevant national and local policies and
guidance, both in terms of its justification and its design;
the Council will also expect future maintenance costs to
be covered by the third-party funding. Where any
measures are proposed that would affect speed limits,
on-street parking restrictions or other Traffic Regulation
57
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Orders (be that to address existing problems or in
connection with a development proposal), their
implementation would be
subject to available resources, the availability of full
funding and the satisfactory completion of
all necessary Statutory Procedures.
The County Council are fully aware of flooding that has
occurred within Leicestershire and its impact on
residential properties resulting in concerns relating to
new developments. LCC in our role as the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) undertake investigations into
flooding, review consent applications to undertake works
on ordinary watercourses and carry out enforcement
where lack of maintenance or unconsented works has
resulted in a flood risk. In April 2015 the LLFA also
became a statutory consultee on major planning
applications in relation to surface water drainage and
have a duty to review planning applications to ensure
that the onsite drainage systems are designed in
accordance with current legislation and guidance. The
LLFA also ensures that flood risk to the site is accounted
for when designing a drainage solution.
The LLFA is not able to:
• Prevent development where development sites are at
low risk of flooding or can demonstrate appropriate flood
risk mitigation.
• Use existing flood risk to adjacent land to prevent
development.
• Require development to resolve existing flood risk.
When considering flood risk within the development of a
neighbourhood plan, the LLFA would recommend
consideration of the following points:
• Locating development outside of river (fluvial) flood risk
(Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea)).
• Locating development outside of surface water (pluvial)
flood risk (Risk of Flooding from Surface Water map).

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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• Locating development outside of any groundwater
flood risk by considering any local knowledge of
groundwater flooding.
• How potential SuDS features may be incorporated into
the development to enhance the local amenity, water
quality and biodiversity of the site as well as manage
surface water runoff.
• Watercourses and land drainage should be protected
within new developments to prevent an increase in flood
risk.
All development will be required to restrict the discharge
and retain surface water on site in line with current
government policies. This should be undertaken through
the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).
Appropriate space allocation for SuDS features should be
included within development sites when considering the
housing density to ensure that the potential site will not
limit the ability for good SuDS design to be carried out.
Consideration should also be given to blue green
corridors and how they could be used to improve the biodiversity and amenity of new developments, including
benefits to surrounding areas.
Often ordinary watercourses and land drainage features
(including streams, culverts and ditches) form part of
development sites. The LLFA recommend that existing
watercourses and land drainage (including watercourses
that form the site boundary) are retained as open
features along their original flow path and are retained in
public open space to ensure that access for maintenance
can be achieved. This should also be considered when
looking at
housing densities within the plan to ensure that these
features can be retained.
LCC, in its role as LLFA will not support proposals contrary
to LCC policies.
For further information it is suggested reference is made
to the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012),

Noted

None
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Sustainable drainage systems: Written statement HCWS161 (December 2014) and the Planning Practice
Guidance webpage.
Flood risk mapping is readily available for public use at
the links below. The LLFA also holds information relating
to historic flooding within Leicestershire that can be used
to inform development proposals.
Risk of flooding from surface water map: https://floodwarning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-floodrisk/map
Flood map for planning (rivers and sea): https://floodmap-for-planning.service.gov.uk/
If there is no specific policy on Section 106 developer
contributions/planning obligations within the draft
Neighbourhood Plan, it would be prudent to consider the
inclusion of a developer contributions/planning
obligations policy, along similar lines to those shown for
example in the Adopted North Kilworth NDP and the
Adopted Great Glen NDP albeit adapted to the
circumstances of your community. This would in general
be consistent with the relevant District Council’s local
plan or its policy on planning obligations in order to
mitigate the impacts of new development and enable
appropriate local infrastructure and service provision in
accordance with the relevant legislation and regulations,
where applicable. Links to North Kilworth and Great Glen
adopted plans
The County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning
Authority; this means the council prepares the planning
policy for minerals and waste development and also
makes decisions on mineral and waste development.
Although neighbourhood plans cannot include policies
that cover minerals and waste development, it may be
the case that your neighbourhood contains an existing or
planned minerals or waste site. The County Council can
provide information on these operations or any future

Noted

None

Noted
None

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

Sites with
known as
having
minerals will
be identified
within
Appendix 7
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development planned for your neighbourhood. You
should also be aware of Minerals and Waste
Safeguarding Areas, contained within the adopted
Minerals and Waste Local Plan. These safeguarding areas
are there to ensure that non-waste and non-minerals
development takes place in a way that does not
negatively affect minerals resources or waste operations.
The County Council can provide guidance on this if your
neighbourhood plan is allocating development in these
areas or if any proposed neighbourhood plan policies
may impact on minerals and waste provision.
Whereby housing allocations or preferred housing
developments form part of a Neighbourhood Plan the
Local Authority will look to the availability of school
places within a two-mile (primary) and three-mile
(secondary) distance from the development. If there are
not sufficient places then a claim for Section 106 funding
will be requested to provide those places. It is recognised
that it may not always be possible or appropriate to
extend a local school to meet the needs of a
development, or the size of a development would yield a
new school. However, in the changing educational
landscape, the Council retains a statutory duty to ensure
that sufficient places are available in good schools within
its area, for every child of school age whose parents wish
them to have one.
No comment at this time.

It is suggested that reference is made to recognising a
significant growth in the older population and that
development seeks to include bungalows etc of differing
tenures to accommodate the increase. This would be in

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted.

None
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line with the draft Adult Social Care Accommodation
Strategy for older people which promotes that people
should plan ahead for their later life, including
considering downsizing, but recognising that people’s
choices are often limited by the lack of suitable local
options.
Page 48: Policy Env 12 (Renewable Energy Infrastructure)
states that proposals within the blue area of Figure 17
would be supported (subject to compliance with other
conditions in the policy), but the key on Figure 17
conflicts as it states the blue areas are unsuitable for
wind turbines.

HBBC has no policy on wind
turbines. The figure was taken
from HBBCs Renewable Energy
Study which is yet to be
adopted and may be subject to
change. We will remove the
map.

Change to
be made as
indicated

• Page 62: Electric vehicles. The Prime Minister has
recently stated new cars and vans powered wholly by
petrol and diesel will not be sold in the UK from 2030.

Noted. We will make this
change

Change to
be made as
indicated

• Appendix 6: Witherley Design Guide is very thorough.

Noted

None

With regard to the environment and in line with
Government advice, Leicestershire County Council (LCC)
would like to see Neighbourhood Plans cover all aspects
of the natural environment including climate change, the
landscape, biodiversity, ecosystems, green infrastructure
as well as soils, brownfield sites and agricultural land.
The County Council through its Environment Strategy is
committed to reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
Leicestershire and increasing Leicestershire’s resilience to
the existing and predicted changes in climate.
Furthermore, LCC has declared a climate emergency
along with most other UK councils. The County Council
has committed to becoming carbon neutral as a council
by 2030 and to working with others to keep global
temperature rise to less than 1.5 degrees Celsius, which
will mean in effect needing to achieve carbon neutrality

Noted

None

Noted

None
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for Leicestershire by 2050 or before. Planning is one of
the key levers for enabling these commitments to be met
and to meeting the legally binding target set by the
government for the UK to be carbon neutral by 2050.
Neighbourhood Plans should in as far as possible seek to
contribute to and support a reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions and to increasing the county’s resilience to
climate change.
The County Council would like to see the inclusion of a
local landscape assessment taking into account Natural
England’s Landscape character areas; Leicester,
Leicestershire and Rutland Landscape and Woodland
Strategy; the Local District/Borough Council landscape
character assessments and the Landscape Sensitivity and
Green Infrastructure Study for Leicester and
Leicestershire (2017) which examines the sensitivity of
the landscape, exploring the extent to which different
areas can accommodate development without impacting
on their key landscape qualities. We would recommend
that Neighbourhood Plans should also consider the street
scene and public realm within their communities, further
advice can be found in the latest ‘Streets for All East
Midlands’ Advisory Document (2006) published by
English Heritage.
LCC would encourage the development of local listings as
per the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
LCC have some data on the social, cultural, archaeological
and historic value of local features and buildings
(https://www.leicestershire.gov.uk/leisureandcommunity/history-and-heritage/historicenvironment-record)
The Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006
places a duty on all public authorities in England and
Wales to have regard, in the exercise of their duties, to
the purpose of conserving biodiversity. The National
Planning Policy Framework clearly outlines the

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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importance of sustainable development alongside the
core principle that planning should contribute to
conserving and enhancing the natural environment,
providing net gain for biodiversity, and reducing
pollution. Neighbourhood Plans should therefore seek to
work in partnership with other agencies to develop and
deliver a strategic approach to protecting and improving
the natural environment based on local evidence and
priorities. Each Neighbourhood Plan should consider the
impact of potential development or management of open
spaces on enhancing biodiversity and habitat
connectivity, such as hedgerows and greenways. Also,
habitat permeability for habitats and species which
addresses encouragement of movement from one
location to another such as the design of street lighting,
roads, noise, obstructions in water, exposure of species
to predation and arrangement of land-uses.
The Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records
Centre (LRERC) can provide a summary of wildlife
information for your Neighbourhood Plan area. This will
include a map showing nationally important sites (e.g.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest); locally designated
Wildlife Sites; locations of badger setts, great crested
newt breeding ponds and bat roosts; and a list of records
of protected and priority Biodiversity Action Plan species.

Noted
The full LRERC dataset was
requested and provided, and
has been used throughout as
part of the environmental
inventory process: every
relevant LRERC record has been
noted in the NDP and provides
supporting evidence, where
relevant, to the policies. This is
referenced specifically on p.26
and throughout the Plan where
pertinent. There are policies on
newts and bats based on LRERC
data plus local knowledge;
records of BAP species have
been used in support of
individual site-protecting
policies. There is no recent
Phase I survey for Witherley, so

None
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These are all a material consideration in the planning
process. If there has been a recent Habitat Survey of your
plan area, this will also be included. LRERC is unable to
carry out habitat surveys on request from a Parish
Council, although it may be possible to add it into a
future survey programme. Contact:
planningecology@leics.gov.uk, or phone 0116 305 4108
Green infrastructure (GI) is a network of multi-functional
green space, urban and rural, which is capable of
delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of
life benefits for local communities, (NPPF definition). Asa
network, GI includes parks, open spaces, playing fields,
woodlands, street trees, cemeteries/churchyards
allotments and private gardens as well as streams, rivers,
canals and other water bodies and features such as green
roofs and living walls.
The NPPF places the duty on local authorities to plan
positively for a strategic network of GI which can deliver
a range of planning policies including: building a strong,
competitive economy; creating a sense of place and
promote good design; promoting healthier communities
by providing greater opportunities for recreation and
mental and physical health benefits; meeting the
challenges of climate change and flood risk; increasing
biodiversity and conserving and enhancing the natural
environment. Looking at the existing provision of GI
networks within a community can influence the plan for
creating & enhancing new networks and this assessment
can then be used to inform CIL (Community
Infrastructure Levy) schedules, enabling communities to
potentially benefit from this source of funding.

a professional survey to cover
this omission was
commissioned for the Plan and
has been used to identify sites
of biodiversity significance.
Noted. As above

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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Neighbourhood Plan groups have the opportunity to plan
GI networks at a local scale to maximise benefits for their
community and in doing so they should ensure that their
Neighbourhood Plan is reflective of the relevant Local
Authority Green Infrastructure strategy. Through the
Neighbourhood Plan and discussions with the Local
Authority Planning teams and potential Developers
communities are well placed to influence the delivery of
local scale GI networks.
The NPPF encourages the effective use of brownfield land
for development, provided that it is not of high
environmental/ecological value. Neighbourhood planning
groups should check with Defra if their neighbourhood
planning area includes brownfield sites. Where
information is lacking as to the ecological value of these
sites then the Neighbourhood Plan could include policies
that ensure such survey work should be carried out to
assess the ecological value of a brownfield site before
development decisions are taken. Soils are an essential
finite resource on which important ecosystem services
such as food production, are dependent on. They should
be enhanced in value and protected from adverse effects
of unacceptable levels of pollution. Within the
governments “Safeguarding our Soils” strategy, Defra
have produced a code of practice for the sustainable use
of soils on construction sites which could be helpful to
neighbourhood planning groups in preparing
environmental policies. High quality agricultural soils
should, where possible be protected from development
and where a large area of agricultural land is identified
for development then planning should consider using the
poorer quality areas in preference to the higher quality
areas. Neighbourhood planning groups should consider
mapping agricultural land within their plan to enable
informed decisions to be made in the future. Natural
England can provide further information and Agricultural
Land classification.

Noted

None

Noted. The Environment
Group did check the DEFRA
mapping and the HBBC brown
field register. Soil classification
with reference to Natural
England ALC 2019 is recorded
for each site in the plan area in
App 7 (Environment inventory).

None
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Information for Neighbourhood Planning groups
regarding Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEAs)
can be found on the Neighbourhood Planning website
(www.neighbourhoodplanning.org) and should be
referred to. As taken from the website, a Neighbourhood
Plan must meet certain basic conditions in order to be
‘made’. It must not breach and be otherwise compatible
with EU obligations. One of these obligations is Directive
2001/42/EC ‘on the assessment of the effects of certain
plans and programmes on the environment’
(Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations, 2004, available online). This is often referred
to as the SEA Directive. Not every Neighbourhood Plan
needs a SEA, however, it is compulsory to provide when
submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority
either:
• A statement of reasons as to why SEA was not required
• An environmental report (a key output of the SEA
process). As the UK prepares to leave the EU in 2020,
Neighbourhood Planning groups should remain mindful
of any future changes which may occur to the above
guidance.
Neighbourhood planning groups should remain mindful
of the interaction between new development
applications in a district area and Leicestershire County
Council. The County’s Waste Management team
considers proposed developments on a case by case basis
and when it is identified that a proposed development
will have a detrimental effect on the local HWRC
infrastructure then appropriate projects to increase the
capacity to off-set the impact have to be initiated.
Contributions to fund these projects are requested in
accordance with Leicestershire’s Planning Obligations
Policy and the relevant Legislation Regulations.

Noted

None

Noted

None
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Consideration of community facilities is a positive facet of
Neighbourhood Plans that reflects the importance of
these facilities within communities and can proactively
protect and develop facilities to meet the needs of
people in local communities. Neighbourhood Plans
provide an opportunity to;
1. Carry out and report on a review of community
facilities, groups and allotments and their importance
with your community.
2. Set out policies that seek to;
• protect and retain these existing facilities,
• support the independent development of new facilities,
and,
• identify and protect Assets of Community Value and
provide support for any existing or future designations.
3. Identify and support potential community projects that
could be progressed.
You are encouraged to consider and respond to all
aspects of community resources as part of the
Neighbourhood Planning process. Further information,
guidance and examples of policies and supporting
information is available at
www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/NDP/usefulinformation.
We would recommend including economic development
aspirations with your Plan, outlining what the community
currently values and whether they are open to new
development of small businesses etc.
High speed broadband is critical for businesses and for
access to services, many of which are now online by
default. Having a superfast broadband connection is no
longer merely desirable but is an essential requirement in
ordinary daily life. All new developments (including
community facilities) should have access to ultrafast
broadband (of at least 100Mbps). Developers should take
active steps to incorporate adequate broadband
provision at the pre-planning phase and should engage

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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with telecoms providers to ensure ultrafast broadband is
available as soon as build on the development is
complete. Where practical, developers should consider
engaging several telecoms providers to encourage
competition and consumer choice.
While we cannot comment in detail on plans, you may
wish to ask stakeholders to bear the Council’s Equality
Strategy 2016-2020 in mind when taking your
Neighbourhood Plan forward through the relevant
procedures, particularly for engagement and consultation
work. A copy of the strategy can be view at:
www.leicestershire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/field/pdf/2
017/1/30/equality-strategy2016- 2020.pdf

207

Parish29

The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Plan should not have the power to revise, remove, or
reposition and re-designate the settlement boundaries
for protected hamlets.
Also the same for local green spaces (parks etc.)

208

Parish29

The Open Countryside Policy should be included in the
NDP to cover all arable fields and pastureland,
hedgerows and woodlands surrounding rural
protected hamlets, to protect them
and their rural identity.

209

Parish29

Noted

None

In Fenny Drayton there are no footpaths on Drayton
Lane – from the Junction of Old Forge Road to Drayton
Close and entry to the Playing field and as this is a busy
rat run for traffic to access the A5 it is very dangerous
for children and pedestrians walking to the
park. Some traffic calming in this area of Fenny
Drayton would make it safer as its a busy
junction. Traffic tends to speed through the
village and cut the corner into Drayton Lane.
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A footpath along the A444 to link with the A5 footpath
at the Red Gate would enable cyclists and pedestrians
to have a safe exercise route. The left hand verge –
going towards the A5 – is a wide one. The increased
traffic – even in lockdown – especially lorries make
getting out of the village onto the A444 a hazardous
one as the traffic tends to speed along this road.

Stake2

These representations have been prepared on behalf of
the Witherley Estate in respect of their significant land
interests within Witherley Parish, as is illustrated in the
accompanying plan titled ‘161220 Witherley Estate –
Master Map’ – at Appendix A

Noted

None

Stake2

With regards to the requirements of Neighbourhood
Plans, Paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 as applied to Neighbourhood
Plans by Section 38A of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 sets out that only a Neighbourhood
Plan that meets each of a set of basic conditions can be
put forward to referendum and be made. These basic
conditions form the crux of any examination, as it will be
for the Examiner to decide whether the Plan meets the
basic conditions. The basic conditions of most relevance
to these representations are:

Noted

None

None
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A. Having regard to national policies and advice
Noted
contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it
is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan.
D. The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to
the achievement of sustainable development.
E. The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general
conformity with the strategic policies contained in the
development plan for the area of the authority (or any
part of that area).
These representations set out fundamental concerns with Noted
the Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting evidence
base, including key conflicts with the adopted
Development Plan which would lead to failure to satisfy
basic condition E. We also consider the plan to conflict
with various aspects of the NPPF, which would
constitute a failure of basic conditions A and D.

None

These representations follow the order of the policies
within the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. Where we have
not commented, we have no specific comments at this
stage.
We support the allocation of housing in Witherley. It is a
sustainable settlement, within very close proximity of
Atherstone, which contains a host of services and
facilities, employment and access to the railway network,
all of which can reduce car dependency and reduce car
journey lengths.

Noted

None

Noted

None

None
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In this regard, it is important to critically evaluate the
level of development to be delivered, having regard for
local circumstances. Witherley, like many rural
communities is showing signs of an ageing population,
with over a quarter of residents over the age of 65,
higher than both Borough and National averages.
Witherley also has a very high rate of home ownership,
85%, again above average at all levels. The Parish has a
very low level of affordable housing provision, with only
5% of the existing dwelling composition being social
rented housing. There has been little to no new
affordable houses delivered in the Parish since the
delivery of a number of Council Houses in the 60’s. Many
of these may now have transferred into private
ownership through Right to Buy, with no replacements
being delivered. House prices are generally high, with the
average house price being £275,900. The combination of
these issues means that younger people will likely
struggle to be able to afford to stay in the village, moving
further afield to find suitable accommodation, further
worsening the trend towards an ageing community.
To encourage younger people to be able to stay or move
back to the village, there must be the development of
new family housing, inclusive of affordable housing. With
regards to affordable housing in particular, this is
generally allotted via a cascade mechanism, in which
local people are offered new housing first. This cascade
system can also be included in Neighbourhood Plan
policy, to ensure that first refusal on new affordable
housing is given to any local people wishing to move into
their own property, or those who have been previously
forced out can seek to return, subject to still having local
connections. This will provide real and tangible benefits
for local people, which cannot be overlooked.

Noted

None

Noted. Policy H1 requires
affordable housing to be
provided as does policy H3
which supports a priority to be

None

given to people with a local
connection.
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Another potential issue with an ageing community is a
lack of suitable accommodation for downsizing. The
delivery of such units can free up underoccupied
dwellings for younger families to move in to. As set out in
the Plan, 93% of houses have at least one free bedroom.
In not providing sufficient properties for downsizing,
older people may be forced to either move out of a
village to find suitable accommodation, or will simply
continue to over occupy larger dwellings due to lack of
local alternative and not wishing to leave their
community. It is imperative therefore; that sufficient 3
new development comes forward to give such
opportunity for people to have suitable accommodation
in their own community, as recognised within the Plan
itself.
Whilst communities can be cautious of new
development, without sufficient development to ensure
a vibrant and healthy mixed community, adverse impacts
can take hold. The CLA’s paper Strong Foundations:
Sustainable Villages – Making Communities Fit for the
Future (2018) outlines the negative impacts faced where
tight planning rules prevent the growth of villages. It
states that where villages are unable to grow and have
development restricted, they end up in a “cycle of
decline”. This is likely to be the case in areas of high
house prices, as younger people are forced to move away
to secure affordable housing. Without suitable growth,
communities are likely to age, with associated social

Noted. Policy H3 supports
housing for older people.

None

Noted. The NDP positively
plans for the future by
allocating a site for
development and containing a
windfall policy.

None

economic issues. To ensure that there will be a balanced,
healthy and vibrant community in Witherley, a suitable
level of new development of a suitable mix must be
supported
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We understand from the most recent Housing Needs
Study (2016), that there is a need for 9 affordable houses.
The Council’s current housing register sets out a need for
54 households, many of which are smaller properties in
scant supply in the Parish. The Plan’s proposed allocation
will deliver just 6 affordable units through Policy H1.
There is therefore compelling local justification to
increase the numbers of dwellings to be delivered, to
assist in meeting local needs. Any additional increase in
housing will likely have significant social and economic
benefits, in particular in the added support to ensure the
longstanding vitality of local services and facilities.
In addition, the delivery of the proposed designation is
questionable. The 15 dwellings development is limited to
around 4 new build dwellings, with the remainder,
around 11 dwellings to come forward through renovation
of the redundant buildings. Criterion c sets out that “The
limited new build element of the scheme will be
undertaken as a second phase of works and will
commence on site only once the renovation of the
existing buildings is at an advanced stage of
construction”. Given the phasing split and the
requirement to provide 6 affordable units across the site,
it is unlikely that any of the elements will be brought
forward swiftly. Significant costs are involved in
renovating buildings, which are often delayed due to
unforeseen and abnormal costs. This is likely to reduce
the number of developers interested in taking on the site
and therefore delivery the new homes. Coupled with the
delivery of affordable units with the renovation scheme
this is likely to slow or even halt delivery of the site.

Noted. The inclusion of a policy
on affordable housing provision
in policy H3 addresses this
issue.

None

The precise criteria is under
review as are the numbers,
however the development itself
is not in doubt and has the
agreement of the landowner.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Based on the above, there is considerable scope to
sustainably increase the numbers of houses to ensure
homes are delivered in a timely manner and to support
and meet local needs.

Noted. The Parish Council has
chosen not to increase the level
of development beyond the
numbers contained in the NDP.

None
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Beyond local drivers, there remains the possibility that
the Council will seek to meet a greater proportion of the
Borough wide need in Witherley. Proposed changes to
the Standard Methodology, 4 the process by which
housing need is established, will see vast increases in
Housing Need in Leicester City. According to the most up
to date evidence published by Leicester City Council, the
Council will not be able to meet this requirement, and as
such it will be for neighbouring authorities, such as
Hinckley and Bosworth, to assist in meeting this demand.
This increase in housing pressure could well see growth
directed further down the spatial hierarchy, to
settlements such as Witherley. If sufficient development
is not allocated within this Neighbourhood Plan, then the
Council may need to impose further allocations as part of
its own emerging Local Plan. If there is the desire
therefore to ensure the community have first choice on
sites, then the Neighbourhood Plan must positively
identify sufficient land, otherwise risk having sites
imposed by the Borough Council.
The settlement boundary is drawn very tightly to the
settlements within the Parish. As such, despite assertions
in the Plan in relation to windfall housing, it is very
unlikely any new development will come forward in the
limited space available. That which does come forward
will be on the limited areas of open space within the
village, which will serve to harm the rural character of the
village by urbanising the village centre. Settlement
boundaries place significant pressure on any available
open space within the village, and it a fairly unnatural
and illogical way to control growth, as it does not allow
for organic, limited outer expansion, which is how villages
have grown for hundreds of years prior to the

Noted. The projected housing
numbers are subject to
considerable speculation. The
latest numbers from HBBC
indicate that figures are now
less than they were through the
Core Strategy.

None

The NDP cannot be based on
speculation.

Noted, however, they have
largely followed the boundaries
set previously by HBBC – there
is no significant variation. If the
NDP did not have its own
settlement boundaries, the
result would be largely the
same as the HBBC boundaries
would be used.

None
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introduction of such planning controls. Instead, policy
hooks should allow appropriate development on the
edges of the settlement, to enable such small scale
growth opportunities
Whilst we support this Policy, it is likely to be of limited
effectiveness given it will likely only relate to the single
allocated site, having regard for the tightly drawn nature
of the settlement envelope and current strictness of
Policy H4: Windfall Sites.
Clearly the Neighbourhood Plan Group have recognised
and understood the acute housing pressures in the
proposed Housing Mix policy, but this recognition of such
housing needs must be enshrined throughout the Plan,
not just the housing mix of one allocation. If the Group
are serious about ensuring such housing is delivered,
additional allocated housing land is required, or a more
permissive policy background which will enable suitable
windfall development to come forward
As referenced above, the policies within this Plan will
severely limit the ability of any suitable windfall sites to
come forward. The settlement boundary is drawn too
tightly to the village, and the 5 current policies are too
restrictive to growth outside of the settlement envelope.
This issue is further compounded by the proposed Policy
H4, which adds further restrictive criteria in the very
limited events any such development could come
forward.
It is not appropriate that any development coming
forward within the settlement boundary would need to
demonstrate it meets an identified need. Housing
delivery within settlement boundaries are a suitable and
acceptable form of development, and such a requirement
is unnecessary and will serve to further frustrate delivery
in a manner not compatible with the Framework, which
seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.

Noted

None

It is not relating just to the
allocation – it will relate to all
development proposals that
come forward.

None

NDPs are produced to shape
and control development and
this is what the NDP does.

None

Noted. The Framework supports
the supply of sustainable
development and the
conditions in this policy seek to
set those parameters. The NPPF
says that Plans should
‘positively seek opportunities to
meet the development needs of

None
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It is noted this policy sets out that outside of the
settlement boundary, development may be acceptable
on brownfield land. It appears that there is only one such
location where this would be applicable in any event,
given beyond that there appears to be very little in the
way of brownfield land adjacent to the settlement
boundary anyway
It is disappointing that when read as a whole, the policies
in this Plan mean there is almost no reasonable chance of
any windfall development coming forward. This is both
contrary to the aims and ambitions of the Framework,
but also entirely at odds with the numerous problems set
out by the Group in relation to the ability of older people
to downsize or younger people to move onto the housing
ladder. Without significant changes to policies, or the
allocation of additional land, this community will
continue to imbalance with a greater number of older
people and less families. This will reduce the vitality and
vibrance that comes with a balanced community, and
could well lead to issues down the line in ensuring
services and facilities remain viable.
Paragraphs 99-101 of the NPPF set out the policy
framework pertinent to the designation of Local Green
Spaces (LGS). Paragraph 99 sets out that the designation
of land as LGS can be delivered through Neighbourhood
Plans. Paragraph 100 sets out that the Local Green Space
designation should only be used wherein the following
criteria are met:
A) in reasonably close proximity to the community it
serves;
B) demonstrably special to a local community and holds a
particular local significance, for example because of its
beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including
as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife;

their area’ and this policy helps
to achieve that.
Noted

None

This comment is primarily made
with reference to the inclusion
of a settlement boundary, and
we state again that the
boundary would exist in a very
similar fashion whether or not it
was within the NDP as the Local
Plan is continuing with the
policy – so the concerns are
misdirected.

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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and
C) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land
Paragraph 101 sets out that once designated, policies for
managing development within LGS should be consistent
with those for Green Belts.
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) adds further
guidance as to the suitability of land for designation. In
relation to Criterion C, the PPG sets out that whilst there
are no hard and fast rules as to how big a LGS can be, a
degree of judgement will be needed. The PPG does
however set out that the “blanket designation of open
countryside adjacent to settlements will not be
appropriate”.
In respect of public access, the PPG sets out that the
designation of land as LGS does not itself confer any
public rights of access, beyond that which exists at
present. Any additional access is a “matter for a separate
negotiation with landowners, whose legal rights must be
respected”.
The Neighbourhood Plan proposes five LGS, of which two
include land owned by the Estate. We have a number of
comments in relation to land at Cottagers’ Piece (603) set
out below. The Group’s evidence to support these
designations are set out at Appendix 8. Whilst the
Neighbourhood Plan Group have published the evidence
pertinent to the proposed designated sites, the scoring
for the other sites not designated has not yet been
published. In the interests of transparency and to enable
a fair and reasonable opportunity to assess the
consistency of scoring, the proformas for all assessed
sites should be published.
Cottager’s Piece is a large area of open space to the west
of Witherley. The proforma contained within Appendix 8
sets out that the site attains most of its value from
historical local significance (4 out of 5), with the site
scoring only 3 out of 5 in relation to recreational value

Noted

None

Noted

None

The evidence on all other sites
is contained in appendix 7 –
environmental inventory

None

Noted

None
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and wildlife. The site is similarly not considered to be
particularly tranquil, scoring 1 out of 2. It is agreed that
the land is in close proximity to the village of Witherley
Stake2

We would contest however that the site must constitute
an extensive tract of land, being in excess of 5ha and
predominantly open in nature. The built area of the
village being only circa 18ha, meaning this would be
approximately a third of the size of the village. Whilst
there is no set size threshold set by national policy or
guidance, clearly relative to the size of the settlement,
this must constitute as an extensive tract of land. As such,
the site must not qualify as LGS.

This is an incorrect assessment.

None

Hungarton in Harborough
District has 121 houses only. It
has a Local Green Space
measuring 8.97 ha.
A LGS in Thurcaaston and
Cropston has a LGS measuring
6.27 ha.
A LGS in North Kilworth is 6.76
ha – there are many more
examples.
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Stake2

The proposed LGS is not too
large a space either on its own
or in proportion to the village it
sits alongside.
In respect of the local value attributed to the site, the
Again this is an incorrect
only reason for which this site could be claimed to be so
assumption. It is not necessary
demonstrably special to qualify for LGS is its historic
for a site to score 5/5 to
significance, in which the site is scored as a 4 out of 5. It is demonstrate that it is special to
contended that LGS designation is a designation to be
the community.
used only to protect the most special of places, and
whilst the site scores well in terms of historic value, 4 out The scoring mechanism was
introduced to demonstrate
of 5 is not commensurate to the high threshold set to
tangibly the degree to which
qualify as LGS, which one must assume should score 5
the site is special and the
out of 5 having regard for the protections afforded.
evidence demonstrates this.
Without sight of the other proformas, it is not clear to
see how this site ranks against non-designated sites in
the parish

None
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Furthermore, the historic assets for which this site is
deemed to have value cover only a limited part of the site
and as such do not constitute sufficient reason to
designate the entire site. This is a result of the
methodology undertaken by the Group to undertake site
assessments and does not accurately reflect the area of
which value has been attributed. The designation of the
entire site is not commensurate with the assets the
Group wish to protect, which are grouped to the west of
the site. Regardless, as referenced above, 4 out of 5 is not
a scoring for which LGS can be applied.
It is noted that beyond the public right of way, there is no
public access across the site. Regardless, the site only
scores 3 out of 5 for its recreational value, a scoring
which again would not constitute designation as LGS.

On the above basis, it is considered that the site should
be deleted as an LGS. There are other policies within the
Plan which would enable the group to protect the historic
areas and assets within the site, more directly and at a
more commensurate level with the value of said assets.

This policy is excessively restrictive and seeks to apply a
TPO-like status to almost all the trees in the Parish. There
is no justification for such an approach, and it is not
proportionate. Clearly any tree may be seen to have
some arboricultural, historical, ecological and/or
landscape value, that does not mean it should qualify to
be a TPO, even if by another name. This policy will create
a significant burden, both on individuals, businesses,
organisations and the Council. Because even trees on
private land; or on public land such as highways (outside
of conservation areas) would require significant
administration in assessing applications to remove trees

Historic assets are only one
criterion that has been
applied.

None

Again this is incorrect. The site
does not have to score top
marks in each category to
achieve designation as LGS. This
is a fundamentally flawed
judgement.
Noted. We disagree with this
assessment.

None

There have been no objections
from members of the
community to the proposed
designation.
The policy allows a balanced
view to ensure that the benefits
of the development outweigh
the harm that would be caused
by damaging the tree.

None

None

If that test cannot be met then
the development should not go
ahead – but it will be up to the
applicant to demonstrate the
case.
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or on any applications which could impact trees. This is
clearly inappropriate.
Further concern is raised with the term damage, as this is
a subjective term, which is not defined. For example, an
extension could be built on a property which is outside of
the Root Protection Area of a tree, but would block some
access to light, which could constitute damage and as
such would now only be possible if the tree was an
“unmanageable public safety risk”.

The policy is also internally inconsistent, in that the first
paragraph sets out that trees can only be removed if
proven by a qualified arboriculturist to present an
unmanageable public safety risk, whereas the last
paragraph sets out such removal is possible to facilitate
development, subject to replacement planting. We have
no objection to such a policy which allows for the
removal of 8 specimens subject to suitable replanting
schemes, but this needs to be clear within the policy,
which currently is not the case
Clearly, the Group can seek to apply to designate highquality specimens as TPO’s, and there is an existing
process for which this protection can be applied. The
blanket designation of all trees within the Parish as TPOlike in the manner promoted by this policy however is
unnecessary and beyond the remit of a reasonable
neighbourhood plan policy, and as such, should be
deleted.
The PPG sets out that non-designated heritage assets can
be identified within Neighbourhood Plans, subject to
being based on sound evidence. Paragraph 030 states
“Plan-making bodies should make clear and up to date
information on non-designated heritage assets accessible
to the public to provide greater clarity and certainty for
developers and decision-makers. This includes

This seems reasonable.
An example would be removal
of one or more inconveniently
positioned limbs of a mature
tree resulting in partial loss of
the crown and unbalancing of
the tree’s stability. This would
be an objective judgement of
the sort provided by an
arboriculturalist.
We do not agree that it is
internally inconsistent. If the
judgement in para 1 is that a
tree should or can be removed
etc. then the conditions in para
3 will be applied.

None

None

Noted, however the policy has
None
passed examination in other
NPs and so has been deemed to
meet the Basic Conditions. (See
Broughton and Old Dalby,
Waltham on the Wolds and
Thorpe Arnold, South Kilworth,
Tur Langton and Wingerworth).
Appendix 9 describes the assets Change to
in detail.
be made as
indicated.
We will include the assessment
criteria against which they were
judged.
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information on the criteria used to select non-designated
heritage assets and information about the location of
existing assets” [our emphasis]. We do not consider at
present that Group have clearly set out the criteria used
in selecting non-designated heritage assets as required by
the PPG. Without such a clear criteria, and a critical
evaluation of all assessed assets, it is impossible to assess
whether the sites listed in the Plan should reasonably
qualify as non-listed local heritage assets.
The Plan’s evidence to justify this policy seems to stem
entirely from consultation responses and broad
comments within the Environmental Inventory,
summarised in Appendix 10. We do not consider that the
evidence provided to support the designation is sufficient
in explaining why views have been designated or why
they deserve such protections, or the process undertaken
in assessing candidate viewpoints. For example, have all
views mentioned in consultation responses simply been
put into this policy, or has there been a more subjective
exercise undertaken. Clearly, if it is the former, then this
is not appropriate. If one member of the public finds a
viewpoint attractive, that does not in itself warrant
protection in the Development Plan. Such nominations
should have been assessed against a consistent
methodology, to ensure the Plan is robust and
transparent. If this process has not been followed, then
we do not consider such designations can remain. If it
has, then the details and methodology need to be clearly
set out in Appendix 10, outlining the process undertaken
and evidence to show how sites qualify or not. Only then
can fair and reasonable comment be made. The Group
are reminded that it is not appropriate to simply gather
evidence to meet a preconceived end policy, instead the
evidence must be gathered and analysed, with the results
informing policy. We do not think new evidence can fairly
and reasonably be gathered to support these
designations between now and submission, if not already

There is inevitably elements of
subjectivity involved in the
identification of locally
important views.

None

There is no set criteria against
which they should be measured
– but all views have come
forward through the process of
preparing a NDP and there has
been general support through
this pre-submission
consultation and very little
opposition.
This suggests that the views
selected were the appropriate
ones.
It is not considered necessary to
revisit the evidence base.
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having 9 been completed and formed the basis of this
policy. Any attempt to retrospectively create evidence
will place the Plan at undue risk of legal challenge.
The footpaths that are sought to be protected by this
policy are already protected as they are designated as
Public Right of Ways. This policy is there not necessary as
there is existing legislation protecting against proposals
having an adverse effect on the existing network of
footpaths. It is therefore considered that following
section of this policy is deleted from the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan: “Development proposals that result
in the loss of, or have a significant adverse effect on, the
existing network of footpaths will not be supported
without appropriate mitigation.”
The policy as written would seem to be proportionate, in
that it enables development subject to any application
being able to demonstrate that there would still be a
reasonable and perceptible separation between the
settlement of Witherley and the industrial and
commercial area of Atherstone. This view is pragmatic
and supported. However, we would not support a policy
which would seek to apply a blanket ban on any new
development in such an area, as clearly and as set out by
the Group, there are likely to be cases where certain
forms of development would be acceptable and would
not unduly damage this area of separation.
We do however have concern in the wording of the area
illustrated at Figure 19, as this protects land to the north
of Witherley, which does not play a significant role in
protecting the area of separation between the two
settlements, given they are separated west-east and not
north-south. This appears to be an attempt to restrict any
northward expansion of the village, which is otherwise
protected under existing policies in the plan, and thus not
necessary without clear and compelling evidence and

It is considered necessary to
highlight this element of the
policy.

None

Such a policy does not breach
the basic conditions.

The policy does not apply a
blanket ban as the commenter
notes.

None

Encroachment into the area
shaded green would have a
detrimental effect on the village
of Witherley.

None

This section of the AofS is
intended to prevent
coalescence between the north
part of the Carlyon Road Ind.
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justification as to the impact of any such a designation,
specifically on the separation of these two settlements.
We support this policy. Enabling farm diversification is
essential to ensuring farming operations remaining
viable. This flexibility may be vital, particularly in the
coming years following as yet unknown long-term
impacts of Brexit and Covid-19 on the agricultural sector.
This policy provides sufficient controls to ensure any
proposals do not have undue impacts but will enable
entrepreneurial farming operations to maximise
revenues. The latter creating a social and economic
boost, through for example the provision of new jobs.
They attach appendix A map of O'Neill land.
Fenny Drayton is a small Village and the only amenity
apart from the Church, is the children's ground. Take
that away and there is nothing left to do. No Shop, No
Pub, Hardly a bus service. You will make this a place
where no one wants to live as there is nothing to do.
There will be no younger families wanting to come and
live here. You will kill the Village!

Est. and the northern end of
Witherley village
Noted

Also the rat run through the Village is a major issue. I
personally have had to break and sound my horn on
numerous occasions because traffic from the A5
travelling down drayton lane into the Village do not stop
and look left. They just pull out onto Old Forge Road. It is
bad enough but there is usually a van parked on the road
near the junction as well.
Fenny drayton is a small Village and the only amenity
apart from the Church, is the children's ground. Take
that away and there is nothing left to do. No Shop, No
Pub, Hardly a bus service. You will make this a place
where no one wants to live as there is nothing to do.
There will be no younger families wanting to come and
live here. You will kill the Village!

Noted

None

The NDP was never going to
take the play area away. This
misinformation which has
spread is simply wrong.

None

There is no intention, nor has
there ever been, to remove the
play area.

None

None

It is unfortunate that
misinformation has spread
about this because it is not true.
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Also the rat run through the Village is a major issue. I
personally have had to break and sound my horn on
numerous occasions because traffic from the A5
travelling down drayton lane into the Village do not stop
and look left. They just pull out onto Old Forge Road. It is
bad enough but there is usually a van parked on the road
near the junction as well.
I moved to Fenny Drayton in September 2020. The traffic
on a daily basis is just dreadful both the amount and the
speed, it really is a rat run. There are not sufficient
pavements to walk on to avoid the traffic and it is so
dangerous to get on and off our drive and further to walk
in the village as a result. The simple solution is to either
block of the exit off Drayton Lane to the A5 or to instal
speed bumps. It cannot continue as someone is going to
get seriously injured or even killed as a result of the
traffic situation. I await hearing from you with your
comments.
In an earlier draft of the NDP, there was the site in Fenny
Drayton adjacent to the Recreation Ground – now
withdrawn. As this is no longer referenced by the Plan, I
assume it will not reappear later. Also, as the Kennel Lane
site is essentially Brownfield and likely to be granted
some sort of planning permission, this would seem OK –
especially with the extra criteria specified with its
inclusion.
Again, the earlier draft of the plan included a revision of
the settlement boundary – I assume the reversion of the
boundary to the current is now established and any
change in this formerly considered area would now be
subject to the same scrutiny as any other change.
As large scale renewable energy schemes might be
incongruous or inappropriate, the NDP should require
any new housing and business development sites to
include roof mounted solar generation via the Design

Noted

None

Noted. However existing traffic
issues can only be actioned by
LCC Highways Dept, and not by
the NDP

None

The Fenny Drayton site has
been withdrawn by the
landowner so cannot reappear.

None

The NDP will be changed after
amendments made following
this consultation and then
submitted to HBBC. The only
changes thereafter will be those
recommended by the Examiner.
The design guide, Policy H5
encourages ‘green technology’,
including heat pumps.

None

None
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Guidance – going beyond high efficiency to actually make
a positive contribution to energy. This should be further
backed up by heat pump based heating – preferably
Ground Source to reduce energy use and minimise CO2
emissions.
Local Green Space in Fenny Drayton: should be reviewed
to include the open ‘Green’ area within Rookery Close,
the Recreation Ground (both currently graded as
‘Important Open Spaces’) and not be available for
reallocation to other purposes without the express
consent of the majority of the village (not the whole
Parish – just the residents of Fenny Drayton).

An important Open Space is the triangular field adjacent
to the Recreation Ground. Its two longest sides already
contain public footpaths, long used by villages for walking
– especially while dog walking. The importance of this
space for many villagers has been underlined during the
Covid19 lockdowns, when many of us used these paths as
a good circular walk for much needed exercise and fresh
air – both vital for maintaining our mental and physical
health. This area may even qualify as a Local Green Space
when assessed. Further than this, my understanding is
that ALL agricultural land around the villages can be
designated as Open Space (or given some similar status) –
this should be done as a matter of course to give
maximum protection to the settlements.
I am surprised bat roosts have not been identified
in/around Fenny Drayton – they are evident flying around
my garden on summer evenings – not sure how far they

The designation given to the
open space in the NDP is
considered to be the
appropriate degree of
protection. It was assessed for
Local Green Space designation
(as were all Oss, via the
inventory process) but does
not score highly enough.
Extending the range of LGS
designations is likely to lead to
the Examiner rejecting some as
there may be too many for the
size of the parish.
Designating ALL agricultural
land as Important Open Space is
not possible – it would be seen
as a blanket ban on
development and would be
rejected at Examination.

None

None

This field has not been
considered for designation as
important open space.

Local people involved in the
preparation of the NDP
undertook the surveys.

Bat maps
will be
86

fly to forage. What bat surveys were carried out in the
village?
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Historic sites not listed – former ‘Fish Ponds’ marked as
such on OS Maps adjacent to Rookery Farm bungalow
(although recently filled in) but were also visible on LIDAR
survey of the area. Note also the area of Ridge & Furrow
land to the left (This survey is from around 12 years ago –
certainly less than 15 years, based in the houses present):
Also, the archaeological remains of a mediaeval building
in the front garden of 35 Old Forge Road – revealed
during building work in the late 1970s and referenced in a
report held by Leicestershire Archaeological and
Historical Society.
Fenny Drayton has no foot and cycle paths that can be
used to access services and employment. The public
paths that do exist are all across fields, with the result of
them becoming very muddy for much of the year, which
might be fine for leisure use but impractical for
sustainable transport, and in any case do not reach
destinations for employment/education/services.
Coupled with this our nearest pub (The Red Gate), the
adjacent path along the A5 and route on into Nuneaton is
only accessible along the A444 - which is totally
unsuitable as a walking or cycling route due to the speed
of the traffic, the width of the road, the bends and lack of

included in
Sources of information were the the NP
LRERC records, NatureSpot
records and a targeted survey
undertaken by local people
involved in the preparation of
the NDP.
If there are other roosts, they
would be picked up at planning
application stage and protected
by ENV4 para 2(a-c).
Agreed. We will add this into
the Policies.

Change to
be made as
indicated

Env Il supports the creation of
new footpaths. Unfortunately,
with no development in the
village there is no opportunity to
further this.
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a path. Coupled with the woeful public transport this
leaves cars as the only viable transport to and from the
village.
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Error in description ‘8. The view from footpath T27 at
Church Road, Fenny Drayton looking West towards the
A5 trunk road and the Nuneaton Ridge.’ – should be
Church LANE.
Additionally, I am concerned for the residence of the
smaller settlements of the Parish (Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey, Atterton) that as final decisions and
referendum are done Parish-wide, our needs and
opinions could be outweighed by the larger population of
Witherley. In looking at the comments received
previously and in this Regulation 14 consultation,
Witherley Parish Council and the NDP Committee MUST
take heed of the feeling from within those smaller
communities and NOT foist unacceptable decisions on us
using the disparity in population size to push them
through.
Thank you for the Executive Summary of the Draft
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). The timing of
the statutory public consultation
period created some difficulties it spanned the Festive
Season in addition to being instigated at a time of
increasing Covid-19 anxieties and a National Lockdown,
but I will do my best to provide a response. I live in the
parish.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

It is unfortunate that more
people from the small villages
did not get involved more
directly in the preparation of
the NDP when invited to do so,
but it is good that everyone has
the opportunity to comment at
this stage.

None

Noted

None

Noted. The consultation period
was extended beyond the
statutory minimum timescales
to address this issue.

None
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I welcome the withdrawal of the proposed changes to the
settlement boundary for the hamlet of Fenny Drayton
but would ask that the NDP is written in a way that does
not unintentionally empower the parish council to revise,
remove, reposition or re-designate the protected
settlement boundaries by stealth without undertaking
full and proper consultation.

The Parish Council and other
residents have worked tirelessly
to produce the NDP. Once
comments made during this
consultation have been taken
into account it will be submitted
to HBBC who will thereafter
own the document. No further
changes can be made other
than by the Examiner or by
repeating the process.
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I would prefer that new housing within settlement
boundaries is targeted towards small affordable homes
that local people starting out and retirees can afford. Is it
possible that developers could be asked to demonstrate
how they have considered available brownfield sites in
preference to greenfield sites in line with minimising
adverse climate change?

The NDP supports smaller
housing and the provision of
Affordable Housing. Future
planning applications will be
decided against the policies in
the NDP including the windfall
policy (H4) which does support
development on brownfield
sites outside of the settlement
boundary.

None
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Please ensure that all aspects of the Open Countryside
Policy are included. I welcome the trees and woodland
policy ENV5, but cash constraints are often a barrier to
effective enforcement. It has come too late to address
the removal of a row of mature trees in which birds were
known to nest. The trees were described in the planning
permission as providing necessary screening. They were
mechanically removed one Saturday morning. A
complaint was made to the Borough Council, who issued
a 28 day enforcement notice to replace the trees but did
not follow through despite a further complaint that
replacement had not occurred. This encouraged the
removal of a second row of mature trees (which has been
replaced with a hedge), and a number of other mature
trees that surrounded the property at the time. My
confidence in planning enforcement has consequently
been damaged.
Perhaps consideration could be given to designating
Fenny Drayton’s park/play area as Local Green Space.
Maybe wildlife borders or wildlife areas could be
incorporated.
A temporary traffic diversion through the village from the
A444 to the A5 via Old Forge Road and Drayton Lane has
long since become a permanent feature. Both the volume
and speed of traffic has continued to rise between 5am
and late into the evening. This was never envisaged in

Policy H2 protects the
countryside from inappropriate
development.

None

The NDP can do nothing about
enforcement which is a HBBC
issue.

The site did not score highly
enough.

None

Noted. The scale of
development in the village will
be very small and will not cause
a severe increase in traffic.

None

respect of village roads designed for residential use. It
has thus far created minor collisions within the village but
I fear it is only a matter of time before a major incident
occurs. Planning policies need to be robust enough to
ensure that traffic issues are not further exacerbated by
development.
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National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and
respond to Neighbourhood Plan consultations on its
behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the
following representation with regard to the current
consultation on the above document. About National
Grid National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET)
owns and maintains the electricity transmission system in
England and Wales. The energy is then distributed to the
electricity distribution network operators, so it can reach
homes and businesses. National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns
and operates the high-pressure gas transmission system
across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission
system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution
networks where pressure is reduced for public use.
National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from National
Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV develop, operate
and invest in energy projects, technologies, and
partnerships to help accelerate the development of a
clean energy future for consumers across the UK, Europe
and the United States. Proposed development sites
crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets:
Following a review of the above document we have
identified the following National Grid assets as falling
within the Neighbourhood area boundary:
A plan showing details of National Grid’s assets is
attached to this letter. Please note that this plan is
illustrative only. National Grid also provides information
in relation to its assets at the website below.
• www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-anddevelopment/planning-authority/shape-files/
Please see attached information outlining guidance on

Noted.

None

Noted

None
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development close to National Grid infrastructure.
Distribution Network
Information regarding the electricity distribution network
is available at the website below:
www.energynetworks.org.uk
Information regarding the gas distribution network is
available by contacting:
plantprotection@cadentgas.com
Further Advice
Please remember to consult National Grid on any
Neighbourhood Plan Documents or site-specific
proposals that could affect our assets
Keep the Fenny Drayton Settlement boundary unchanged
As large scale renewable energy schemes might be
incongruous or inappropriate, the NDP should require
any new housing and business development sites to
include roof mounted solar generation via the Design
Guidance – going beyond high efficiency to actually make
a positive contribution to energy. This should be further
backed up by heat pump based heating – preferably
Ground Source to reduce energy use and minimise CO2
emissions.
Local Green Space in Fenny Drayton: should be reviewed
to include the open ‘Green’ area within Rookery Close,
the Recreation Ground (both currently graded as
‘Important Open Spaces’) and not be available for
reallocation to other purposes without the express
consent of the majority of the village (not the whole
Parish – just the residents of Fenny Drayton).
An important Open Space is the triangular field adjacent
to the Recreation Ground. Its two longest sides already
contain public footpaths, long used by villages for walking
– especially while dog walking. The importance of this
space for many villagers has been underlined during the
Covid19 lockdowns, when many of us used these paths as

It is unchanged

None

The design guide, Policy H5
encourages ‘green technology’,
including heat pumps.

None

It was assessed and did not
score highly enough

None

The designation given to the
open space in the NDP is
considered to be the
appropriate degree of
protection. This field has not
been considered for this
designation.

None
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a good circular walk for much needed exercise and fresh
air – both vital for maintaining our mental and physical
health. This area may even qualify as a Local Green Space
when assessed. Further than this, my understanding is
that ALL agricultural land around the villages can be
designated as Open Space (or given some similar status) –
this should be done as a matter of course to give
maximum protection to the settlements.
Additionally, I am concerned for the residence of the
smaller settlements of the Parish (Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey, Atterton) that as final decisions and
referendum are done Parish-wide, our needs and
opinions could be outweighed by the larger population of
Witherley. In looking at the comments received
previously and in this Regulation 14 consultation,
Witherley Parish Council and the NDP Committee MUST
take heed of the feeling from within those smaller
communities and NOT foist unacceptable decisions on us
using the disparity in population size to push them
through.
We would like to put on record that we object to the
proposed boundary changes to Fenny Drayton. Witherley
Parish Council should have NO powers to relocate ,
redifine the protected boundaries. We are not happy
that we were only informed of the proposal of the
neighbourhood development plan at the 11th hour. This
was from a chance meeting with a neighbour from the
village who informed us of the meeting, No notification
from Witherley Parish Council! We strongly object to any
changes to the boundary of Fenny Drayton and would
rather the Council to come up with a solution to prevent
the traffic rat run through the village.
Comment deleted as libellous

Extending the range of LGS
designations is likely to lead to
the Examiner rejecting some as
there may be too many for the
size of the parish.

It is unfortunate that more
people from the small villages
did not get involved more
directly in the preparation of
the NDP when invited to do so,
but it is good that everyone has
the opportunity to comment at
this stage.

None

There are no boundary changes
at Fenny Frayton. Earlier
versions which showed a
change to incorporate a
proposed allocation were
shared with the community at
an open event.

None

Thorough consultation
processes were followed
throughout the production of
the NDP.
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Comment deleted as libellous
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Please include a Version Control section. Any report of
this size should have comprehensive version control
indicating what has changed and who has made those
changes. All changes made as a result of consultation
feedback should be explicitly marked so that contributors
do not have to re-read the entire document. Ideally
provide a change marked version in addition to the final
version to be submitted.
Having been “professionally prepared” this document is
extremely poorly structured and referenced for such a
large report. I have reviewed many central government
documents where it is common practice to number
individual paragraphs for ease of reference, especially
where such a document is issued for public consultation. I
suggest that detailed section numbering / paragraph
numbering is applied to this document so there are not
large blocks of unstructured text.
Having regard for local and national planning policies
presumably means complying with local and national
policies? Please be explicit about what this means i.e.
state that the NDP is actually compliant (not generally
compliant or having regard for – these are weasel words
that are usually used when there is not compliance and
that fact is known by the author) with local and national
planning policy in this and the following paragraphs.
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Forew
ord
Para 1
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Parish37
1.
Introd
uction,

As above, what does “…in general conformity with
Borough-wide planning policies, have regard for national
planning policies …” mean? Please state exactly whether
and how the NDP is conformant with local and national
planning policies and where it is divergent and why.

Everyone will have the
opportunity to read this record
of comments and responses
made to see what changes have
been made in the submission
version of the NDP.

None

It is deemed to be sufficient to
number the section headings.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Once Made, the policies
themselves will be the key
reference points, and they are
all individually referenced.

They may be weasel words but
they are enshrined in the
legislation …. NDPs are required
to ‘be in general conformity’
with HBBC strategic planning
documents and to ‘have regard’
for the NPPF.
This is what the NDP
Regulations state.
They mean what they say. They
are not further defined in the
legislation and guidance. It is
fairly clear that the NDP does
not need to be in ‘full
conformity’ with the

None

None
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2. How Parish37
the
Neigh
bourh
ood
Develo
pment
Plan
fits
into
the
Planni
ng
Syste
m Para
3
, para Parish37
5

The H&B local plan 2016-2036 policy is not to create
unsustainable development in rural hamlets. This highly
material principal should be spelled out here as it creates
a specific protection for rural hamlets that the NDP does
not unless it is specifically stated as such.

, para Parish37
6

It should also be spelled out that having an NDP as in the
previous version can result in rural hamlets having less
protection for housing development especially where this
is in direct contravention of the H&B Local Plan. This
must be made completely explicit to all readers of this
document.

Since the Basic Conditions Statement sets out compliance
with the H&B Local Plan the wording of this should be
shared as well and made public since the NDP has already
demonstrated lack of compliance with the H&B Local Plan
regarding development of rural hamlets

Development Plan and needs to
take the NPPF into account.
There is no need to repeat
HBBC strategic policies.

The Basic Conditions Statement
will be prepared once the NDP
has been finalised. It does not
need to be in general
conformity with the Local Plan
as it has not been finished. It is
the Core Strategy it needs to be
in general conformity with.
This is not so. The NDP does not
provide ‘less protection’ it adds
significant protection against
inappropriate development,
especially when HBBC falls
below its 5-year land supply as
it has now, and their strategic
planning documents fall away.
In these circumstances, the NDP

None

None

None
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3. The Parish37
Plan,
its
Vision,
Aims
and
What
We
Want
it to
Achiev
e
(bullet
points)
4. How Parish37
the
Plan
Was
Prepar
ed,
para
12

Parish37
6.
Meeti
ng the
Requir
ement
for
Sustai
nable
Develo
pment

What is meant by sustainable, especially in relation to
housing and the infrastructure needed to support
sustainable development should be spelled out up front
i.e. here in the report so it is crystal clear to readers. The
word “sustainable” in 2021 is used in many poorly
explained and misunderstood ways – most often it refers
to environmental impacts. In fact its most important
meaning for housing development in the context of this
plan is that the settlement concerned has sufficient local
services and infrastructure to support that development.
This aspect is extremely poorly explained and as
mentioned above is not adequately represented in site
selection criteria.
The input from these further drop in events in Feb 2020
(residents were specifically invited to contribute post-it
note feedback) was not considered important enough to
record and show whether the input was actioned.
Interesting to note the Steering Group described this as a
"feel good" event - designed to make who feel good
exactly? Clearly not residents as their feedback was
ignored. Note this is in complete contrast to the 2017
events where feedback was recorded and annotated for
follow up action.
Open spaces are safeguarded except where open spaces
have been chosen to be reconfigured to allow new
development in hamlets against H&B Local Plan policy as
in the case of the non-compliant development in Fenny
Drayton that was previously proposed. The important
view West over open countryside from the Fenny
Drayton playing field should be inserted as referenced
elsewhere.

offers significant added
protection.
The approach to sustainable
development is set out in
section 6.

None

The notes were analysed by a
the RCC (a consultancy) and
were considered at the March
2020 Steering Group Meeting
(see PC website) and taken into
account when preparing the
NDP

None

The proposed allocation has
been withdrawn so is not a part
of the consultation.

None

It is incorrect to say that
development would have
removed this site as has been
suggested.
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,
a)
Social,
para 1
c)
Parish37
Econo
mic

7.1 Parish37
Housin
g and
the
Built
Enviro
nment
:
Introd
uction
para 3
Settle Parish37
ment
Charac
teristic
s para
4

Who exactly is asking for extra business development in
rural villages and hamlets when there are far more
appropriate locations in larger towns with appropriate
existing infrastructure. Retail high streets are being
decimated generating plentiful brownfield development
opportunities and urgently require those employment
opportunities to be replaced. This is singularly
inappropriate and runs against all long term trends that
employment moves to larger settlements primarily due
to the services, infrastructure, networking, training and
other synergies. Why further despoil the nature of our
rural settlements by any more unnecessary
industrialisation?

The wording of this paragraph implies that Witherley
village itself is more development restricted than the
hamlets of Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey?! It needs
complete rewording to show proper compliance with
H&B Local Plan policies, especially the special status of
rural hamlets and the protection they are given under the
H&B Local Plan in particular.

Witherley also has the parish rooms as a community
facility. It is also within walking distance of the town of
Atherstone which gives it access to a wide range of local
facilities making it suitable for sustainable development.

The Core Strategy Policy 13
supports housing development
and small scale employment in
Rural Hamlets such as Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey. The
NDP adds local detail to this.

None

Saying nothing in the NDP will
default back to the Core
Strategy.
The purpose of the NDP is not
to block all development but to
shape it and this is what it has
sought to do.
The paragraph accurately
describes the Borough’s spatial
strategy and does not need to
be reworded.

We can add in the Parish
Rooms.

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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The Parish37
Eviden
ce,
para 34
Housin Parish37
g
Allocat
ions
para 34
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302

303

, para Parish37
5

, para
5

Parish37

The comment about only pockets of traditional character
remaining in Witherley village applies also to Fenny
Drayton and should be stated as such.
Why did the housing needs jump from 20 households to
54 households within 4 years?

We will add this in

What is the whole list of SHELAA sites for potential
development within the parish? What was the reasoning
to making a "Call for Sites" to landowners? Were there
issues with the SHELAA sites? What were the criteria for
selecting the SHELAA sites and why was this not sufficient
/ appropriate thus requiring a further call for land?

It was necessary to update the
SHELAA as it was undertaken in
2018 to avoid a landowner
coming forward saying that
their land had not been
considered.

The Strategic Sustainability Assessment in Appendix 5 has
a number of serious shortfalls. Firstly, the site selection
criteria omit a number of important criteria used in
comparable NDP's - Distance to primary school, Distance
to the nearest employment site, Distance to GP / health
centre. In other words, apart from the ability to drive or
walk to the site, no consideration of the availability of
local amenities and infrastucture to support the
proposed site. More importantly still, there seems to
have been no regard to compliance with the H&B Local
Plan or of national planning guidelines.
These criteria for "sustainability" do not seem to mention
the necessary infrastructure and supporting services to
make new development sustainable other than vehicular
access. This needs comprehensively revising to
demonstrate compliance with the H&B Local Plan. Why
did the specialist consultants commissioned not spot this
obvious flaw in compliance? What else may they
therefore have missed?

These were figures supplied by
HBBC.

This is standard practice.
There is no set criteria – it was
determined according to local
circumstances and agreed by
those involved in the process.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

None

None

This is for the NDP itself to
establish so the reference to
local and national planning
guidelines is not relevant.

The selection criteria is
comprehensive and satisfies the
need for undertaking
assessments of this nature.
There is no flaw in compliance.

None
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Settle
ment
Bound
aries
para 2
, para
4
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Site allocations should be singular since there is only one,
in Witherley village. It should be made clear that the
Fenny Drayton settlement boundary is unchanged from
what it was previously specified as by HBBC.

We will change this to the
singular and clarify that the
Settlement Boundary remains
the same.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Parish37

The NDP in fact is not required and provides less
protection than the current H&B Local Plan that prevents
development in rural hamlets because they are not
sustained by local infrastructure and services. This should
be made crystal clear to parishioners.

This is not so and as HBBC
currently has less than a 5-year
land supply, all the protections
within the Local plan are lost as
the Local plan is formally
classed as being ‘out of date.
The NDP is the only way to
secure additional protection.
We will change this to the
singular

None
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, para Parish37
6 b)

This should be singular as one development site has been
proposed, in Witherley.
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, para Parish37
7–
Policy
H2

308

Windf Parish37
all
Develo
pment
para 1

Make crystal clear that this also implies compliance with
the H&B Local Plan and that this provides an equal or
greater protection to housing development in the smaller
settlements of Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton than is already provided by the H&B Local Plan.
Are windfall sites within or outside the settlement
boundary - this should be made explicit.
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Policy Parish37
H4 b)

The NDP allows for up to 5 dwellings adjacent to the
settlement boundary on “previously developed land”.
This is LESS restrictive and much more vague than the
H&B Local Plan (Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies 2006 to 2026) which limits
development to the footprint of any previously
developed buildings. At no point should the NDP be less
restrictive than the Local Plan so it should be reworded to

Change to
be made as
indicated.

It is not necessary to repeat
Core Strategy policies

None

Criterion b says development
should be ‘within the
settlement boundary or
adjacent to the settlement
boundary if the proposed
development is on previously
developed land’;
The purpose of the NDP is not
to be more restrictive than the
Core Strategy but to shape
development.

None

None

The DPD resists ‘significant
residential growth’ in these
areas. The reference here
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The
Natural
and
Historic
Environm
ent

Design Parish37
Guida
nce
para 1
Enviro Parish37
nment
al
Invent
ory,
para 4
Trees Parish37
and
Woodl
and
Policy
ENV5
Import
ant
Views
Policy
ENV10

Parish37

Renew Parish37
able
Energy
Gener
ation
Infrast
ructur
e

be compliant with the Local Plan i.e. restricted to the
footprint of any previously developed buildings adjacent
to the settlement boundary.
The same is true of Fenny Drayton, that farmland was
sold off to developers in the 60’s and 70’s and this should
be added.

appears to be relating to
development outside the
settlement boundary.
Development outside the
Settlement Boundary is covered
in Policy H2.

The seven criteria for green space selection should be
shown in the body of the report in order to provide
important context to the maps shown.

We disagree. The criteria are in
the Appendix so as not to
lengthen the document unduly.

None

Why are we not developing policies to do our part in
complying with the 17% national woodland target for net
zero carbon by 2050? We are simply ensuring that an
already disastrous tree cover situation in the parish does
not get worse. This demonstrates a complete lack of
ambition in respect of the most pressing issue facing
humankind today
Why is the view over the fields looking West from the
Fenny Drayton playing field not included? This amenity is
important to most Fenny residents and is a rare shared
space within the village with views over open countryside
and should therefore be included. Conversely, the view
towards Witherley from the junction of Drayton Lane and
the A5 can be removed – this is of no value to Fenny
Drayton residents.
The exclusion zone for wind turbines along the Eastern
edge of Fenny Drayton should be extended much further
to the East – at least 3 times the proposed distance East
from the A444. Any wind turbines on the higher ground
to the East of the village of up to 80m (circa 250 feet)
would completely dominate the village scape and would
substantially detract from the notable Fenny Drayton

Because this document is
considering policies to help
determine planning
applications. This is a
misunderstanding of what the
NDP is intended to achieve

None

With the removal of the
proposed allocation at Fenny
Drayton, the view from Drayton
Lane towards the playing will be
added to the views.
The view towards Witherley IS
valued by Witherley residents.
The NP can only decide and
dictate policy for inclusion
within the designated plan
area. Any development
beyond this area is out of the
control of the parish. There is
a Renewable Energy
Infrastructure Policy.

None

None

None

100

315

316

317

318

Figure
17
Area Parish37
of
Separa
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Poicy
ENV15
Comm Parish37
unity
Action
s,
Comm
unity
Action
first
one
Appen Parish37
dix 2
Midlan
ds
Rural
Husing
Needs
Survey
2016

Appen Parish37
dix 5
Strate
gic
Sustai
nabilit
y
Assess

villagescape view on the A444 southbound village
approach.
There should also be an area of separation between
Fenny Drayton and MIRA to prevent the industrial
development at MIRA extending to the village of Fenny
Drayton itself.

The distance between MIRA
and Fenny Drayton is too large
to justify an Area of Separation.

None

Should also propose reducing the speed limit through
Fenny Drayton village to 20mph as a further disincentive
to using it as a rat run between the A444 and the A5.

There are a large number of
Community Actions in the NP
already. We will consider this
on review of the NP

None

The housing needs survey recorded that for both
Witherley and Fenny Drayton settlements, the overriding
concern about new housing was the strain on existing
services and infrastructure. This much was clear from the
residents but the NDP group decided to omit such factors
in their site selection criteria. What seems to be
completely clear to residents seems to be completely
opaque to the NDP organisers and the consultants
involved. Please add these factors into the site selection
criteria accordingly to include school proximity,
employment proximity, GP / health centre proximity etc
As was pointed out by HBBC a cursory understanding of
the H&B Local Plan would have made it obvious that
development is already prevented in a rural hamlet and
that by proposing development sites that originally
included Fenny Drayton it would be sanctioning new
development that it was already protected from. In fact,
if the NDP is to take precedence (which would
undoubtedly be the case) then it would definitely provide

It is inappropriate to re-run the
site assessment process at this
stage.

None

There is no development
proposed in the NDP for Fenny
Drayton.

None
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ments
1,
introd
uction
para
1.1
, para Parish37
1.2

less protection than the H&B Local Plan. It should be
made crystal clear the precedence order for housing
development when considering both the NDP and the
H&B Local Plan.

What fundamentally changed between HBBC's SHELAA
assessment in 2018/19 to cause a call for further
residential sites? The findings of the HBBC SHELAA
assessment should be summarised here to provided
context to the reader.

The appendices provide the
information that is needed. It is
unnecessary to lengthen the
document to describe this –
that is what appendices are for.

None

Where Parish37
did the
site
sugges
tions
come
from?
Para
2.1
, para Parish37
2.2

What are the "unique characteristics" of Witherley parish
that make it necessary to remove primary characteristics
of access to local services and infrastructure from the
selection criteria?

They were not removed from
the selection criteria. They were
never in it.

None

Firstly, there is only one site put forward by this report.
The previous Fenny Drayton site chosen originally has
been removed from this list. Secondly, the sites proposed
were NOT supported by the local community. The
completely secretive processes of the NDP development
prevented anyone being aware of the plots originally
selected. When details were shared at the Fenny Drayton
drop in event, the selection criteria were not shared
according to Councillor Conway as there was insufficient
room for this important one page table of selection
criteria amongst the many other display panels of
exhibits displayed. The selection criteria were likewise
not originally included in this report until they were
forced to be included by HBBC. Even then, the NDP
committee considered it unimportant to point out to

It is offensive to call the
process ‘completely secretive’.
It has exceeded by far the
minimum requirements for a
NDP and HBBC has said ‘the
Borough Council has no
concerns over the level of
consultation that has been
undertaken.’

None
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3. Site Parish37
Selecti
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a para
3.1
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4. The Parish37
Criteri
a and
the
RAG
Scorin
g
Syste
m para
4.3

324

The Parish37
SSA
Outco
me

parishioners midway through Regulation 14 consultation
the new inclusion of these criteria despite them being
important enough for HBBC to compel them to include
them!
This starts by saying that the scoring was undertaken
objectively by the independent consultants. Goes on to
say that changes were agreed by all the HTG members
i.e. not the consultancy. It then says that the policy
position of HBBC regarding developability of the sites was
a material consideration in the scoring. However, as
above, there are no criteria to demonstrate local services
and infrastructure support to proposed sites. Specially,
there are no criteria included to show why developing
rural hamlets would not be appropriate or compliant with
the H&B Local Plan. For these reasons, the entire site
selection process is flawed and should be revisited
entirely.
In my 30+ years of carrying out independent selection
exercises for some of the world's largest companies in
both public and private sectors I can confirm that it is
completely usual to weight selection criteria to best
reflect the relative importance of the different criteria to
the communities affected. Subjective choices have
already been made here by selectively excluding
important selection criteria that would ensure
compliance with local and national planning frameworks.
Again, there is every indication that the criteria have
been chosen to fit the required result. I have seen this
approach used before and then even against the advice
of the consultancy the client can sometimes try to justify
the "objective" result on the basis that they hired
independent consultants to calculate the result!
There is nothing "transparent" about the selection
process as there have been many attempts to hide the
selection criteria from public view until forced by HBBC to
disclose them!

The Core Strategy enables
development in rural hamlets
so the idea that development is
either inappropriate or noncompliant with the Core
Strategy is simply wrong.

None

Neighbourhoods planning
cannot claim to be in existence
for 30+ years but it is by no
means usual to weight criteria
and has not happened in the
30+ processes supported by
YourLocale which have all
passed Examination.

None

None
Assessments are inevitably
subjective but the process is
entirely appropriate for a
neighbourhood plan.

The transparency is confirmed
by the comments being made
through Regulation 14.

None
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Parish38

Views in Fenny Drayton notably exclude the open
countryside view from the playing field looking West.
Most FD residents would consider this the most notable
view over open countryside that is most often shared by
residents yet it is not shown here - please include it.
Evidence in the RCC report on the community drop in
event clearly showed this was an important view to
Fenny Drayton residents. Conversely, view 7 seems to be
a completely made up view (it was not indicated as an
important view in the RCC report of the community drop
in event) towards Witherley from the junction of Drayton
Lane and the A5, a mile outside the village of Fenny
Drayton where no-one in their right mind would stand as
it is in the middle of a dangerous junction. This view can
be removed and replaced with the one West from the
playing field.
Given this report has been written as a consultation
document its layout it extremely poor. Every paragraph
should be numbered to ease cross reference. This would
have saved the clerk and every contributor hours of time.
Paragraphs should be numbered prior to the next phase
of the consultation.
Throughout all documents Witherley should be suffixed
by Parish or Village to distinguish between Witherley
Village and the parish as a whole. Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe should be referred to has hamlets or
settlements, and Atterton should be referred to as a
settlement. Planning not colloquial terms should be used
for clarity.
In the forward it states: These policies have been drafted
following engagement with the residents and
landowners. Engagement has been very limited. The
Terms of Reference of the NDP Steering Group states
that all minutes would be published on the Parish Council

An additional view towards the
playing field from Drayton Lane
has been added.

The view towards Witherley
was identified from later
discussions and IS valued by
Witherley residents.

Change to
be made as
indicated

None

It is not necessary to number
every paragraph

None

It is not necessary to refer to
each settlement in the context
of its place in the hierarchy on
each occasion. Where the
Parish is referenced it is
referred to as Witherley Parish.

None

The consultation undertaken
has greatly exceeded the
minimum requirements for
neighbourhood planning.

None

104

329

Parish38

330

Parish38

331

Parish38

website and all meetings would be advertised. The
minutes were not published. The Steering meetings were
not advertised on the PC website. On the NDP Facebook
page sometimes future meeting dates were referenced in
the write up of the meetings but this was in the body of a
long piece of text. The drop in events were advertised
but resident’s comments at the final drop in event have
not been logged and there is no evidence they were
taken into account when finalising the plan although it
says on page 9 it says they were. The comments made at
the final drop in event are not part of the evidence base.
The documents present on the NDP page of the Parish
Council website for Regulation 14 consultation are not
dated and have no version numbers. Dating and version
control are a basic business practice that has been
missing throughout.
Appendix 5 was amended after the start of the
consultation process and the changes spotted only
because a resident was working on them at the time. A
request was made to the Chair of the NDP committee in
writing to state on the website that a document had been
updated and to extend the consultation period as a
consequence. He refused to do either.
Because of Covid 19 hard copies of the plan were not
made available and an executive summary was sent to
residents. The executive summary is anodyne hence
those residents without internet access requested a hard
copy. Part the way through the consultation process a
hard copy was produced. It was clear when I was asked to
witness the conversation between the clerk and the first
person to have the hard copy that there would not be
insufficient time for all the people who wished to see the
hard copy to see it before the end of the consultation
period. Consequently, I requested an extension to the
consultation period no response was received. Much has

The documents on the website
are the latest versions of all
documents. These are the
documents that are being
consulted on and earlier
versions are not relevant.
The consultation – which
already extended beyond the
minimum timescales – was
further extended to
accommodate this change.

None

But the timescales WERE
extended, and the Government
requirements for undertaking
Regulation 14 consultation were
complied with.

None

None

105

332

Parish38

been said about the consultation period being 7 weeks
rather than the required 6. This is hardly extra time given
the Christmas and New Year bank holidays, that the
majority of people would have had to spent time
reworking their Christmas plans after the Prime Minister
change of rules and that we are in the midst of a
pandemic.
Since the whole planning process has not been open and
transparent and access to the documents has been
limited, I think a step back should be taken. All
documents previously unpublished should be published
and residents given time to review them. The plan
should be revisited in the light of comments received and
then a further Regulation 14 Consultation Period should
take place when the Covid 19 legislation is putting fewer
restrictions on our lives.

333

Detail Parish38

Introduction. This states that it was led by the Parish
Council. Once the Steering Group was set up Parish
Councillors not on the Steering Group were not allowed
to ask questions about the methodology used. We were
told it was devolved to the steering group. Hence the
process cannot be said to have been led by the Parish
Council.
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Parish38

Page 8 states the Parish Council appointed YourLocale.
This is incorrect the Parish Council were told the Steering
Group had appointed YourLocale. Ref Minute 1550 of
Witherley Parish Council Meeting on 13 September 2018

335

Parish38

Page 9 Says members of the groups were on hand to
answer questions. Questions on the methodology used
were dismissed.

The process HAS been open and
transparent and people have
had ample opportunity to
comment, as demonstrated by
the comments received during
this consultation.
There are additional challenges
during Covid-19, which is why
the Government has issued
fresh guidance which has been
followed.
The PC has delegated
responsibility for the day to day
processes to the Steering Group
but had overall control of the
process including submitting
the application for area
designation, funding bids and
organizing Regulation 14
consultation.
The Parish Council ratified the
Steering Group’s
recommendation. The selection
process involved meeting three
competing consultancies.
This comment is untrue.

None

None

None

None
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The above extracted paragraph is written to sound as
though HBBC would prefer development in the hamlets
of Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey rather than
Witherley Village whereas the reverse is true. HBBC view
Witherley Village as the only settlement suitable for
sustainable development within Witherley Parish. Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe and Atterton have no facilities.
Witherley Village is within walking distance of the town
of Atherstone. There are no footpaths out of Fenny
Drayton, Atterton or Ratcliffe Culey other than across
farmer’s fields.

Parish38

This is an extract from HBBC Local Plan 2006-2026 Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies
which confirms my point.

Noted

None

This is an incorrect
interpretation. The narrative is
taken largely from the Core
Strategy, hence the quotation
marks.

None

Disagreement with the
description should be taken up
with HBBC.

This does not confirm the point
that is being attempted to be
made. It talks about a housing
target which is different to the
suitability of housing and resists
‘significant’ growth – it does not
resist development which is
supported within settlement
boundaries.

None
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Policy Parish38
H4
Windf
all
Sites

This policy needs amending as it is currently ambiguous.
It needs to be brought inline Hinckley and Bosworth
Development Management Policies DM4, DM14 and
DM15. Development outside the settlement boundary
will only be permitted on the footprint of exiting
developments. The current policy is worded such that 5
dwellings outside the settlement boundary would be
permitted if the was a structure somewhere on a site
adjacent to the settlement boundary.

341

Specie Parish38
s
Protec
tion
Bats

The bat roost in Fenny Drayton has been omitted details
it need inserting into the plan.

Figure 9 is labelled Policy says ENV 4.5 it should be ENV4

Noted

None

The policy attempts to set a
development limit of 5
dwellings. There is no such limit
in HBBC strategic policies which
could therefore see larger scale
development proposed and
accepted if not for the NDP.
Development on previously
developed land would accord
with the Core Strategy and
NPPF
Work has been done on reported
sightings of bats and recordings
from the Leic’s & Rutland wildlife
records.
Agreed

None

Data will be
included in
the plan
Change to
be made as
indicated
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344

Assets
Listed as
of Local
Historical
or
Architect
ural
Interest

Policy Parish38
ENV5
Trees
and
Woodl
and

If developers cut down trees they should be required to
plant replacement trees on a ratio of three trees plant for
each tree cut down.
There should be additional tree policies. Central
Government has set a target for 17% national woodland
cover. Given the parish is in a rural area than plan should
have multiple policies to increase the tree cover. These
policies need revisiting. Witherley NDP abdicates its
responsibility to future generations.

Parish38

1-3 Lodge Farm Cottages are not the birthplace of George
Fox. The house he was born in is thought to have been
located nearby.

Policy Parish38
ENV
12.

The blue belt area around Fenny Drayton should be at
least double in size. The blue area of Fenny Drayton
approx. 230 houses is not much larger than the area
around Atterton approximately 10 houses. The blue
area should also cover Drayton Lane from the A5 as the
view driving towards the village from the A5 is a view
valued by residents even though it is omitted from the
list of views. A turbine 80m approx. 250ft would totally
dominate any of the settlements given the proposed
distances. This policy should be reconsidered.

If there are already national
targets then what can the NDP
add?
The NDP’s policy on protection
of individual and notable trees
(if not already under TPO) is the
strongest it can be while
remaining ‘in general
conformity with’ strategic
policies policies. Achieving the
aspiration of 17% woodland
cover is not achievable via local
or neighbourhood Planning
policies (which can only protect
or prohibit).
Local people have varying
thoughts as to exactly where
George Fox was born. We will
change the narrative on receipt
of firm evidence.

This is HBBC mapping from
their landscape sensitivity study
and needs to be taken up with
HBBC.

None

None

None

Policy ENV 12 para 1 restricts
turbine height to 25m
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Parish 38

347

The last clause in this paragraph is spurious.
Respondents endorsed a well-hidden solar farm. Each
solar farm proposal should be judged on its merits.

Noted

None

There is not considered to be a
threat of coalescence between
MIRA and Fenny Drayton in the
lifetime of the NDP.

None

Page 50

Area of
Separation
348

Policy
ENV 15

Parish
38

There is currently farmland between the settlement of
Fenny Drayton and the employment area known as MIRA
which is in the next parish. I understand some of the land
between Fenny Drayton and MIRA although farmed is
owned by MIRA. Throughout my time living in the area
MIRA has successfully expanded. Expansion will
hopefully continue to the benefit of the wider area.
Consequently, the plan should include an Area of
Separation between MIRA and the Fenny Drayton
settlement. The land at Cottager’s Piece does not need
to be an area of separation because it is a protected
green space and flood plain and is part of Biodiversity
Improvement Area blue corridor Fig 9. Why does one
piece of land need 4 protections.
The plan should include a policy to protect the open
countryside in line with HBBCs similar policy.

Flooding and wildlife corridors
do not preclude development
but seek mitigations.
Policy H2 provides the policy
which addresses development
in the countryside.

None
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Parish38

Witherley C of E Primary School: There are 109 pupils at
present. Which year?

Figure correct as of Dec 2019

350

The
Parish38
Bull
Inn
Fenny Parish38
Drayton

The paragraph needs verifying. It has been empty a long
time and there is no evidence of upgrading taking place.

We will remove the reference
to it being upgraded.

The church paragraph should be amended to read one of
the most significant circle of yew trees in England and
that George Fox is thought to have been baptised in the
font.
The social activities paragraph should be amended to say
the playing field is off Drayton Close not across the road.

This is already stated on page
54

351

352

Parish38

353

Parish38

The paragraph about the noticeboards is worded
incorrectly.

Agreed. We will rephrase

354

Parish38

Electric Vehicles - 2035 needs changing to 2030

Agreed

Parish38

"To continue to survey and record habitat features
including woodland, trees and hedgrows". This paragraph
should be amended to say that any surveys and records
can then be used to update the Inventory and contribute
to modifying/ creating new NDP policies when the plan is
revised.
This paragraph is incorrect. The sites were unveiled at
community drop in events in February 2020.
Endorsement was not sort by the local community.

Will add in ‘as appropriate and
where there is the capacity to
do so’.

When residents voiced an opinion they were told the
time to make their voice heard was at Reg 14. The plans
for the site In Fenny Drayton were not made clear to the
community which lead to considerable disquiet and the
land owner withdrew the site.

suitability through a robust
Sustainable Site Assessment
(SSA) process. The highest
scoring sites were confirmed by
the landowners as available and
deliverable.

355

356

Comm
uni ty
Aspirat
ions

Comm
unity
Action

Appendix Parish38
5
Paragr
aph
2.2

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated
None

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated

2.2: A total of twelve sites were
assessed for residential
Change to
be made as
indicated
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357

para
4.3

The scoring system has not been transparent to the
community as residents were only allowed access to this
information once Reg 14 Consultation was started.
Residents who do not have internet access will not have
been able to see this document.
Point 16 Distance to designated village centre. In
assessing sites in the settlements in Witherley Parish this
skews away from Witherley Village as in the smaller
settlements the sites will be closer to the settlement
centre by definition. This is only valid when choosing
between sites in the same settlement.

Noted. Many of the
assessments were confidential
to the land owner/agent until
the process had advanced.

None
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Table Parish38
1

Noted

None

359

Parish38

No questions have been included about the sustainability
of the site re local facilities for example:
• the distance to the local doctors
• the distance to the local school
• whether these facilities can be accessed by foot
• distance to the nearest employment site
• is the site good quality agricultural land.
These criteria were considered by other NDPs.

The criteria were agreed by
those responsible for moving
forward the process.

None
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Parish38

The site assessment methodology is flawed the plan
should be revisited with a revised methodology. This
existing methodology should not be used in any for
future iterations of the plan.

It will be up to the Parish
Council to determine what
methodology is chosen in any
review of the NDP. Although
you say the process is flawed, it
has passed examination each
time it has been used.

None
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Appen Parish38
dix 6

Developers should be responsible for planting three new
native tress for every tree they remove. The one for one
policy is extremely weak a developer will never do more
than asked as it will reduce their profits.

A replacement on a one-to-on
basis is considered appropriate.

None

Appen Parish38
dix 5
page
13

George Fox’s birthday place is not thought to be in the
garden of 1 Fox’s Covert. It is thought to be behind 1-3
Lodge Farm Cottages.

There are differing views on this
and no definitive evidence as to
his birthplace.

None
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Parish38
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363

ENV10 &
Appendix
9
Important
Views

View 7 Parish38

Parish38

364

365

View 9 Parish38

366

Parish38

367

Parish38

368

Appen
dix 11

Parish38

This view is from the junction of the road out of the
village on the main A5 trunk road. No one walks there
unless they have a death wish. When you are in the car
you are busy concentrating on traffic. This view is of no
value to anyone.
The view from the playing field should be replace view 7.
This gives a feeling of open space when using the playing
field, when national Beacon Events take place it allows us
to see the beacons at Hartshill and further afield. In the
supporting information RCC document not a single dot
appears for view 7 but there are multiple dots for the
view from the playing field. The community is being
ignored yet again.
This view is a view of a farmers modern barns. The
farmer has planted conifers in front of his barns once
these reach full height most of the view will be obscured.
In the RCC document some people did note this view.
Given the time frames maybe it was rated before the
conifers were planted.
There are some glorious views from fenny Drayton and
only one of them has been picked by the Steering Group.
The views that the community indicated at the drop in
events should be the views chosen. If the plan is
revisited, then the community should be reconsulted on
their choice of views.
The footpaths on the field adjacent to the playing field
were noted as valuable amenity space and valued green
at the RCC drop in. This part of the field should be
included as valued green space in the plan
This states that the Parish has only 0.54% of woodland.
Birmingham a city does better than us.

In choosing the final selection of
views, the NDP Committee was
conscious of an optimum
number and those that did not
suggest an attempt to limit
development.

None

Alternative views can be
selected when the NDP is
reviewed.

Footpaths are already protected
through national legislation and
this NDP

None

Noted

None
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Parish38

371

Parish38

372

Parish38

373

Parish38

We need some robust tree planting policies. Whilst I
recognise that incorporating trees into hedgerows causes
maintain problems for the farmers. The plan should
incorporate better tree policies. Central Government has
set targets for planting more trees over the coming years
and yet WNDP has not one single policy regarding
increasing the canopy cover of the Parish. Given the
flooding issues in all the settlements other than Fenny
Drayton and given that a well-managed tree planting
scheme can help to mitigate against flooding advice
should be sort from an appropriate expert and policies
included. This plans tree policies or rather lack of tree
policies is glaring omission.
The recommendations on page 8 of Appendix 11 should
be incorporated into the NDP.

The RCC Report on the Community Drop in Events p24
show the residents value the view from Fenny Drayton
Playing field as visual amenity and that the adjacent
farmers field is a valued green space. It has a public
footpath across it. This view is not listed in the valued
views and it should be included. The important of the
green space should be recognised in the plan.
RCC Report on Stakeholder Event. This document
contains attendee’s signatures. The signatures should be
redacted since it is a publicly available document.
The comments made by residents at the drop in event in
February 2020 have not been collated into a report and
presented as a document in Supporting Information. This
should be done.

If people want to plant trees it
does not need the NDP to have
a policy on it.

None

These recommendations are
about maintenance,
management and awareness
raising. It is difficult to see how
any of those could be made into
a policy to guide planning
determinations.
This view will be incorporated
into the NP

None

Agreed

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated
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H2

Parish
39

375

ENV1

Parish
39

376

ENV2

Parish
39

377

ENV4

Parish
39

378

ENV11

Parish39 ENV11 Fenny Drayton has no foot and cycle paths that
can be used to access services and employment. The

The earlier draft of the plan included a revision of the
settlement boundary – I assume the reversion of the
boundary to the current is now established and any
change in this formerly considered area would now be
subject to the same scrutiny as any other change.
Local Green Space in Fenny Drayton: should be reviewed
to include the open ‘Green’ area within Rookery Close,
the Recreation Ground (both currently graded as
‘Important Open Spaces’) and not be available for
reallocation to other purposes without the express
consent of the majority of the village (not the whole
Parish – just the residents of Fenny Drayton as this is a
village matter).
An important Open Space is the triangular field adjacent
to the Recreation Ground. Its two longest sides already
contain public footpaths, long used by villages for walking
– especially while dog walking. The importance of this
space for many villagers has been underlined during the
Covid19 lockdowns, when many of us still use these paths
as a good circular walk for much needed exercise and
fresh air – both vital for maintaining our mental and
physical health. This area may even qualify as a Local
Green Space when assessed. Further than this, my
understanding is that ALL agricultural land around the
villages can be designated as Open Space (or given some
similar status) – this should be done as a matter of course
to give maximum protection to the settlements.
I am surprised bat roosts have not been identified
in/around Fenny Drayton – they are evident flying around
my garden on summer evenings – not sure how far they
fly to forage. What bat surveys were carried out in the
village?

The NDP has passed through
many changes to reach this
stage. Further changes will only
be made as a result of
consultation before submission
to HBBC
It is appropriately designated as
Important Open Space

None

Designating ALL agricultural
land as Important Open Space is
not possible – it would be seen
as a blanket ban on
development and would be
rejected at Examination.

None

Local people involved in the
preparation of the NDP
undertook the surveys.
Work has been done on
reported sightings of bats and
recordings from the Leic’s &
Rutland wildlife records.
Env 11 supports the creation of
new footpaths. Unfortunately,

Bat maps
will be
included in
the NP

None

None
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public paths that do exist are all across fields, with the
result of becoming them becoming very muddy for much
of the year, which might be fine for leisure use but
impractical for sustainable transport, and in any case do
not reach destinations with
employment/education/services. Coupled with this, our
nearest pub (The Redgate), the adjacent path along the
A5 and route on into Nuneaton is only accessible along
the A444 – which is totally unsuitable as a walking or
cycling route due to the speed of the traffic, the width of
the road, the bends and lack of path. Coupled with the
woeful public transport, this leaves cars as the only viable
transport to and from the village.
General Additionally, I am concerned for the residents of
the smaller settlements of the Parish (Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey, Atterton) that as final decisions and
referendum are done Parish-wide, our needs and
opinions could be outweighed by the larger population of
Witherley. In looking at the comments received
previously and in this Regulation 14 consultation,
Witherley Parish Council and the NDP Committee MUST
take heed of the feeling from within those smaller
communities and NOT foist unacceptable decisions on us
using the disparity in population size to push them
through.
Our view is that it is a good plan for a small development
at the site of Wtherley Hunt Kennels providing that the
ratio of affordable housing/total dwellings remains at
6/15

with no development in the
village there is no opportunity
to further this.

We believe that is a grave mistake NOT to include a plan
to create a sustainable renewable green energy plan for
the village/parish.

It is unfortunate that more
people from the small villages
did not get involved more
directly in the preparation of
the NDP when invited to do so,
but it is good that everyone has
the opportunity to comment at
this stage.

None

Noted

None

The design guide incorporates
measure to provide green
infrastructure.
This document is about
preparing planning policies. An

None
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Appen Parish41
dix 5
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383

384

Sustainab
le
Assessme
nt

Appen Parish41
dix 5

Appendix 5 was altered during the statutory Regulation
14 consultation process. The change occurred when
HBBC requested to see the individual Sustainable Site
Assessment forms. These were uploaded to Appendix 5
on 16 December approximately halfway through the
statutory consultation period. No notice about the
change of documentation was posted by Witherley Parish
Council. When the new document was loaded to the
Regulation 14 document set it changed the evidence
being consulted upon: For the period 20 November - 16
December: Site 10a had a score of positive Green 7. From
16 December the score was positive Green 8. Site 10a
was summarised as potential for 20 housing units,
however, the individual SSA evidence form added for Site
10a states 26. Furthermore, evidence displayed from 16
December differs from the final site assessment scores
endorsed by the Consultant, Derek Doran and ratified for
Regulation 14 by the NDP Committee. The two sites with
the highest scores (the Fenny Drayton site now
withdrawn) having been accepted by the Parish Council.
In the Plan documentation it is not clear whether Site 10a
or 10b is being considered because maps were not
supplied as part of the site assessments. I acknowledge,
that based upon the draft Plan’s Methodology, the
changes do not appear to alter the ranking of sites but it
is my opinion that the consultation has been conducted
unfairly when material evidence has been changed.
Site maps of land being offered up for consideration for
development have not been provided.

H1 Parish41
Appen
dix 5

The site selection and assessment process was restricted
to a small number of people serving on the Housing
Theme Group. Allocating sites can be expected to be one

‘energy plan’ is a matter for the
PC.
We believe that everyone has
had the opportunity to
comment. An error on the
scoring in the SSA process was
corrected as soon as it was
identified, and as you say, there
was no change to the ranking of
sites.

None

It is not an essential
requirement

None

This is a misrepresentation of
what happened and is a highly
subjective view.

None
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Appen Parish41
dix 5,
pp.
8,12,1

of the most controversial aspects of neighbourhood
planning. However, I have observed attempts made in
good faith to point out inaccuracies to the Housing
Theme Group provoke frankly unexplained hostile and
uNDProportionate responses towards fellow members of
the Steering Group, and a Councillor by certain members
of the Housing Theme Group. For example, papers
provided on several occasions by the Environment Theme
Group, delivered in a professional manner with the aim
of correcting data inaccuracies with implications for
scoring, being not readily accepted for consideration. I do
not judge the Site Assessment process to have been open
or transparent as I believe it should have been. I would
have preferred a different approach to this.
The Terms of Reference for the NDP Steering Group have
not been made publically available; Notices of Meetings,
Agendas and Minutes of the Meetings of the Steering
Group have not been made publically available. The
relationship between the Steering Group and Parish
Council has not been publically explained. I believe this to
be against Government guidance. The Terms of
Reference were agreed by Council in 2018, following
appointment of Gary Kirk of Your Locale who was
appointed to advise the Council. He gave advice to the
Chair of the Steering Group and Chair of Parish Council. I
acknowledge there have been regular, but undetailed,
updates on the Parish Council website, but a recent
request to view the documentation by a member of the
public has not yet been facilitated by the Clerk.
Furthermore, the terms of reference for the newly
established NDP Committee, have not been made
publicly available or as far as I am aware to members of
the Committee.
On the first page of each of the individual SSA evidence
forms, under the header Site Selection Criteria – two
stages, the text reads: For Witherley twenty five

The process was rigorous and
thorough.

The terms of reference have
been made available

None

The consultation has been
extensive and far greater than
the minimum requirements set
out in the NP regulations. HBBC
has said that it has no concerns
about the level of consultation
undertaken.

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated
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6,20,2
5,29,
33,37,
41,45,
49, 53.
Appen Parish41
dix 5,
para
2.2
Appen Parish41
dix 5,
para
1.5
and
para
2.2

indicators are being evaluated ....... This requires
correcting to twenty four indicators.

The total number of sites assessed was 14 not 12 as
stated. Two sites were later withdrawn by the landowner
but the total sites assessed was 14

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated

In the selection methodology, acknowledgement is given
to the importance of the local community’s acceptance of
residential housing sites. For example, Para 1.5 ‘….being
most importantly acceptable to the local community’ and
Para 2.2 ‘….supported by the local community’. The site
selection process was not carried out in an open and
transparent way and there has been no consultation with
the community about preferred sites. The community to
be consulted about this at Regulation 14. Three drop in
events, hosted by the Rural Communities Council, held in
February 2020, revealed the two selected sites to the
community. The events were not advertised extensively,
for example, households were not leafleted as they had
been for the initial engagement events. The Drop In’s
purported to be ‘public consultation’, for example,
publicity on the Parish Council Website and signage
displayed at the events invited comments and Post-It
Notes were provided for the purpose of providing
comments. Following the events, concerns expressed by
residents were not considered significant enough to be
investigated or to cause the draft to be revised. While I
and other members of the Steering Group and
Councillors found reactions, particularly those of Fenny
Drayton residents, alarming.

The consultation on the
proposed sites is taking place at
Regulation 14 and was shared
with the community at the open
events in February 2020 as
indicated – so it is incorrect to
say that there was no
consultation with the
community.

None
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Appen Parish41
dix 5,
pp. 6
& 50
Appen Parish41
dix 5
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a

392

In an email dated 11 December 2020, the former Chair of
the Witherley NDP Steering Group and member of the
NDP Committee, made a statement to Parish Councillors
referring to the Drop In Events held in February 2020 “. . .
.the Drop-ins at the end of last February were not a
public consultation. They were a public exhibition of what
was in the NDP. People could comment, and did, but
Regulation 14 is the proper and formal method for doing
this.”
Despite opposing comments it was discussed at a
Steering Group Meeting on 11 March (although not voted
upon) and reported to the PC on 12 March 2020 that
there “was nothing to cause the draft to be revised”.
With hindsight, this tokenism and failure to address
resident’s concerns undoubtedly has caused unrest and
mistrust within the community, evidenced by complaints,
and undoubtedly has contributed to the Fenny Drayton
site being withdrawn.
Discrepancy: Table 2 on Page 6 summarises the SSA
Outcomes and records the No of Units for Site Witherley
10b as 20. However, the detailed SSA Assessment Form,
Page 50, records the number of units as 26.
The criteria used in the Sustainable Site Assessments
should bring forward sites where residents can best
access the services they need using sustainable modes of
transport, i.e. walking, cycling or public transport. The
NPPF directs development to the most sustainable
locations and we should demonstrate through our
choices that we are meeting the ‘basic conditions’. The
local housing need identified smaller starter homes and
homes suitable for older people wishing to downsize. Yet
there is no criteria to assess distance to primary school,
employment opportunities, medical centre and bus
services. When queried early on in the process the
explanation was that the use of such criteria would
“unfairly” rank sites in the rural village of Witherley

Noted

None

It is clear that there are a small
number of people who have
strongly held views, and there
are a number of people who
have written in support of the
NDP and its policies through
this consultation.

None

Agreed the correct number is
26.

Change to
be made as
indicated

The criteria were agreed by
members of the Housing Theme
Group. There are many criteria
that could have been applied
and those chosen were deemed
to be the most appropriate.

None
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Policy Parish41
H1

above sites in the rural hamlets which did not have the
same services. I do not believe the methodology used has
contributed sufficiently to the aim to achieving
sustainability.
There are inaccuracies I believe in data summarised in
the SSA forms, but, I have not spent time on this because
I do not think all of the criteria is appropriate.
Since land in Fenny Drayton was withdrawn for
development (i.e. Sites 3a and 3b) no consideration was
given by the Parish Council’s NDP Committee about
putting forward a replacement, or, reserve site. Site 7, for
example, is the remaining site with a high scoring positive
score. It has no “showstopper” constraints to preclude
development. Keeping in mind that if the site assessment
criteria included ‘distance to primary school’, ‘distance to
employment opportunities’, ‘distance to medical centre’
and ‘bus services’ it would have scored more favourably
in the assessment process.
Enquiries of the landowner have not been made by the
NDP Committee to attempt to resolve Landowner’s
concerns.

395

Green Parish41
Spaces
and
Visual
Ameni
ty

Land in Fenny Drayton adjacent to the playing field
benefits from two public footpaths. It was rated
exceptionally highly by attendees of the Community
Engagement Drop In Events held in November 2017 both
for visual amenity and recreational use. A Visual Maps
exercise provided opportunity for attendees to highlight
green spaces they valued most within the Parish (see
supporting evidence). The land became one of the sites
being proposed for residential housing development. The
site being withdrawn by the landowner just weeks before
Regulation 14 consultation began undoubtedly due to

Noted

None

It is not a requirement of the
NDP to incorporate more sites
and the decision was taken to
stay with a single allocation.

None

Not sure what this means. The
landowner made it clear that he
was withdrawing the site
because of the campaign
against his family and the site
being put forward.
Noted. The site did not score
highly enough.

None

None
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opposition being expressed by Fenny Drayton residents.
The site did not score high enough against the NPPF
Criteria (scoring 15/25) to be considered for Green Space
Designation however visual amenity and recreational
value to the Community has not been considered in the
Plan
The promotor confirmed single ownership of the site on
3/12/19 the score for criteria no. 6 should be Green.

The Plan should have a suitable Policy which recognises
the value to the community of land outside of the current
settlement limits considered Open Countryside. We
should recognise the importance of the land as part of
the Parish’s landscape heritage, to protect its natural
habitat and policies to support local farmers to ensure
the best agricultural land is retained as a resource for the
future. An acknowledgement of the existing HBBC policy
would be wise.
The text requires amendment: ‘The Neighbourhood
Development Plan contains a number of policies,
including some areas an area where the Parish Council
will support development activity . . . . . .
Text refers to high resolution maps being available in the
supporting information. The full resolution maps are not
included in supporting information – think we had a
folder ready with these on the drop box?

There is no evidence of the
promoter of the site confirming
single ownership. Land Registry
records two owners. Single
ownership would not change
the score significantly.
Please see policy H2.

None

This is not in the presubmission version of the NDP

None

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.

None

None
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Policy 17 referred to is, I believe, part of the HBBC Core
Strategy although this is not clear. The correct title of the
policy is Policy 17: Rural Needs. Not Local Needs. I do not
think the Plan adequately describes this policy in the text
since it allows certain types of development outside of
the settlement boundary.

We will change the reference
to Rural Needs.

Change to
be made as
indicated

The total dwellings from the description of villages
indicates 622. Anji, the Parish Clerk, if I remember
correctly, stated 611? dwellings on the electoral roll of
the Parish. We have some isolated farmsteads and
houses have they been included in the counts for villages.
Not sure if this is of real importance as we have a fair
indication but there is a discrepancy here potentially for
more than 11 houses.

The figures are based on the
2011 Census. We will clarify
this.

Change to
be made as
indicated

The HEDNA Report has not been included as an Appendix
to the Plan. All other evidence sources have. We are
required to consider uptodate documents for
forthcoming Plan too.

The HEDNA report is routinely
available and was not produced
specifically for the NDP in the
same way that the NPPF wasn’t.

None

The description is not intended
to describe the policy in full.
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Approximately 17.4 hectares of former countryside land
within the Plan Boundary is currently undergoing
development for employment/research and
development to provide a test track for the Horiba Mira
Enterprise Zone. There is nothing written in the Plan,
apart from the Inventory, to indicate the change of use
from agricultural land. This being land being forward for
development within the Plan Area.
An area of land in Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey
contain a mineral safeguarding area for sand and gravel,
designated and controlled by LCC, not HBBC. This
designation has not yet been recorded in the
Environment Inventory as questions raised about the
significance upon development remain unanswered. I
note current and proposed HBBC SHELA methodology
does not allocate housing in these areas in the interests
of sustainability and that if development was to be
considered it should be discussed with LCC. I am
therefore raising it again here.
The future of Witherley C.E. Primary School, the only
school in the Parish, being dependent upon having
enough young families within its catchment area, which
includes the settlements of Witherley, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton, is acknowledged. However, the SSA
methodology did not include criteria to assess sites
within walking distance to the school.

This land will be covered by the
NDP policies H2 which carefully
controls development outside
of the settlement boundary,
and environmental policies
which identify specific areas for
protection against
inappropriate development
Noted. Policies relating to
mineral extraction are beyond
the scope of a neighbourhood
plan, as they are classed as
'county' matters which come
under the jurisdiction of the
County Council.

None

Noted

None

The plan states that in revising and designating the three
settlement boundaries ......... However, the settlement
boundary for Witherley village only require amending to
accommodate the Plan’s proposals. The text requires
amendment to indicate that it is only the Witherley
settlement boundary which requires revision.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD

None

None
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(a) There is actually an extant outline planning permission
for Rookery Farm off Church Lane in Fenny Drayton which
has not been considered. This is for conversion of
agricultural buildings to houses. This permission has not
been included in the Plan; might this require alterations
to boundary?
There are no proposed changes to the existing settlement
boundary of Fenny Drayton. There is, therefore, no
requirement for this map to be included. The settlement
boundary for the rural hamlet of Ratcliffe Culey where
there are no proposed changes has not been included in
the documentation.

Noted The owner was
approached during the ‘Call for
Sites’ – it was never put forward
for consideration.

None

We can remove the settlement
boundary as suggested.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

(a) meets a clearly defined housing need for the Parish;
This should be clarified who has defined the housing
need i.e.
(a) meets the Plan’s clearly defined housing need for the
Parish.

This is specified in policy H3

None

The development site indicated in the Plan includes the
Kennel and Stable Buildings of the Atherstone Hunt and
also the Hunt Cottages at 57 and 59 Kennel Lane. These
buildings are valued local heritage assets and their
importance to the county’s heritage is recognised by their
inclusion on the Leicestershire and Rutland Historic

The development will be
subject to the NDP policies as
well as HBBCs Core
Strategy/Local Plan. Agreement
of the design will be a

None
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Environment Records (reference numbers MLE24332 and
MLE24331 respectively). Agreement was sought by the
landowner for development to be carried out in two
phases with the renovation of buildings in the first phase.
This renovation work should include the two Cottages. It
is important that the Policy specifies the design for the
complete site be approved prior to any planning
permissions being granted. This would be in order to
determine all access points especially to the new build
housing.
There should be a supporting document included
detailing the Old English Names of the Villages. This work
has been undertaken by the Env Group.
Sense Brook is spelt incorrectly. Should be Sence

requirement of the planning
approval.

This document can be added to
the range of supporting
information.
Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated

Second Para of Section There are 17 listed buildings.

The British Listed Buildings
Website identifies 14.

None

There are 386 inventoried sites not 486.

OK

Change to
be made as
indicated
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Page 3 of the Appendix shows a score of 20 for 354 and
305 however the scores add up to 22

OK

Change to
be made as
indicated

Figure 17, Suitability for Turbines does not take into
account valued wildlife corridors and biodiversity this
policy and needs amendment. I do not think this is
acceptable there are also implications for the valued
views across the Parish.

We will remove the map.

Change to
be made as
indicated

All supporting information will
be included on the PC website.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Noted. The work of the
environment group had already
been extended on numerous
occasions and it was entirely
reasonable to draw a line under
the work otherwise there was a
danger it would never have
been completed.

None
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Supporting document for footpaths has been omitted

418

Page Parish41
41

Supporting documents with evidence for ridge and
furrow have been omitted
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Supporting document for Old English Place Names has
been omitted
Members of the community were excluded from
contributing further to the draft plan when responsibility
for finalising the plan transferred to a Committee of
Councillors with the Chair of the Steering Group being coopted onto the Committee. The work of the Environment
Theme Group was incomplete and there had been no
opportunity to discuss, analyse and interpret findings
with guidance from the appointed Environment
Consultant. This led to some inevitable misinterpretation
of data and misunderstanding of methodology used.
Access to consultants was filtered by having to be

It is quite routine for the work
of the Theme Groups to cease
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directed through the Chair of the new Committee who
had not been involved in the Environment Theme Group.
A considerable amount of volunteer time had been spent
researching, for example, tree and hedgerow policies and
other environment policies, which had received valued
contributions and advice from Mrs Belcher, Planning
Officer at HBBC and advice from organisations i.e.
Woodland Trust and Tree Council. This work has not been
included in the Plan. Incomplete topics, for example
Views, Heritage Assets, results of residents’ surveys of
bats, a paper on flooding, an important topic for the
Parish, has been included as supporting information and
possibly could have been included within the main text,
maps of archaeological sites have been omitted. Some of
this work I consider should have been included as
appendices or supporting information. It is my opinion,
our Plan should have been more aspirational and greener
and in a better position to safeguard Witherley for future
generations by the introduction of some well considered
simple policies.
An Area of Separation has been assigned to the west of
the Parish in an area known as Cottager’s Piece. This land
is an area of open countryside which is flood plain. It has
also been designated as a Local Green Space and area
suitable as a biodiversity improvement zone. I challenge
the wisdom of assigning this designation to this area
when it is well protected from development and
recommend seeking advice of HBBC Planners on this
policy.
We have many concerns regarding the land sale.
Are the existing hedgrow and mature trees protected?

one the NP draft has been put
together.

Flooding policies do not
necessarily preclude
development but seek
mitigations.

None

We would prefer to retain the
AoS

It is unclear which ‘land sale’ is
referred to.

None

128

423

Traffic Parish42
Manag
ement

At this point in time the exist from Ormes Lane is very
difficult. Speed of traffic from both directions and parked
cars. I have many near misses!

Noted

None
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Afford Parish43
able
Housin
g

It is all very well saying about affordable housing, they
will never got to the people from the village, they will get
let out to people from outside the village.

The policy supports affordable
housing for people with a local
connection, to address these
concerns.

None
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ENV 5 Parish43
Trees
Hedge
rows

Being as Ratcliffe has a lot of Ash and Oak all of which
have had problems saplings should be replanted.

The policy supports the
retention of trees and
replanting where felling is
unavoidable.

None

Footpaths are not accessible for the disabled. We are
being discriminated against.

The policy supports the
improvement of footpaths and
cycleways but the responsibility
lies with the County Council.
Noted. The design guide
promotes space and amenity.

None

Noted. Unfortunately, we
cannot reference current
standards required as a result of
disability legislation which
development must comply with
as it already exists in local and
national strategic policies. It is
not something that the NP can
add anything to.

None
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When allowing new builds you must think of disabled
people, especially those in wheelchairs. Everybody builds
new houses so close together there is never enough
room for wheelchairs (especially bariatric) to go up the
path to the back garden. Which if you consider if there
was a fire how would they be able to evacuate? So
instead of putting as many houses on a plot so they can
make more money, the builder must be made to take
into account that disabled people would like to live in the
countryside as well.
One other thing, they should take into consideration
when allowing new builds, the fact about parking, when
you are a wheelchair user you need to open the door to
the car wider.
Builders never think about the disabled, it is as if we don't
exist and that is how it is with the Council. Just because
we can't walk then we shouldn't have the right to go over
the fields or even attempt to enjoy what other people
can enjoy.

None
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Ratcliffe needs some sort of way to control the traffic
through the village, from what I have been told there are
no so many people riding horses out in the countryside
because of how fast the cars are travelling round the the
country lanes, Ratcliffe itself is like a rat run.

all the prefabricated barns at Hunts will end up being
demolished and new builds put in their place.

I feel Ratcliffe should have an Open Countryside Policy
wsithin their village Plan.
There are lots of bats and the bat foraging area is very
wide spread. Bats are needed to help pollinate flowers
plus keeping our bugs under control. The roost and
nursery sites are protected but their forage area isn't and
I think it should be.

Ratcliffe is a hamlet. If it has to have new builds then they
should be in keeping with the rest of the village.
All the green spaces should be protected by the open
countryside policy that needs putting into place.
There are barn owls and bats and I am forgetting the
other owls around, Little Owl, Screech Owl.
Why can't we do like other villages and have a dedicated
open "Countryside Policy put in place, so that there si no
way building can be done we need to remember Britain
needs its agricultural land.

Policy TR1 supports
development which minimises
the impact of new development

None

As with Fenny Drayton, the VAS
speed sign data doesn’t show
excessive speed through the
settlement.
Noted

None

This is covered in Policy H2

None

Policy Env 4 requires developers
to research foraging areas that
would be affected and provide
the mitigations listed

Bat maps
will be
included in
the NP

This element was removed from
the draft Plan as it covers an
area that would be dealt with at
planning application stage.
The design guide will help to
achieve this.
There are many environmental
policies in the NP, including an
‘open countryside’ policy (H2).
Note.
Please see policy H2.

None
None

None
None
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WNV 4 Parish44

We need to keep the hedgerows because of the wildlife.

This is covered in Policy Env 4

None

438

WNV1
3

It is so ????? Greenbelt land, land outside of the
settlement boundary would be sold off for builders to
build changing the dynamics of Ratcliffe Culey there is
also one thing with all of the building, taking over
agriculture land and that is the fact that they have
messed with the land, so it causes more problem with
flooding, especially because they have messed with the
lay of the land.
I don't agree with all the barns being used as the
prefabricated ones are there for agricultural use that is
why the plans were passed.

There is no green belt in
Witherley parish.

None

Parish44
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BE4

Parish44
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ENV4

Parish44

The bats are needed to help pollinate the plants.

441

ENV5

Parish44

Because Ratcliffe has a lot of Ash and Oak trees there
should be trees planted.
We have lived next to the playing field in Fenny Drayton
for over 21 years and our grandchildren and their friends
have enjoyed the freedom and safety of playing here.
In the last few years we have seen more children of all
ages, some who have moved into the village, along with
their friends enjoying themselves in this safe
environment.
This playing field has also become a socially-distanced
meeting place for their parents for the past ten months
or so. (Not now obviously as we are told not to socialise
and stay at home). It is a very important part of our
village and we feel very strongly Witherley Parish Council
NDP should have no powers under any circumstances to
relocate, re-designate, redefine or replace any local green
spaces, in particular our playing field. What we do need,
however, is this village being made safer on the roads.
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Parish45

The policy on flooding is
intended to ensure that
flooding issues are taken into
account.
Policy BE4 is intended to
support appropriate
diversification which supports
farmers but also protects the
community.
Noted.

None

This is covered in Policy Env 5.

None

Noted. The playing field is
protected through the NP

None

Noted

None

The playing field ism protected
through the NP. Being able to
protect important open spaces
is one of the most important
and powerful powers that a NP
has.

None

None
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Parish46

Cars, vans and lorries exceed the speed limit coming into
the village up Drayton Lane and the stretch from Drayton
Close to Old Forge Road is dangerous. We need a
footpath so that we can post a letter in safety and also
children can access their playing field safely.
The final point I would like to make in the NDP is that
open countryside policy must be included to cover all
fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets: to protect them
and their rural identity.
Settlement boundary and widfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers under any
circumstances to : remove, revise resposition or redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
development that has been reduced, or removed from
the Neighbourhood Devleopment Plan process cannot be
resubmitted.
The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan: should have no powers under any
circumstances to; relocated, redefine, re-designate or
replace any local green spaces (parks etc)
Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan; to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets, to protect them
and their rural identity.

Policy Env 11 supports the
creation of new footpaths.

None

Please see Policy H2.

None

NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.

None

Policy ENV 2 protects the
functions and values of open
space, sport and recreation
sites but (in conformity with
English planning policy) cannot
prevent their relocation etc. if
the conditions in ENV 2 and
national planning policy are
fulfilled.
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It is my understanding, from reading the notification
paper received from Councillor Geoff Robinson along
with a copy of the Executive Summary of the Witherley
Neighbourhood Plan that the allocated site for residential
development in Fenny Drayton has been withdrawn by
the landowner from the inclusion in the NDP. However it
is my understanding that any time in the future such
could be reinstated, I would like to hope, as a resident of
the village, that given the manner in which the
agreement to extend the village boundary materialised
without the proper notice to the villagers that clear
guidance and regulations are set in place to prevent any
such attempt to override proper practice is prevented at
any cost in the future, furthermore that the ‘alleged
protection’ offered under the NDP Settlement
Boundaries Policy, H2-H4 is adhered to and not
overridden by any underhand actions of the parish
council representatives as seems to have been the
experience in respect of the extension to the village
boundary.
I refer again to the proposal that was made to utilise the
children’s play area in the village for building land to
extend Drayton Close that sits alongside the area
allocated for residential development which formed part
of the Parish Council’s plan to extend the boundary with
a plan to move the play area elsewhere. Given, as stated
above there is concern that such proposal could be
reinstated at a later date I would propose that the play
area is afforded ‘Local Green Space’ protection. I
reiterate that the play area belongs to the residents of
the village (gifted in perpetuity) and was created as a
condition of the planning permission granted when
Drayton Close was built. Fenny Drayton is a Hamlet and
Policy ENV1 designates the most important local
environmental sites as ‘Local Green Spaces’ and such
areas will be given the same level of protection in
planning terms as the green belt. It is confirmed in the

There were no improper
processes and the settlement
boundary did not ‘materialise
without proper notice to the
villagers’. A process was being
worked through and every
opportunity to comment has
been made available to
everyone in the parish.

None

The issue about adhering to the
NDP once made should be
directed to HBBC.

These was no such proposal,
and in any event the site was
withdrawn by the landowner so
does not form a part of the
Regulation 14 consultation. The
proposed allocation would not
have reduced the size of the
open space.

None
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Executive Summary that the play area in Ratcliffe Culey
has been designated as a Local Green Space, I submit that
Fenny Drayton Play area is just as an important piece of
heritage as that in Ratcliffe Culey and as such warrants
the protection Policy ENV1 provides to prevent any
inappropriate development in the future.
I note that the Executive Summary refers to the NDP
being a vision that will ensure ‘protection of important
community facilities that are special to the local
community, and safeguard open spaces that are
important to the community’, I submit that the play area
falls into this vision thus further supporting the proposal
for it to be designated as a ‘Local Green Space’.
I also submit that further consideration is given to traffic
calming in Fenny Drayton to make is safe for our children
and residents to walk and cycle in the village and
surrounding area, and to take actions to resolve the
problems of the dangerous junctions on the A444. How
many people have to lose their life before positive action
is taken, I urge you to give serious consideration to
improving the safety of the residents and the road users.
The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan should have no powers, under any
circumstances, to: revise, remove, reposition or redesignate, or make any other changes to, the protected
settlement boundaries for any protected hamlets.

Not all open spaces can be
designated as Local Green
Spaces. The designation is
appropriate to the nature of the
space.

None

Data from VAS signs already
prove speed is not as high as is
perceived by residents.

None

The Parish Council has also
previously sought
improvements by Leics
Highways (the responsible
body) without success.
NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly
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In addition, the Witherley Parish Council and the
Neighbourhood Development Plan should
have no powers under any circumstances to: relocate, re
define, re-designate or replace, or make any
amendments to any local green spaces e.g. parks, playing
fields

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.

Parish48

The Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan to cover: all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodlands
surrounding rural protected hamlets - to protect them
and their rural identity.

Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

Parish48

It is necessary that all criteria for any changes to the
existing situation are met in full, and and that Fenny
Drayton is assessed in exactly the same way as all other
settlements e.g. Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton.

The assessments were
undertaken thoroughly as part
of the process of preparing the
NP and based on consistently
applied criteria.

None

Parish48

Any variations to this need to be fully evidenced and
reasons given for any alterations or potential changes to
the current position, and advised in advance of any
planned meetings.

Further changes will be
considered by the Examiner.
After that, further changes will
only be undertaken on formal
review of the NP.

None

Parish48

In addition, the park at Fenny Drayton is now the ONLY
asset that Fenny Drayton has, and has been used over
many years for organised social gatherings, and
particularly this last year has been a source of well being
and open space to alleviate the stresses of the pandemic.

Noted. The area is protected
through the NP.

None

Parish48

Policy
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2
Policy
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2
Policy
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2
Policy
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2

None
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Policy Parish48
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2

It is, going forward, the only area for children, and
families in general, to exercise their right to have access
to a safe environment to indulge in play, exercise and
social interaction.

Noted.

None
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Policy Parish48
H2 H4,
Open
spaces
ENV1 ENV2

The traffic through the village is already a source of
concern, an issue which has been reported many times,
which can only be exacerbated if changes are considered,
heightening the risk of accidents and/or injuries, and
Drayton Lane is already in a poor state and in no fit
condition for further traffic.

None

461

Page
4, Para
1

There is no explanation as to why the Parish Council
chose to adopt and NDP. The settlement of Fenny
Drayton is protected under existing legislation as a rural
settlement. The local borough Councillor has also
confirmed that Fenny Drayton is protected as a hamlet
and there was no need for an NDP. The document needs
to explain the PC’s rational and the process for due
diligence that was followed to select the consultants
used. Why was one firm of consultants favoured over any
others?

Data from VAS signs already
prove speed is not as high as is
perceived by residents.
The Parish Council has also
previously sought
improvements by Leics
Highways (the responsible
body) without success.
The foreword explains why the
NP was undertaken – it is
unusual and unnecessary to go
into greater detail than this.

Parish49

None

It is unfortunate that more
people did not become involved
on the many occasions that
they were invited to attend
meetings and join groups, which
may have resulted in less
misunderstandings about
neighbourhood planning.
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Page 4 Parish49
Para 4
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Page 5 Parish49
Para 1

The wishes of the residents of Fenny Drayton have not
been put forward in this document and the consultation
prior to Reg 14 has been poor. Instead, there was been a
concerted effort by land owning Parish Councillors, who
attempted to extend the settlement boundary of Fenny
Drayton to accommodate a development along Drayton
Lane, using the park as access. This was despite the
‘hamlet’ status of Fenny Drayton There was no
consultation about the proposed change in the boundary
and it was only the diligence of 2 parish councillors that
exposed this. The proposal was withdrawn through public
pressure.
The park in Fenny Drayton is a key asset for the residents.
We have no other amenities. This amenity has not been
allocated local green park status unlike other parks in the

Consultation has been
extensive throughout the
process and has greatly
exceeded the minimum
requirements.

parish area. Why is this one being treated differently?
What was the status of the park in earlier versions of the
NDP?
There has been minimal engagement with the residents
of Fenny Drayton. Those involved NDP Steering Group on
the Parish Council have not even engaged with other
Parish Councillors. Consequently, they have been unable
to answer residents’ questions.
How did Witherley Parish Council decide to create an
NDP? What was the basis for this decision when the local
borough councillor has explained that an NDP was not
necessarily needed? Was the Parish designated a
Neighbourhood area? There was no consultation with
residents at this stage. Residents were simply told that an
NDP was needed.

the NPPF; this site has never
scored highly enough to be
considered.
It is unfortunate that more
people did not become involved
on the many occasions that
they were invited to attend
meetings and join groups.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.

This is a misrepresentation of
what happened and is a highly
subjective view. The reference
to ‘land owning Parish
Councillors’ is highly
derogatory.
ALL plots of land in the Plan
Area have been assessed, using
the criteria for LGS eligibility in

None

None

None

None
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Page 8
Para 2

Parish49

The NDP has not given people a greater say or control in
the future of their communities. In my view the conduct
of the Parish Council in developing the current version of
the NDP has been secretive. There has been a failed
attempt to take advantage of the COVID-19 restrictions
to try and manipulate a boundary change for financial
gain for one or more of the land-owning Parish
Councillors.

The presentation of the draft NDP to residents in Feb 20
at Fenny Drayton church appeared to encourage
resident’s feedback on the NDP and we were invited to
leave comments on Post-it notes. These notes were
apparently lost by the Parish Council (FOI request
revealed this). Subsequently enquiries of a several Parish
Councillors suggest that resident’s feedback was
destroyed after the church meeting as it was considered
the NDP, as drafted at that stage, was adequate.
The plan does not reflect HBBC core strategy. Fenny
Drayton is a protected rural hamlet. In not allocating
Local Green Space status to the park area, the settlement
is being treated differently to others in the parish area.
There is no explanation for this.
The reference to National Policy is confusing. Is this even
relevant as it is HBBC Core Strategy that is relevant to the
NDP
The whole of the Parish was designated a neighbourhood
area by HBBC on the 3/4/17. Is this correct given that the
settlements in the Parish are hamlets and thus protected.
Only Witherley has village status. What other options
were available to the Parish Council? There needs to be
an explanation as to why this route was followed.

This is a misrepresentation of
what happened and highly
defamatory. Consultation has
been extensive and greatly in
excess of the minimum
requirements.

None

Regrettably, despite all the
information publicly available
throughout the process, some
will choose to ignore it.
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and

None

were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
The environmental inventory,
Appendix 7, explains the
rationale which was the same
for all sites assessed.

None

Yes. The NP is required by law
to ‘have regard’ to the NPPF.

None

The whole Parish is designated
to enable the environmental
protections and other policies
to apply. HBBC strategic
protections are not overridden
by the NP.

None
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The issue of speeding traffic should not have come as a
surprise to the Parish Council. There has been an issue
since 1994 when I moved to Fenny Drayton. The problem
was recognised by Leicester County Council after a period
of monitoring circa 2004/5 which is when the 3 main
roads in Fenny Drayton were provided with agreed sites
on which a vehicle activated speed monitoring sign could
be located. All 3 main roads, Old Forge Road, Drayton
Lane and George Fox Lane should receive police attention
but with limited resources this does not happen. A Parish
Councillor maintains and moves the device to the agreed
locations. For the Parish Council to say this feedback was
a surprise is alarming and suggests to me that they have
failed to listen to residents over many years.
There have been representations direct to Parish
Councillors about speeding issues but the impression I
have is that it falls on ‘deaf ears’. My understanding from
elderly neighbours is that one Parish Councillor for Fenny
Drayton makes it clear that the speeding issues are not of

The VAS speed sign was
purchased and installed by the
Parish Council, not by LCC
Highways.

None

The comment relating to
‘surprises’ misquotes the
paragraphs referred to in the
Draft plan.

None

concern when they are discussed at the Church Coffee
mornings. At a Parish Council meeting in May 2020
Councillor Conway denied there was a problem. This was
recorded in the PC meeting minutes as outlined in the
Parish magazine. I challenged this, providing evidence I
had personally collated to highlight the issue on GF Lane
in Jan/Feb 2019. Subsequently the PC agreed the
monitoring device would be moved around on a rota
basis around the roads. Prior to this George Fox Lane had
only had the speeding monitoring device on the road
once in all the years that it has been in operation.
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All 3 roads are used as a rat run at certain times of the
day as traffic seeks to avoid queues at The Redgate
junction between the A444 and A5. When there is an
accident on the A5 (normally at the Woodford Lane
Junction) Warwickshire Police close the A5 and diverted
traffic uses Drayton Lane. Warwickshire Police have been
contacted but as the traffic problems created by a
diversion are in Leicestershire, they are not interested.
This has been highlighted to the Parish Council
previously. Equally when overnight roadworks take place
on the A5 resulting in a closure, many motorists drive
through Fenny Drayton looking for an alternative route.
Each time I have verbally asked Parish Councillors to
ensure there are road signs at both entrances to the
settlement off the A444 to indicate ‘no access to A5’.
Over the summer of 2020 I worked directly with
Highways to sort the extra signage that was placed at the
access points.
Like many others in Fenny Drayton, I would like to see
Drayton Lane closed as a through route. The road could
be closed just after the Drayton Barns business. This
would improve the resident’s enjoyment of the village
and make taking the dog for a walk far safer! It is possible
to do – it was done for the Highways Agency work when
the A5 Redgate junction was upgraded.
I am not aware of any consultation updates or meetings
other than a stakeholder event in February 2018. There
seems to be a gap of almost 14 months without any
updates. I understand from talking to neighbours
involved in the process, the theme groups were not even
established until March 2019.

None

The Parish Council routinely
lobbies LCC Highways over
speeding/traffic issues such as
this but cannot force the County
Council to make any changes
residents seek.
Subsequent consultation
events took place in 2020 and
updates provided through
communication with residents.
There was nothing further to
report until the theme groups
were established and work
began on drafting the NDP in
2019.

None

None

140

476

Page 9 Parish49
Para 4

477

Page 9
Para 5

Parish49

This cannot be accurate as all notes recorded from the
meeting held in Feb 2020 have been lost. The resident’s
input at this meeting was to write comments on Post-it
notes on the various displays. The NDP cannot have been
written with any of these comments in mind as the Postit notes were either lost or destroyed after the meeting.
The summary of the content of the post it notes has been
requested from the Parish Council under a FOI request,
but they have not been able to provide them – so how
can the NDP accurately reflect residents feedback? On
that basis that the Parish Council could not provide the
information via a FOI request, I can only assume that a
collated record of the notes was not made which is a
huge failing by the Parish Council and only goes to add
weight to the suspicion that the event in Feb 2020 at
Fenny Drayton church was a ‘PR’ exercise.
The Parish Council committee established to oversee the
final stages of the NDP in May 2020 did not consult at all.
There was an attempt to enlarge the settlement
boundary of Fenny Drayton to accommodate
development in a field next to the park. This would have
resulted in the destruction of the existing park to provide
enhanced access to a proposed development. The land
next to the park is owned by a Councillor. This proposal
only came to light as two Parish Councillors called an
Extraordinary Meeting to counter propose a smaller
development. The restrictions imposed by COVID-19
regulations appear to have provided an opportunity to

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

There was no requirement to
consult at that stage in the
process and no late attempt to
enlarge the settlement
boundary – this had been in
place once the site was
proposed for residential
development and would not
have required the destruction
of the existing park.

None

attempt to amend the settlement boundary by stealth.
The land owned by the Parish Councillor has since been
withdrawn.
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The Draft NDP identifies that 28% of residents are over
65. Given this information and the restrictions of being in
a Tier 3 area until the 31st Dec 2020, it must have been
obvious at an early stage that many residents would not
have internet access. The NDP Reg 14 Consultation is
therefore ignoring a large percentage of this population
as paper copies of the NDP have been refused by the
Parish Council. Only one resident has had a paper copy
(in week 5 of the consultation) and that copy was
requested to be returned to the Parish Council so that it
could be reused! No other resident has been provided
with a paper copy.
Under the section headed Requirement for Sustainable
Development there is a glaring omission. The Open Fields
Policy has not been included or referenced in any way.
This is crucial to ensure that the hamlets of Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected are the
surrounding fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected rural
hamlets and I think this needs to be noted throughout
the NDP.

The concerns are noted,
however the Parish Council
complied with the government
regulations which were
established to address the
Corona Virus Pandemic.

None

The narrative refers to
‘conserving the rural nature of
its surroundings’. There is no
need to specify each policy in
detail.

None

Page 13 makes this clear. It is
not necessary to repeat this
throughout the document.

None

The Parish Boundary map shows that a large area of the
Fenn lanes falls within the Parish, including the area at
the back of the MIRA site, near to Lindley Hall Farm. This
area does not appear to feature in the NDP, despite there
being houses in that area. Why has this area not been
placed in the NDP? The NDP refers to Atterton as an
unclassified settlement. Is the small settlement behind
MIRA (to the right of the Fenn lanes) not of a similar size?
Planning permission has been allowed for a small housing

The boundary of the Parish is
the extent of the NDP area. The
properties referred to are few
in number and isolated. They
are not a formal settlement, as
such, and therefore are covered
by Policy H2 about
development in the
countryside.

None

development in this area. There appears to be
inconsistency in approach to the treatment of the various
settlements in the parish area.
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There has been no consultation or discussion with
residents about the development along the Fenn Lanes
and the inevitable increase in traffic on the A444 and
potentially through Fenny Drayton.
Meeting future housing needs - Comment that HBBC has
made no residential housing allocation to the Parish. It is
hard to reconcile that statement with comment that
future housing needs to be considered in the NDP?
HBBC Core Strategy document, Site Allocation and
Development Management Policies, says it does not
allocate housing figures to rural hamlets as residential
growth in these areas are considered unsustainable. The
obvious question is why did the Parish Council see fit to
ignore this and attempt to develop land (now withdrawn)
in direct conflict with this policy?

Meeting future housing needs - The draft NDP appears to
base the conclusions upon evidence in Appendix 4, a
report by YourLocale. The report in Appendix 4 contains a
detailed description of the profile of housing stock and
economic profile of the residents. However, there is
nothing in that report which supports there is a need for
Witherley Parish Council to find sites for development. It
is important to note that this comment is made based on
the information available on the Witherley NDP website
as at 17/12/2020 – the Appendices in the NDP have
changed since that date, some weeks into the
Consultation period.
Under the heading of The Evidence – paras 1 & 2

The NP cannot affect
development that has already
taken place ….
The latest projection of housing
need from HBBC proposes a
housing requirement of 118
dwellings in the Parish.

None

None

None
NPs that allocate a site for
residential development secure
additional power to resist
inappropriate development
where the local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a
5-year land supply, as HBBC
cannot.
The NP itself explains why
development is proposed and
the additional power given to
NPs that allocate sites for
residential development is
another important
consideration.

The development helps to
secure sustainable

None

None
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1&2

There have been no demands placed on the Parish for
housing. Appendix 4 Housing need report at Pg 1
Population Age Profile, paragraph 2 highlights there is a
negative population growth for the parish of 6% and that
the number of dwellings increased by 13%. This evidence
seems to have been ignored.

development, which is what the
NP is intended to achieve.
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These facts have been omitted from the narrative and it
begs the question as to why the NDP focused on building
development?

This was all carefully discussed
with those involved in the
preparation of the NP and the
decision taken on the basis of
consideration of all the issues
involved.
YourLocale was appointed
following a robust selection
process that was ratified by the
Parish Council.
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Under the heading of The Evidence - YourLocale was one
of several consultancy firms approached by Witherley
parish Council to help formulate an NDP. Which other
companies were approached and what were the
recommendations of them? What evidence is there that
Due Diligence was completed before selecting Your
Locale?
Under the heading of The Evidence – Reference is made
to a Strategic Sustainability Assessment carried out by
YourLocale. Was this based on the environmental report
that was completed by professional ecologist instructed
by Witherley Parish Council as part of the evidence
gathering process? This report covered some 500 fields.
The report by YourLocale does not contain reference to
the same number of fields – there are less. Only 300.
Para 2 – refers to two sites put forward by landowners.
Does this need to be corrected?
Appendix 5 - it needs to be noted that this appendix was
amended and added to in week 4 of the consultation, on
or around 17th Dec 2020.

None

None

The SSA process took the
environmental inventory into
account, and the environmental
inventory contained the
relevant information from the
ecology report.

None

Yes, this will be changed to a
single site.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.
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Noted from the report that the 2 sites near to Fenny
Drayton were ‘Red’ scores. In addition, it is noted that
Simpsons farm is a high scoring Red 8. Having looked at
the scoring mechanism employed by YourLocale, it begs
the question as to how the land next to the Park was ever
offered as a viable proposition by the Parish Council as it
too should have been a high scoring red. The information
about the withdrawn site has not been included in the
report which was added to the website on or around 16th
Dec 2020, week 4 of the consultation.
This is confusing if there is no requirement to offer land
for housing. The former Atherstone Hunt site has been
identified as suitable by the Parish Council. The NDP
supports a full development of the site. Who is the
landowner? The landowner’s identity should be included
as we need to be sure there is no conflict of interest
given the past experiences of residents in Fenny Drayton.

The settlement boundary for Witherley shows that the
former hunt buildings are within the boundary of the
settlement. Should the development of this site be
limited to refurbished buildings and not new builds?

This paragraph is at odds with the previous action taken
by the Parish Council to attempt to amend the boundary
around Fenny Drayton. It is also at odds with the
omission of the Open Countryside Policy in the NDP if the
countryside around each settlement is to be protected
from encroaching development
All four settlements within the Parish currently have land
between them providing separation to maintain distinct
settlements. This separation needs to be maintained. I

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

It has been explained that
there are significant benefits to
allocating a site for residential
development through a
neighbourhood plan. The PC has
chosen to take this opportunity.

None

It is not necessary to name
landowners in the NP
The opportunity was taken to
undertake a small new build
development alongside the
refurbishment. This helps to
make the refurbishment viable
whilst offering a mix of housing
needed by the community.
There is no contradiction, and
the countryside policy is at H2

See policy H2.

None

None

None
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would have expected to see reference to the
Open Countryside Policy in the NDP.
The draft NDP refers to the total open countryside in the
parish as 92% (see 2019 2019 Environment and Historic
Group research report for the NDP). It is my
understanding that the inclusion of the Open Countryside
policy in the NDP, the settlements within the Parish are
all better protected from development. This policy should
have been included in the NDP and it is omission is
disappointing if the NDP has been written with the
intention of to protecting the parish from development.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (Especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently and this can be altered or
withdrawn. The NDP, as drafted, offers no similar
protections to all the fields and hedgerows around Fenny
Drayton or other settlements in the Parish.
The content of this paragraph seems illogical. Why do the
boundaries have to allow for site allocations, if there has
been no housing request made of the Parish Council by
HBBC? Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected
rural hamlets as defined in the HBBC Core Policy. Only
Witherley is a village and the HBBC Core Policy allows
only limited development (see point 4.44 of HBBC Core
Policy).

This paragraph needs reviewing and rewriting. As it is
currently worded it suggests that the Parish Council will
merely take in to account the boundaries and site
allocations. The boundaries once agreed, are subject to
review, but with the involvement of the community and
not just as and when the Parish Council sees fit. The NDP
is a public document and any changes must be consulted
upon. The Parish Council should have no power to revise,

See Policy H2.

None

It is not illogical. The boundary
determines where windfall
development will take place.
HBBC are recommending that
118 new dwellings are built up
to 2039 in the Parish. As Policy
H2 states, planning applications
will be treated differently
where they are within the
boundary as opposed to being
outside of it.
This set of responses
demonstrates that the
community has had every
opportunity to comment.

None

None

Amending settlement
boundaries is something that is
within the remit of a NDP.
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remove, reposition, or re-designate the protected
settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.
Not accurate as the valued views from the park in Fenny
Drayton towards Hartshill Hayes appear to have been
removed from the NDP.

The paragraph starting ‘….In revising and designating the
three settlement boundaries, the following methodology
has been applied…’.

1. P18 Para 3 includes no
reference to views; it accurately
reports the 75% favourable
responses to a Survey question
about value of the open
countryside.
2. The views (fig. 15, Policy 10)
in this consultation are the first
to be proposed formally for
community consideration –
there has been no previous
consultation version of the Plan
from which to remove them.
This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
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It needs to be made clear that the methodology referred
to is specifically for the purposes of the drafting the NDP.
It is not a methodology that can be adopted at any time
to alter the NDP, once finalised.
The last para on this page, under Policy H2 is slightly
alarming.
The settlement boundaries define the settlements within
the Parish. It follows that there should be no
development outside the boundaries, especially for

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

It is unnecessary to make this
point

None

It should offer comfort.

None

It is not possible to block all
development in the

None
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Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton which are all
protected rural hamlets. The inclusion of this para
suggests that the land outside the settlement boundaries
remains vulnerable to development at the Parish
Council’s discretion – this cannot happen. The Open
Countryside Policy needs to be included.
There is a vague reference to local policies. This should
be amended to HBBC Core Strategy for the sake of clarity.

The boundary for Witherley appears to be different to
that previously seen at the Feb 2020 meeting in Fenny
Drayton. The boundary for Witherley now includes the
site formerly occupied by The Atherstone Hunt. This was
previously outside the settlement boundary and had it
remained so, the land would have been outside the
settlement boundary and not available for development.
Who owns this land?
Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map is also
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113. Why has the
settlement boundary changed? Does this set a dangerous
precedent of changing boundaries to suit a purpose?

The land of the former Atherstone Hunt is now a
favoured site for development – this is confusing. It is not
the site scoring highest in the SSA document point 5.5
page 7. So why has this site been chosen?
The boundary for Fenny Drayton is acceptable as it now
appears. Query that if it is a hamlet, like Ratcliffe Culey,
why does Ratcliffe Culey not have a settlement
boundary?

countryside, as seems to be the
intention of this comment.
The emerging Local Plan for
HBBC sets out the
circumstances in which
development in the countryside
is allowed – as Policy H2 states.
When the local plan has been
adopted it will replace the core
strategy.
Landownership is not a matter
that needs to be included in the
NP.

None

None

None
The settlement boundary has
been amended to
accommodate the allocation.
None
The boundary has been
changed to accommodate the
proposed development.. It has
been updated based on the
methodology described on page
18.
Site 7 was selected after the
Parish Council had considered
all of the evidence including the
Strategic Site Assessments.
It does and this is in the HBBC
DPD. As the allocation for Fenny
Drayton has now been removed
we will also remove the Fenny

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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There is no map for Ratcliffe Culey to show a settlement
boundary. As Ratcliffe Culey is a hamlet and has the same
status as Fenny Drayton, then the settlement should have
a boundary agreed on a map included in the NDP to
protect Ratcliffe Culey.
The map is not accurate. There are missing public
footpaths for Drayton Lane and Field. Footpaths are in
the wrong place for Church Lane and field 505a.

There is no housing development demand placed on the
Parish by HBBC, so I see no reason for there to be
consideration of providing smaller homes. There are
plenty of developments in the local area that already
provide such amenities in North Warwickshire and the
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council areas. These are
only a few miles away.
Windfall sites/developments – This area of the NDP
causes some concern and in particular the reference
‘…. to land that is within the settlement boundary or
adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed
development is on previously developed land…’
I interpret this paragraph as highlighting a vulnerability
for the park in Fenny Drayton unless it has Local Green
park status. As the NDP settlement boundary is currently
illustrated for Fenny Drayton, the park is land adjacent to
the settlement boundary. I can foresee an argument
being made that the park would be classified as
‘previously developed land’. I have no confidence that
the Parish Council would seek to protect that amenity for
residents as they had no qualms in attempting to offer it
as a potential development site previously (later
withdrawn).

Drayton Settlement Boundary
from the NP
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary is in the DPD. The
Fenny Drayton boundary will be
removed.
The map is an OS map which
cannot be amended. It is there
to show the settlement
boundary. There are no other
keys in the map.
The evidence points to a need
for smaller housing which is
why the policy is as it is.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

Noted

None

Noted

Noted

The park does not qualify as
previously developed land.

None

Development on previously
developed land would accord
with the Core Strategy and
NPPF.
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Windfall sites/developments; point b – for absolute
clarity I suggest you remove the sentence from: or
adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed
development is on previously developed land.
The alternative is that point b is made specific to
Witherley as the only village in the Parish. All other
settlements in the Parish are protected rural hamlets.
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Initially the Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 was not complete.
This appendix was added to on or around the 16th Dec,
some 4 weeks into the Consultation period so some
residents may not have seen the revised appendix as
their feedback had already been submitted.
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The Appendix shows the evaluation of the playing field in
Fenny Drayton (554). Referred to in the Appendix as
HBBC Green Space with many attributes including the

It is reflective of national
planning strategy that
encourages the development of
previously developed land.

None

None

The redevelopment of
‘brownfield’ land can eradicate
an eyesore and is a positive
policy.
The inventory (appendix 7) is a
work in progress (in particular it
provides evidence on which the
Neighbourhood Plan committee
bases its proposals for
protective designations to be
applied to plots of land) until
the Plan has gone through its
two statutory consultations and
is ready to be submitted for
independent examination.
When the Plan is Made,
following referendum, appendix
7 will provide HBBC officers and
planning committee with
detailed evidence to help them
make decisions about the
environmental significance of
individual plots of land, should
that be necessary for them to
make a reasoned planning
decision based on the Policies in
the Neighbourhood Plan.
The playing field was to be
protected through the

None
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possible original site of George Fox’s cottage, a Medieval
Listed monument, and earthworks. Given the high score
of 14 outlined in the Appendix, I must raise some concern
and outrage that this playing field was a potential
sacrifice in the scheme proposed by the Parish Council to
build over the playing field!
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The Environmental Inventory report also adds
considerable weight to the proposal (see later) that the
park in Fenny Drayton should have Green Space Status
and not as currently proposed in the draft NDP (Open
Space).
Should this be a reference to Appendix 8 and not 7?
Appendix 8 is local green spaces.

The green spaces in Fenny Drayton are not included in
the green spaces inventory, i.e., the park and the land on
Rookery Close. The latter is included on a map, see Fig 5.1
The park is Fenny Drayton is not included despite scoring
highly in Appendix 7. Who did the ecology/environmental
report to allocate local green space designation? Why
isn’t it included in the report?

Clarification is needed – as it currently worded, local
green spaces not listed can be used for development
land. Policy ENV2 page 28 refers to development
proposals which cause the loss of open spaces may be
supported if the ‘open space’ is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location. This
suggests the in allocating open space status to the park in

proposed development, so the
outrage is misplaced.
Please note that the HBBC
designation referred to here is
amenity greenspace, an OSSR
category, not a Local Green
Space. This seems to have been
a source of confusion for
several commentators.
This is not the case - It scores
14/25; threshold for LGS is
18/25 (there are 27 sites above
it scoring 15 – 17/25)
Appendix 7 is the
environmental inventory which
is what the paragraph is
referring to.
This appears to be a confusion
between Amenity greenspace
(OSSR) and Local Green Space.

None

None

None
None

Appendix 8 details the scoring
and descriptions of all sites to
be designated as LGS See 512
for scoring rationale.
For clarification: sites not listed
in appendix 8 and Policy ENV1
have been omitted because
they do not meet the rigorous
criteria for LGS designation set
out in the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) –

None
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Fenny Drayton is deliberate leaving it vulnerable to future
development – it should have Green Space status!

which the NP must follow.
There has been no policy of
using confirmation of the
existing HBBC designation of
this site as Amenity greenspace
(an Open Space, Sport &
Recreation (OSSR) site category)
in the Neighbourhood Plan to
deliberately make it vulnerable
to future development. Policy
ENV2 provides the strongest
protection to FD Recreation
Ground that is possible in
English planning legislation for
such a site. Note also that a
Local Green Space designated in
an NP to prevent development
rather than on the basis of its
qualities and values (the criteria
mentioned above) would be
rejected at Examination.
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Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: “other than in very
special circumstances”. This is a vague reference and if it
remains in the NDP, the special circumstances need to be
clearly outlined.
Noted that any land already presented for development
that has been refused or removed from the NDP process
cannot be represented for a further clear two years. This
needs to be made clear.
POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Paragraph 1
sentence 2. The Parish Council and the NDP should not
have the power to relocate, redefine or replace local
green spaces at all under any circumstances.

You cannot cite every single
‘special circumstance’. It is up
to the applicant to state why
the proposal is a ‘special
circumstance’.
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This is not the case.
This should be taken up with
the government who has given
NPs the power to do this.

None

None.

None
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Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; This Figure is inaccurate - all information
for in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?
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Paragraph 2 – Requires clarification as to who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses. There must be a defined process
that is transparent to ensure that an accurate study has
been carried out in and around Fenny Drayton. Indeed
Fig7 (see page 31) highlights the point – the detail for
Fenny Drayton seems to have been omitted.
Biodiversity and Habitat – see para 2. What independent
research? This needs to be referenced and included as an
appendix. This needs to be documented to ensure that it
cannot be ignored or manipulated by the Parish Council
or a developer.
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Wildlife Corridors - Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton.
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37
Fig 10

Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton have not
included? Drayton Close straddles the site of the Roman
Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. There is reference

529

Parish4
9

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading.
Planning decisions are taken by
HBBC.

These are professionals working
for Leicestershire County
Council. The suggestion that the
Parish Council would ignore or
manipulate something is
unwarranted
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is a result of the
almost universal intensive
arable management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The

None

None

None

None

None
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to the site of George Fox’s cottage site earlier in the draft
NDP, but it is not included at this stage. Why have these
items not been included?
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Last sentence refers to Supporting Evidence. The
evidence does not appear to be in the draft NDP – it
should be referenced or included as an Appendix.
Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton – this appears to have been
altered. It should encircle both the Park and the green
space near the entrance to the footpath from Drayton
Lane, opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close.
Currently the map shows one arrow towards the A5 only
There should be an arrow towards Harthill Hayes, tother
with a photo that seems to have been deleted from the
NDP as drafted.
A second viewpoint is missing - the view from the bench
on the green space in Drayton Lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These were originally included in the
information presented to residents in Feb 2020. These

MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
It is in the supporting
information.
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to (?) was not
issued for formal consultation
[is the reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
PC to explain why changes were
made before the Plan was
formally published for the first
time.
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before

None

None
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should be returned to the NDP. I can only assume they
were removed when there was an attempt to
accommodate a development in Fenny Drayton on land
near to the park.
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Footpaths and Bridleways – there is a refence to
supporting documents, but these do not appear to be in
the NDP. They should be
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Reference to proposed off road connections – appears to
ignore Fenny Drayton. Why?
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Areas of Separation - The NDP should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Areas of Separation Maps – The NDP needs to reflect the
separation of Fenny Drayton from the A5 and Caldecote
(Warwickshire). A map is needed to illustrate this. There
needs to be maps and proposals to ensure the separation
of Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and Atherstone.
Equally separation of Atterton from Witherley; Fenny
Drayton from Atterton.
The amenities for Fenny Drayton do not include the Park
under a separate heading, as has been done for Ratcliffe
Culey. The park needs to be listed as a specific amenity.
The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial but is
well used and accessed by other hamlets and villages in

there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
Supporting documents will form
part of the complete submission
package; but they are not part
of the statutory NP, are not
considered by the independent
Examiner, nor do they influence
planning decisions based on the
NP’s policies.
The aspirational route connects
FD with the other villages, as
shown in fig. 16
The chances of coalescence
within the Plan period are too
small to warrant inclusion.

None

None

None

The chances of coalescence
within the Plan period are too
small to warrant inclusion.

None

It did not score highly enough
for Local Green Space
designation.

None
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the parish. See earlier – it should have Green Space
status.
George Fox Monument – there are probably only 2/3
coaches that arrive for tourists to view the monument.
They park on George Fox Lane or in Foxes Covert. This
has never been an issue and indeed, when the coaches
that do appear are a useful traffic calming measure
forcing vehicles to slow down on both Old Forge Road
and George Fox Lane.
The Royal Redgate is not an amenity for the residents of
Fenny Drayton! – Fenny is a hamlet in Leicestershire, this
pub is in Warwickshire on the A5 and can only be
accessed by residents using a vehicle. There is no
footpath, no cycle path or bus to get there. How can it be
classified as an amenity?
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES - Points b and c appear to give the Parish
Council the power to move Fenny Drayton park to
anywhere in the parish? The Parish Council and the NDP
should be working towards better amenities and
improving facilities. This section appears to give the
Parish Council a loophole through which they can move
or utilise green spaces for financial gain.
POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY FACILITIES
– The NDP appears to only link improvements to
Witherley through new developments. This option
cannot be supported in rural hamlets. What options have
the Parish Council considered for rural hamlets having
improved facilities e.g., grants, funds to achieve this
without new development? This needs to be included.
The NDP highlight concerns over traffic dangerous
junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. This is not a growing
problem. It has been an issue for many years. As recently
as June 2020 the Parish Council minutes record the chair
has having said there is no speeding issue in Fenny
Drayton!

It is unnecessary to separately
list the park as an amenity.
Noted

None

This is what the narrative in the
NP says!

None

It is HBBC that determine
planning applications, not the
PC.

None

The Policy CA2 addresses issue
to do with the provision of
better facilities.
This is a planning document
addressing planning issues. This
is a fundamental
misunderstanding of what a
NDP is in place to achieve.

None.

Noted

None
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The closure of Drayton Lane to through traffic would
resolve the ‘rat run’ issue for the settlement. The obvious
closure point is between the entrance to Drayton Barns
self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane. This was
done in the past when the A5/A444 Redgate Junction was
being upgraded and traffic managed to navigate using
roads which can support the volume and speed – via
Holly Lane, Atherstone and via Mancetter/Nuneaton.
The junctions of George Fox Lane and the A444 has a
narrow entrance point. This was amended many years
ago (1980s) to stop traffic entering that road at speed
from the A444. There are very few instances of vehicles
queuing on the A444 as vehicles turn into George Fox
Lane. Any such issue would be mitigated by a reduction
of the speed limit on the A444 and the use of average
cameras on that section of the A444. The same logic
applies to the narrow access point into and out of Fenny
Drayton via Old Forge Road.
Both junctions have in the past suffered fatal accidents,
in Nov 2003 and April 2019, respectively.
Parking at the Church I understand that a Parish
Councillor is seeking to reapply for planning permission
to build outside of the proposed settlement boundary,
behind the church/Rookery Close. This would involve an
amendment to extend the settlement boundary. There
should be no development as Fenny is a rural hamlet!

In an attempt to make the re application for
development more appealing, I understand that land is
being offered as a car park for the church to use. A car
park is not necessary. Most residents walk, but if the rat
run issue is resolved with the closure of Drayton Lane,
there will be suitable parking spaces on the existing
roads.

None

This is not something that the
NDP can decide.

None

Speed limits are determined by
the County Council not the NDP.

Noted

None
This is not a comment about the
NDP.

None

This is not an issue for the NDP.

None
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This highlights the total conflict of Parish Councillors
having any land interests – a complete conflict!
Residents that work for National Grid have confirmed
that Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid. The
hamlet would need a new substation where there to be
an increased demand for power. What evidence is
offered in the NDP to verify that the suggestions have
been considered and checked with National Grid?
In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to:

a) Point (a) unless it relates to small scale leisure or
tourism activities, or other forms of
commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are
exceptional circumstances; The inclusion contradicts the
fact development cannot and should not happen in a
hamlet.
b) add to b) only in land inside the settlement
boundaries.
Point 8 Monitoring and Review – given the residents
recent experience of Witherley Parish Council this page
needs to be amended. It needs to clearly state that all
reviews will be made public and no changes will be made
without the agreement of the residents and HBBC.
Clarity is required. What is meant by ‘other data’? There
needs to be total transparency of processes and a clear
agreement to consult openly in respect of the NDP and
not make changes by stealth which only serve the
interests of Parish Councillors that are landowners.
Simply put, the Parish Council must not be allowed to
change the NDP or attempt to widen their powers

It is an enabling policy.

The views expressed seeking to
block all development in Fenny
Drayton are noted, but doing so
is in conflict with HBBC strategic
policies (see DPD policy
DM4:Development in the
countryside will be considered
sustainable where c) c) It
significantly contributes to
economic growth, job creation
and/or diversification of rural
businesses

None

None

None

This would contradict the
narrative above.

None

It is unnecessary to make this
point and the inference is
rejected absolutely.

None

It means that the review will
not be restricted to what is in
the NDP but can also include
other issues – such as significant
increases in the housing
requirement.

None
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without full consultation in writing with all residents and
HBBC.
Community Actions – whilst these are not subject to
examination, Witherley Parish Council need to restore
some of their reputation and build trust. They need to
engage with residents about the issues listed.
The community actions are incomplete in respect of
Fenny Drayton. Having lost or disposed of the resident’s
feedback they received in Feb 2020; I suggest that they
take the opportunity of engaging with residents again.
The A444 and a reduction of the speed limit is only part
of the issue for Fenny Drayton. There needs to be a focus
on the rat run issues that have been flagged over the
years and not simply ignore them.

This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
The call for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for
anything above the 12 sites in the NDP report?
One site has been removed and the associated scoring.
This information should have been left in the NDP for
transparency.

This does not make sense - there is NO requirement for
Witherley Parish to have any housing development, so
why does the Parish Council and NDP (point 1.5) want to
embrace and exceed the Borough wide housing provision
target?

It is probably more important
that the community engage
with the PC to deliver the
Community Actions listed.

None

None
It is a shame more people from
Fenny Drayton chose not to
engage in the process to shape
the NDP in line with
expectations.

None

The comments about speeding
etc. are better directed to the
County Council who are
responsible for these issues.
No such amendment was made.

None

The call for sites was
undertaken to identify which
landowners wished to put their
land forward for development.
This was its only purpose.

None

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.
Not everyone seeks to block all
development – NDPs are
designed to shape and control
development, not block it.
However, the latest HBBC
housing requirement is for

None

None
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Clarification needed on the scoring matrix. Who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley Parish were?
And why did the matrix not have the criteria that both
the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important,
i.e., Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
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Says the 2 sites were supported by the community. That
is NOT an accurate statement. The resident’s responses
to the February 2020 consultation were lost or
destroyed. The site in Fenny Drayton (later withdrawn)
was not favoured at all – indeed residents were not
aware until two Parish Councillors alerted residents!
Subsequent Emails to both the Parish Council and HBBC
have made it clear that there was no support from the
community.
States landowner of one of the most favoured sites
withdrew. This is referring to a site in the rural hamlet of
Fenny Drayton. This site was proposed contrary to the
hamlet status and HBBC Core Policy. This was only a
favoured site for those involved in the development of
the NDP possibly for a multitude of reasons - the
landowner sits on the Parish Council and it also mitigated
the impact of any development on Witherley village.
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The land was withdrawn after considerable public
objection. , once they found out! The NDP needs to be
amended to contain an accurate chronology of events.

Witherley to accommodate a
further 118 dwellings.
These were all determined by
members of the community
that put themselves forward to
take part in this work. Everyone
in the Parish was invited to take
part and only a few took up the
offer and helped to shape the
NDP.
It was not favoured and the
landowner removed the site so
the comment falls away.

Yes, the site was favoured
amongst those whose remit it
was to undertake the work. The
Core Strategy says that small
scale development that meets a
local need will be permitted.
The DPD seeks to avoid
‘significant residential growth’
in Rural Hamlets, but the
purpose of having a settlement
boundary is to allow
appropriate development
within it and to distinguish
between the approaches to
development within and
outside the boundary.

None

None

None

None
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Clarification as to who decided on the final ranking and
overall site sustainability
The Parish Council appear to have chosen to work with
Your Locale to recommend the methodology to be used
in the scoring matrix. What due diligence was carried out
before YourLocale were selected? My understanding is
that these consultants are already involved in a public
enquiry over other NDP consultancy work at that time?
How secure are can we be that their recommendations
provide adequate protection for rural areas?

The Red, Amber Green scoring system – clarification of
the criteria needs to be included.
SSA outcomes: Why is the withdrawn site is not
included? All other sites that were considered are still
included. There needs to be transparency in the NDP
document for it to have credibility and all the processes
adopted in it.
The information about the withdrawn site should be in
the public domain to ensure that its original adoption as a
site was not possible because data and information was
manipulated.
SHELAA references for some sites are included but not
for others, sites already been offered previously for
development? In the SHELAA document illustrates that
there is no land referenced for either Fenny Drayton or
Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to Witherley
village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings? This requires
clarification.

It is not necessary to chronicle
every change in the NDP
throughout its preparation.
The Housing Theme Group
undertook this work, endorsed
by the PC.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information
YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

We reject this unfounded
accusation.

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC

None

None

None

None

None

None
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Clarification needed as to the source of the SHELAA
reference numbers and what do they refer to?
Witherley appears to have 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development – who owns this land?
This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
The Parish Council referred the NDP to HBBC to check if a
Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening was
required (Nov 2020). The report by Planet X (HBBC
website) para 2.14 & 2.15 confirms that Fenny Drayton
and Ratcliffe Culey are identified as “Rural Hamlets’ and
development in these locations will be limited to infill
housing development and the conversion of agricultural
buildings to employment uses. The report also confirms
that HBBC Core Strategy does not identify a housing
requirement for any of the other settlements within the
Parish. This raises the question of why the Parish Council
have sought to identify and put forward any sites in the
Parish. The ownership of the land proposed for
development at Witherley needs to be questioned and
clarification sought as to who profits from the
development.
Para 221 of the Planet X report on HBBC website refers to
a site at fenny Drayton – ‘The Neighbourhood Plan makes
provision for a total of around 25 new dwellings in
Witherley Parish up to 2036 (Policy H1) in the form of two
residential site allocations, one in Witherley for around 15

but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

This is not a relevant
consideration for the NDP
report.

None

None

No such amendment was made.

None

No such amendment was made.

None

As has been explained above,
NDPs that allocate land for
residential development secure
significant additional powers to
prevent inappropriate
development in areas such as
Fenny Drayton which would
otherwise be vulnerable to
development as HBBC cannot
achieve a 5-year land supply.

None

This comment can be
interpreted as an accusation of
corruption. If it is, it is refuted in
the strongest terms.

None

No such amendment was made.
Because it is not in conflict with
the Core Strategy.

None
None
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dwellings and one in Fenny Drayton for around 10
dwellings. Any further additional housing will be met
through Policy H2: Settlement Boundaries’. Given the
comments in the Planet X report at para 2.14 & 2.15, why
was the proposal in direct conflict with HBBC Core
strategy not identified by Planet X or HBBC?
Appendix 7 is an Ecological Inventory. The Ecology survey
posted on the Witherley Parish Council website was
obtained from David Nicholls Consulting as part of the
NDP evidence gathering process. It includes a survey of
over 500 fields around the Parish. There is no reference
to this survey in the Planet X report displayed on HBBC
website, nor by YourLocale Consultancy. Were Planet X
provided with a copy of this report to be able to fully
assess the need for a Strategic Environmental
Assessment? There seems to be a discrepancy of some
200 fields being excluded from the information provided
to Planet X. Would their recommendations have been
different if they had seen the fully Ecological Survey from
Dr Nicholls?

It is concerning to see that in respect of Fenny Drayton,
there are references to residents reporting information
rather than it being part of a formal survey. Interestingly
this comes mainly from the Feb 2020 meeting – the notes
of which were lost and thus could not be produced in
response to a FOI request – yet there are comments in
the Appendix which appear to have come from that
meeting? If the Parish Council have the information why
not respond to the FOI request?
Does Appendix 7 reflect the full Ecology survey carried
out? The references to resident’s evidence might suggest
that the information was not as recorded by their
experts. Was Fenny Drayton included in the full study,
and has that information been included?

PlanitX had access to all NP
documentation. The
Environmental Inventory
incorporated the findings of the
Ecological Survey into its
assessment of fields.
As a professional ecologist,
David Nicholls was able to
identify and exclude sites of low
biodiversity significance from
his report, which consequently
only includes sites with
observations etc. of value to the
inventory and assessment
process. This is what he was
commissioned to do.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

All relevant information from
the Ecological Survey was
incorporated into Appendix 7.

None
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In Appendix 7 Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do
not seem to conform to the same biodiversity and
ecology that the rest of the parish has.

The scoring was consistently
applied.

None
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LGS is a specific designation
affecting those spaces deemed
most special to the community
and meeting the criteria for
designation contained in the
NPPF.

None
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Page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton Park and the
green space in Rookery close are for some reason not
included?
They should be included as green space and provided
with the same level of protection as in other settlements
in the Parish.

None

The fields did not score highly
enough.
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This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
Important views – the views from Fenny Drayton Park
towards Hartshill Hayes and Mancetter need to be
included. These were on display at the Feb 2020 meeting
but have since been removed? Why?

No such amendment was made

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.
Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 It is a comprehensive,
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
professional ecologist’s species
12.
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).

None
None

None
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Employees of the utility companies that live in Fenny
Drayton consistently say that this rural hamlet cannot
support further development.
None of the comments I made at the event are recorded!
Not sure how accurate it can be.
The NDP should be a document of information and truth
based in what residents want. Yet there has been a
specific attempt to develop land in Fenny Drayton
contrary to HBBC Core policy. My own view is that the
NDP as currently drafted, seems to have a bias to
Witherley. Even though the Fenny Drayton plot was
withdrawn the document contains inconsistencies which
reflect the fact the land was withdrawn at a late stage
(under public pressure). Currently the draft NDP reflects
the last-minute changes to try and remove the refences
to the land at Fenny Drayton.
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC and
consultation with residents. Some Parish Councillors have
said the exercise was a meeting for the NDP Committee
to provide information about what would happen and
what we would get. Scant regard being paid to the fact
that most residents in this village are graduates and have
held or hold responsible jobs. The Parish Council’s
attitude is insulting!
This NDP is incomplete. It does not address many of the
issue’s residents have because the Parish Council do not
listen or engage with residents. The few Councillors who
do, get critised for so doing. The NDP does not link to the
future. There is no evidence of a plan, objectives and
strategic steps of how to progress e.g., how to obtain
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish.

Noted. It is HBBC that is the
planning authority

None

Noted

None

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It was an opportunity to share
the emerging policies with the
community and it achieved this
aim.

None

This is refuted. The PC and the
NDP Committee has done
everything it can to engage the
local community and levels of
involvement have exceeded
similar sized parishes and also
exceeded the minimum
statutory requirements.

None

Those that chose not to get
involved cannot in good
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My view is that the draft NDP is an incomplete,
inaccurate and a somewhat biased document which
could leave the Parish vulnerable to developers in their
attempts to build in, or alongside protected rural
hamlets.
Feedback on the Executive Summary sent by post to all
residents of Fenny Drayton
At a Parish Council meeting on the 10/12/20 this
document was said to no longer form part of the NDP
Consultation. This document was sent by the Parish
Council and for some residents is the only reference point
they have as they do not have internet access. At
publication, the document still referred to the site in
Fenny Drayton which was subsequently withdrawn by the
landowner (also a Parish Councillor). There has been no
formal communication of this to residents by the Parish
Council. It is not even recorded in the minutes so if
correct, how are residents expected to know?
I very much doubt that a document sent to residents can
be arbitrarily excluded from the consultation process on
the say so of one Parish Councillor. As it has been relied
upon by residents, I would suggest that the Parish Council
are ‘Estopped’ from seeking to exclude the document
from the NDP process. This document should form part
of the NDP process as it highlights the poor consultation
that has taken place and additionally the way in which
the process for the NDP was managed to try and
accommodate the Fenny Drayton site, despite the
settlement having hamlet status.
In December 2016, the Parish Council did not consult
with the residents on whether an NDP was required nor
did they advise on the option’s available to a small Parish
with protected rural hamlets.

conscience say that they did not
have the opportunity to do so!
Noted.

None

Noted

None

The Executive Summary is a part
of the NP process but it is not a
formal part of the Regulation 14
Consultation because its
purpose is to summarise the
NP.

None

The PC made itself available
throughout the process for
comment.

None
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Residents were invited to make comments on the plan The residents comments made at that February 2020
informal consultation were lost or destroyed. An FOI
request was made for them, but the Parish Council have
not been able to supply them. Residents have made a
Freedom of Information requests to the Parish Council
for them.
The date 2036 is referred to – is this an error? Different
dates appear in the NDP document. Which is correct?
ensure that development is appropriate, sympathetic
This is contrary to HBBC Core Strategy which has said no
housing demands are being made of the Parish.
Housing and Built environment, paragraph 1:
development will inevitably take place up to 2036.Why
will development inevitably take place as this is currently
contrary to HBBC Core Strategy?
afford greater protection against inappropriate
development
Does the draft NDP do this? The proposal to include the
Site at Fenny Drayton (in the Exec Summary) did the
exact opposite! An inappropriate site within protected
rural hamlet suggested for unnecessary development.

determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development.
In the Exec Summary the land deemed most suitable
(now withdrawn) was land owned by parish councillor.
This highlights a serious conflict of interest. In the
interests of transparency and honesty, the Exec Summary
and any associated NDP documents should show the
landowners.

The comments were not ‘lost’
but were collated by the Rural
Community Council and later
taken into account when
finalising the Draft Plan for the
Regulation 14 consultation.

None

2036 is the end date of the
Core Strategy (now changed to
2039 I the emerging Local Plan)
This is confusing different
issues.

None

It is not if you read the Core
Strategy and DPD.

None

Absolutely the NDP does this, as
the community will discover if a
planning application is
submitted in the area at a time
when HBBC does not have a
sufficient supply of housing.
HBBCs latest housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 dwellings up to 2039.

None

The site identified in the Draft
Plan for allocation is not owned
by a Parish Councillor, therefore
this comment is irrelevant. All
declarations of interest were
made

None

None
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The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This
is a little confusing as it is not the site scoring highest in
the SSA document point 5.5 page7. Which site is the most
appropriate? Who owns this land?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here?
The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish
There is no requirement for new housing in the parish no demands from HBBC. The Exec Summary is
contradictory and bias towards unnecessary
development.
does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, The
withdrawn proposed development plot for Fenny Drayton
took away its only amenity, the park! It would also impact
the sewage, water, electricity and the roads. The roads in
fenny Drayton are already rat runs and would not support
further development. Utilities would need massive
upgrades. There is no evidence of any survey of these
needs having been carried out in the preparation of the
Exec Summary document, the draft NDP and the land
initially offered in Fenny Drayton.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow,
Perhaps this is true of a village but for a rural hamlet this
statement is contrary to HBBC Core Strategy. The parish
Councils own evidence is that the parish has a negative
population growth of 6% and the number of dwellings
increasing by 13.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny
Drayton Park missing from the Local Green Spaces; also,
the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is
missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen. The park is
Fenny Drayton was gifted to the residents of the

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.
Because Fenny Drayton is
mentioned above this
reference.
Agreed

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
This is inaccurate and
misleading and based on
misinformation.

None

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy if you read Policy 17
which permits development in
Rural Hamlets.

None

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so

None

None

None

None.
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settlement in perpetuity. It is owned by the residents and
managed by the parish Council on their behalf. It is not
the Parish Council who decides it’s fate!
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All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is
recorded as a Local Green Space, yet the park and the
green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing?
It identified wildlife corridors through the parish
It seems to me that the wildlife around Fenny Drayton
has been ignored and is not included along with the
presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great crested
newts, plus a full list of animals seen and recorded by
numerous residents. These were pointed out and listed at
the Feb 2020 consultation. I am left wondering whether
the omission of this information in respect of Fenny
Drayton was done to ensure that the now withdrawn
land could be put forward as a potential site for
inappropriate development?

Full List Below: Birds and Mammals seen in and around
Fenny Drayton field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard,
Rookery Farm, Rookery Close, the Park, Drayton Lane,
Church Lane etc. Provided by a resident, Stuart Chetwin
Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields

it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
Noted. The designation applied
is the appropriate one.

None

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

Noted

None

These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide site169
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Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
Fields
Canada Goose: A small number regularly commute
across the village. Probably heading to and from
Bosworth water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food
Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on farm land owned by Cllr Britton.
Common Buzzard: Common
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
Migration
Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin: Rare, but have been seen hunting over fields at
wintertime on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies
around the Hamlet
Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common

specific evidence for the
protection of biodiversity on
individual parcels of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
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Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining does breed in fields
around the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
Occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
Months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
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Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
Migration
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant. I have only seen one stopping
off in the area during migration to breeding grounds
Pheasant : Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining does breed in
fields around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining does breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the
hamlet, possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
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Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
Cuckoo : Rare in and around the hamlet only one seen
and heard in recent years (Rookery Close 21/4/2018)
passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Rare migrant, one stopping off in the area
during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling from
field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on
one occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
Fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
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Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
The view from the park at Fenny Drayton view towards
Hartshill Hayes had been omitted, instead is now from a
lower point. At the Feb 2020 consultation the view was
from the highest point in the park.

The second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Why?
footpaths and cycle ways that connect to village service.
Fenny Drayton to Witherley and Fenny Drayton to the A5
Redgate junction need to be included.

Para 2 Policy CA2: supports the development of
additional or enhanced facilities.

Fenny Drayton only has one facility, the Park. In the now
withdrawn plan, it would have been lost in order to
provide access for inappropriate development. This Park
has been inappropriately allocated One Space Status and
not Green Space Status. An NDP should support
additional or enhanced facilities!
designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off-road parking.
he proposed site at Fenny would have generated extra
cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from Drayton
Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction!

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation, so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.

None

None
As above
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
It has not been lost, neither
would it have been lost through
the proposed development.

None

None

The policy supports additional
facilities so should be
welcomed.

None

Noted

None
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Like many other villagers, I support the proposal to make
Drayton Lane is made into a ‘no through road’. The
closure could be after the entrance to Drayton Barns Self
Storage site and Drayton Close, to eliminate the rat run
through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions (A5/Drayton Lane junction,
A444/Old Forge Rd; A444/George Fox Lane and the
junctions of Church Lane, Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane. It would mean a longer route for residents to get to
Atherstone but at off peak times, the Redgate Junction
on the A5 is far safer now that it is a roundabout.
Community Actions paragraph 1: Close off Drayton Lane
as a through road needs to be added. Had they actually
consulted or kept records of feedback from the church
meeting in Feb 2020, this would have been known!

Community Actions - What about the feasibility of
creating a footpath/cycle path from Fenny Drayton to the
A5 Redgate junction, so residents can access the facilities
of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

para 2: Community actions will only be progressed if
there are sufficient members of the community willing to
engage – what are the Parish council’s proposals to see if
there are any funds/grants available to have this work
done properly.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to put
forward the wishes of the community. The wishes of the
community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation and at other meetings. The draft
NDP and Exec Summary does not accurately represent
the wishes of its residents. The Document is flawed,
inconsistent and inaccurate and that it has reached this

Noted.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
I’m sure that the involvement
of committed members of the
community will be welcomed by
the PC.

None

None

None

None
That consultation exercise was
only one of many forms of
engagement that took place
throughout the preparation of
the NDP.
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stage in such a state is worrying. Frankly I have lost all
trust in the current Parish Council and the process by
which this document has been produced.
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There are no details instructions on this document that
signpost people for help if they are unable to access the
internet or the website. Consequently, a large proportion
of residents of Fenny cannot view the NDP nor can
neighbours help as we are now, at the time of writing in
T4. Not really a create step towards community
engagement for a Public Consultation Document,
assuming that is what you want. From talking to officers
at HBBC, it is against advice from HBBC planning dept and
contrary to the DDA and the ICO guidelines.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. The total coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). Yet there is no
inclusion of or refence to the Open Countryside policy in
the drafted NDP. This must be added to protect the rural
hamlets.

The PC has done all it can to
reach as many people as
possible and the document
represents many hours of work
undertaken by members of the
community who cared enough
to give up their spare time to
help gather the evidence for the
NDP.
It is disappointing that those
people who chose not to put
themselves forward have not
recognised this significant
positive contribution they
made.
The process has exceeded the
minimum requirements and
HBBC has said that it has no
concerns with the processes
undertaken.

See Policy H2

None

None
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I question the absence of an Open Countryside Policy
from the draft NDP - should residents really need to point
out such a basic omission and obvious protection.
As drafted, it is my understanding that the DM4 HBBC
Site Allocations document on the HBBC website
(especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects Fenny
Drayton currently.
The Executive summary was sent out to all residents as
part of the consultation process was incorrect. Rather
than send an accurate document, the parish council still
decided to send it out and yet now seek to have the
content excluded from the process (see parish Council
Minutes 10/10/20). I suggest this is a way of trying to
eliminate the fact that the withdrawn land proposal was
a complete manipulation of process for the financial gain
of one or more members of the parish Council.
Missing from the Exec Summary are
The authors of each sections
Those involved in the theme groups.
Who from the Parish Council was involved in the Steering
Groups and the committees that preceded it?
What brief was given to each theme group?
Who was the final editor of the content?
What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) should
be included in the NDP. There are references to the NPPF
in the NDP but ND
PPF Para 79 imposes strict controls on the amount of
new housing development in countryside/isolated
buildings. This should be inlcuded to
protect the Parish.
The other key sections for the environment are:-Section
15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment;
170-183;
Section 16 – Conserving and enhancing the historic
environment; 184-202

See Policy H2

None

The NDP affords additional
protection.

None

It is not excluded from the
process it is just not the
purpose of Regulation 14
Consultation.

None

The information about those
members of the community
that dedicated countless hours
to helping the PC is available in
the Steering Group minutes on
the PC website.

None

The NPPF along with other
documents are referred to
where appropriate but you
cannot include documents such
as this in the NDP itself.

None

Noted

None
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Section 17 – Facilitating the sustainable use of minerals;
203-204. My understanding is that Witherley Parish does
have mineral reserves that should have a policy.
The NDP for Witherley Parish should include specific
reference to the above to ensure that the countryside is
protected. The draft plan should have a policy to
reinforce the value to the community of the land outside
of the current settlement limits as Open
Countryside. The NDP should recognise the importance
of the land as part of the Parish’s landscape heritage, to
protect its natural habitat and to support local farmers to
ensure the best agricultural land is retained as a resource
for the future.
Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.

NDP cannot have a policy on
mineral reserves. This is a
matter for the County Council.
There are many environmental
policies that afford protection
plus Policy H2.

None

This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

None
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The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9.
Page 5 Introduction: paragraph 6, button point 1 should
read “Have full regard for National Policy” button point
3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: How the Neighbourhood
Development Plan fits into the Planning
System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates.
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: paragraph 3, last but one
sentence should read NDP is in full conformity. How can
this document be in general conformity with its own
policies, do they mean the policies of the HBBC Core
Strategy and the National Policy and Planning framework,
this needs clarity.
Section 3. The Plan, its Vision, Aims and What We want it
to Achieve

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

It should say 2036 (now
amended to 2039)

Change to
be made as
indicated.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None

Noted

None

Page 7: We would like to know and with what evidence
the WPC complied with the guidelines for choosing an
NDP as its way forward and not one of the other avenues
available to them in the government template.
How many residents were in favour of the PC completing
an NDP? What other alternatives did they look at? Did
they hold a consultation and referendum with the
residents before they started? If so what was the total
majority vote for completing an NDP?

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

There is no requirement to hold
a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.

None
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The theme groups were not even established until March
2019. A paucity of updates and consultation.
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Page 9. Paragraph 5. It is stated that comments were
recorded on post-it notes which have been taken into
account when finalising the Neighbourhood Development
Plan but: a)each comment should have been recorded in
a bound book; dated and signed by each resident to
create a legal record; Post it notes can be easily lost and
selectively ignored, the only information used from Feb
2020 post-it notes appears in the Environmental
Inventory Appendix 7, all other hundreds of notes do not
seem to be accounted for and requests for the evidence
of them being logged, collated and recorded after the
Feb 2020 event and where they have been used in the
NDP. FOI requests have been ignored.
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The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.
Page 8. There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018?

Page 12 Section 6. Meeting the Requirement for
Sustainable Development

Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.

None

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website

None

This is available in the
Consultation Statement

None

This is not a proportionate
approach and is not required
for NDP purposes.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.
Noted

None
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Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.

Noted

None

Parish
50

Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings

Noted

None

Parish
50

See policy H2

None

7.1
Housin
g and
the
Built
Enviro
nment

Parish
50

This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside
Policy must be included in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan: to cover all fields arable and pasture,
hedgerows and woodland surrounding rural protected
hamlets; to protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
This was taken from a housing
needs report which therefore
focusses on development.

None

Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale

None

Parish
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Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?
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Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then
states resisting limited development in not an option. This

None
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again is going against their own: Housing Need
Report. The HBBC Core Strategy document Site Allocation
and Development Management Policies DPD page 114
Section 9.1 Rural Hamlets “ As such the Core strategy
does not allocate housing figures to these settlement
types as residential growth in these areas are considered
“UNSUSTAINABLE”
Parish50 Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5 #####
Parish
Page 16 Policy H1 paragraph 2 The Kennels site is
50
outside the HBBC Core Strategy boundary and therefore
no new build housing; only renovation of existing
buildings is allowed.
Parish
Page 18 Paragraph 2 The Plan has therefore
50
designated settlement boundaries for the built form
of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes the
settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into
account the site allocations proposed through the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (see Policy H1). This
statement should not be included it gives far too much
power to the WPC and removes the protected settlement
boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.

660

Parish
50

661

Parish
50

The following statement needs including: The WPC and
this NDP should have No powers to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe
Culey under any circumstances.
Page 18 Paragraph 4 should not have: revised settlement
boundaries plural , it should not have the word Villages,
there is only one village and three protected rural
hamlets it should read: Focusing development within the
revised settlement boundary of Witherley village will

residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets

Noted

None

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement

None

We will
remove the
plural.
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support the limited existing services within the village
and protect the open countryside setting of Witherley
Parish from inappropriate development. Witherley village
is the only boundary that could be changed as it is under
the HBBC Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
Page 18 Paragraph 5 reads: In revising and designating
the three settlement boundaries the NDP cannot be
allowed to revise and re-designate 3 settlement
boundaries. Which settlement boundaries do they refer
to? It should read: In revising and designating the
settlement boundary of Witherley Village, the following
methodology has been applied:

Parish50 Paragraph 5 Are these different to the Map fig 3a page
19.
Parish
Page 18 points a - d to be removed as they work on the
50
premise that the NDP can redefine and move current
protected settlement boundaries in the whole of the
parish. They should not have the power to move
protected rural hamlet settlement boundaries and only
be able to move the Witherley village boundary.
Parish
Page 18 policy H2: The last paragraph must be
50
removed they cannot have the power to define land for
building use outside a protected settlement boundary.
Also the definition of Local ; it should read HBBC Core
Strategy and National planning policies.
Parish
Page 19, Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map;
50
shows the wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in
red, it is different to the HBBC Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies DPD page 113, by
including this in the document: it suggests a deliberate
attempt to have an agreement to a settlement boundary
move by default.

boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

None
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Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.
Page 20 fig 3b Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in
Red but Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton
is not required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
Page 20, map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths
for Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for
Church lane and field 505a.

Page 22, Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the
sentence from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if
the proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village
boundary ONLY. All other settlements have Protected
Settlement Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 25 Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 9.
Page 26. Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny
Drayton not included in the green spaces inventory? Who
did the ecology/environmental report to allocate local
green space designation? Why isn’t it included in the

There is no requirement to
show the original.

None

We can remove the settlement
boundary as suggested.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary.
This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

None

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried and scored using
the criteria for Local Green

None

None

None
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report? Is it because the local green spaces not listed can
be used for development land? This worrying occurrence
is backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested
that development proposals which incur their loss may
be supported if the open space is replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location.
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Page 28 Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out
the end of the line “other than in very special
circumstances”. This is a dangerous clause; there is no
definition of special circumstances.
Any land already presented for development that has
been refused or removed from the NDP process cannot
be represented for a further clear two years.
POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Page 28 Policy
ENV2 paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed
completely and state that the WPC and NDP

Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by HBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organisations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF.
These are the words used in the
NPPF. They cannot be removed.

We are not sure what evidence
there is to support this
statement.
NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

None

None
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should not have the power to relocate, redefine or
replace local green spaces at all under any circumstances.
Page 31 ENV4: Fig 7 composite map of Natural
Environmental Significances; is wrong, all information for
in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?
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Parish50 Page 34 ENV4: Biodiversity and Habitat. The second
paragraph mentions independent research. It needs to be

Page 32 ENV3: paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.
Page 33 Fig 8, Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating
with the true level of the area of habitation around Fenny
Drayton, local environmentalist disagree totally with the
map.

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.
It is not clear what information
is claimed has been removed.
The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence) and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with

None

None

None

None
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verifiable and from more than one source, otherwise it
could be manipulated by the WPC or developer.
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Page 35, Fig 9, Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton
Lane, and farm track from Hunters lane have all been left
out, and need including. Wildlife corridors are completely
missing from in and around Fenny Drayton. There is
plenty of evidence to support the same instances as the
rest of the parish. Have these been missed out
deliberately?
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Page 37, Fig 10, Sites of Historical Significance; Roman
features and archaeology and finds around Fenny
Drayton are not included. Drayton Close straddles the
site of the Roman Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter.
Why are these not included?

the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):

None

None
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Page 37 Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting
Evidence but doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please
include this evidence in the report.
Page 44, Policy ENV10 Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint
9 in Fenny Drayton has been altered and is inaccurate. It
should encircle both the Park and the green space near
the entrance to the footpath from Drayton Lane,
opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close, not
where it has been put on the map using two extended
lines. A second viewpoint is missing; the view from the
bench on the green space in Drayton Lane across Drayton
lane towards Atterton has not been included. These need
returning to the original map that was altered to
accommodate the proposed development in Fenny
Drayton. Viewpoint 8 – the trees planted against the
storage unit (which were never required) are already
starting to obscure the view. This was mentioned to
Maureen Cook in February 2020 that this would
happen. Again nothing has been done to stop this and
people are being threatened with more trees being
planted.

Page 45 Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it
states “See Supporting Documents for details”, where is
the supporting documents?
Page 45 Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton.
Why?

only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
The supporting information is
on the web site
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time.
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees
(including developers) and the
Plan’s independent Examiner to
object on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
evidence of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy by the Examiner,
without redress.
The supporting information is
on the web site
Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.

None

None

None

None
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Page 50 POLICY ENV 15: AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain
the spatial and visual separation. The document should
include the same consideration for Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Parish
Page 51 Policy ENV15: Area of Separation Maps. No
50
mention of separation of Fenny Drayton from Caldecott
this needs to be put in and a map needs inserting.
Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and
Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe Culey.
Parish50 7.3 Community Sustainability
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Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
Page 55 The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial,
it is a postage stamp size but is accessed from other
hamlets and villages in the parish.
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c
needs total removal as that power could have them make
unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.

A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

The narrative explains this

None

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2
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Page 57 POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY
FACILITIES - Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall,
shop, pub, post office, the policy only links these
improvements to Witherley and new development. This
cannot be supported in a rural hamlet, what other
options have they explored and means of access to
grants, funds to achieve this without new development.
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Page 59 Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight
concerns over traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run
issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane closing the road to
through traffic situated between the entrance to Drayton
Barns self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane
would solve the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the
4 dangerous junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn
Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the
Church lane Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and
the A444 with George Fox lane).
Page 59, Policy TR1 Traffic Management: last but one
point; a car park for the church won’t help Fenny
Drayton residents they can walk to the church, plenty of
parking in Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge
road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic problems are
solved.
Page 62 Electric Vehicles. Fenny Drayton is at capacity on
the current grid for electricity. The hamlet would need a
new substation for any more call on electricity. There
does not seem to be any evidence that a survey has been
carried out on this utility for any of the settlements.
Page 64 POLICY BE2: SUPPORT FOR NEW BUSINESSES
AND EMPLOYMENT - In supporting additional
employment opportunities, new development will be
required to: remove from the point in a) , unless it relates

The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

Noted.

None

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

None
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to small scale leisure or tourism activities, or other forms
of commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are
exceptional circumstances; added to b) only in land inside
the boundaries.
Page 67 Point 8 Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It
should not be allowed to change anything in the NDP
without full consultation with residents and HBBC.
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Appendix 4 Housing need report Page 1 Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6% number of dwellings increased by 13%. Why
is the NDP focused on building development?
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Appendix 5 Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call
for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for anything
above the 12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has
now been removed, although the information should
have been left in the NDP to avoid confusion.

Page 67 What is WPC full review referring to? They must
not be allowed to change anything or give themselves
any new or greater powers without full consultation in
writing with all residents and HBBC.
Page 68 Section 9 Community Actions Paragraph
2 Everything should be the subject to examination by
residents, HBBC and independent examiners no opt out
clauses.
Page 68, section 9 Community Actions: The NDP does not
show where funds can be obtained to achieve community
actions, and state actions will only progress if there are
enough volunteers. The NDP should be gaining funding to
do the actions properly.
Page 68 NDP: How can the PC be trusted, to consult with
all residents. Who is going to keep a check on them? Is
that HBBC?

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.
This is not the purpose of a
NDP.

None

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which land owners sought to
develop their land.

None

None

None

None
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Appendix 5 Point 1.3 The targets are set for
Witherley village for additional housing in the next 6 to
10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199 dwellings over 10 hectares
not the parish. There is No requirement for Witherley
Parish to have any Housing Development, so why does
this WPC and NDP in point 1.5 want to exceed the
Borough wide housing provision target?
Appendix 5 point 2.1 The scoring matrix: who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley Parish were?
And why did the matrix not have the criteria that both
the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important,
i.e. Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Appendix 5 point 2.2: Says 2 sites were supported by the
community: totally untrue. The community were ignored
in the February 2020 consultation.

Appendix 5 point 2.3 states landowner of one of the most
favoured sites withdrew. From information provided by
HBBC this is not accurate; a truthful and accurate
statement is required.
Parish50 Appendix 5 point 3.1 Who decided the final ranking and
overall site sustainability?
Parish
Appendix 5 point 4 The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to
50
recommend the methodology to be used in the scoring
matrix: Were they already involved in a public enquiry
over other NDP consultancy work. How secure are we in
their recommendations?

Parish
50

Appendix 5 point 4.3 The Red, Amber Green scoring
system; used the amber mitigation column to create an
unfair and unbalanced set of outcomes and needs
reviewing. The 24 criteria are Not Fit for Purpose.

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.

None

The statement is accurate

None

Local residents who
volunteered to do so.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.

None

None
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Appendix 5 point 5.4 The Red and Green columns were
scored, amber remained neutral with no score; creating a
false set of findings. This should be totally negated and a
new scoring matrix adopted.
Appendix 5 Table 2 SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is
not included, even though the other sites that were
considered are still included.
Appendix 5 point 5.5 The WPC say: The Parish Council
having considered all of the evidence has therefore
allocated the site with the highest green score, but then
choose the site with the lower score. How can that be
possible? What motives are being employed; WPC are
ignoring the evidence there own report supplies?
Appendix 5 Table 2, has a SHELAA reference for some
sites but not for others, sites already been offered
previously for development? In the SHELAA document
there is no land referenced Fenny Drayton or Radcliffe
Culey; but there are references to Witherley village: 10
hectares and 199 dwellings.
Where do the SHELAA
reference numbers come from, and what do they refer
to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA references, all of
which have been ignored for development in this NDP
document. The existing Hunt Kennel site is the only one
suggested as suitable for development?
Appendix 7 There seems to be a consistent use in the
appendix of a statement that information for Fenny
Drayton is included following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked

The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.

None

It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
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where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land does not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
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Appendix 8 page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton
park and the green space in Rookery close
are Not included, they need including and the park
designated under Green belt protection, same as in other
villages and hamlets in the parish.

Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
undertaken by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no records around Fenny
Drafyton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area
immediately to its east). The
relative paucity (it is not
absence) of biodiversity sites
around FD in Appendices 7 and
8 and on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
very little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.) for
wildlife.
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in
Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

None

None
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Appendix 11 Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501.
Appendix 26 list of all species, this is not a thorough list,
see list Page 12.
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RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
further development.
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The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.

There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
It is a comprehensive,
professional ecologist’s species
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
planning authority
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

None

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

195

721

Parish
50

722

Parish
50

723

Parish
50

724

Parish
50

It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not f it for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP.
The feedback, comments, objections and proposals or
counter proposals, and all documents; post it notes
written by the public were jettisoned half an hour after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but
delivering nothing. The aims are fairy stories without
achievable objectives and an action plan of how to
achieve those objectives. There is nowhere in this
document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish. The
NDP has a set of aims with no workable, feasible
objectives in the current economic climate, which means
there may never be a set of tools available, due to the
forward economic forecasts for the UK.
The WPC were so busy deciding whether
they could manage to fulfil an NDP, they didn’t think
whether they should. They didn’t; weigh up the pros and
cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is
not the right policy for a small parish that contains 3
protected rural hamlets with little or no facilities

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None

The NDP is a planning
document. The Community
Actions are just that – actions it
is intended to pursue in support
of the policies.

None

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally

None
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A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it
comes to protection from developers and unregulated
development it does nothing.
Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken
identify and list much about the parish in the ecology,
environment, nature, history and archaeology sections.
At best we have a resource document that residents can
use to quickly gain evidence; either to endorse or oppose
potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could
benefit unscrupulous developers in their attempts to
build in, or alongside protected rural hamlets.
What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The
NDP committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in
monetary terms including: expenses, consultancy fees,
printing, clients time, IT, travel, subsistence, post, clerks
wages etc. This money would have been better spent
giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to the
Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in
safety useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs,
bicycles, electric bikes scooters and for people on foot, or
play items in the parks or other projects in the other
hamlets and villages.

When people of good conscience stand idly by and do
nothing that is when dictatorships are born and
oppression the rule of law. The residents of the hamlet of
Fenny Drayton, refuse to stand aside and let these
injustices happen or continue.
This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by
the WPC and its consultants. The art is to take that
information, analyse it and produce a robust plan of how

designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This ill-informed comment is
noted.

None

It is hard to understand how the
hours of work of residents of
the Parish can be dismissed so
readily by individuals that chose
not to become involved in the
process but to criticize after the
event.

None

The NDP will help to protect
the Parish against inappropriate
development for years to come
– especially in times such as
now where HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5-year land
supply and its Core Strategy is
therefore officially classed as
being out of date and offering
no protection.

None

People should think carefully
and consider what they wish
for.
This is an outrageous
statement. Unfortunately some
people stood idly by when they
were asked to contribute and
chose not to do so.
This is what the NDP has
sought to do and is a positive
document despite negative and

None

None
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we at least keep the status quo, or at best plan to
increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.
Parish50 Where is the list of potentially available funding and
grants, loans etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like
Parish
MIRA, ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the
50
Quakers etc. whose workers are living in the parish.

732

Parish50 Issues and comments on the Executive Summary.
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734

The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
Parish50 Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?
Parish
Where are the names of those contributors and who has
50
written what?

ill-considered comments from a
small number of residents
These will be pursued with the
Community Actions.
All statutory stakeholders were
contacted in line with the
regulations.

None

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

None

None
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Parish50 Who is attributed to collecting which information?

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents

737

Parish50 Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None

738

Parish50 Who was tasked to do what?

None

739

Parish50 What issues arose from those actions?

740

Parish50 What brief was each theme group working to?

741

Parish50 Who was the final arbiter and editor?

742

Parish50 What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.

735

None

None

None
None
None
None
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Page 1 point 2 In December 2016 they did not consult
with the residents on whether to prepare an NDP and not
look at all the options open to a small Parish with
protected rural hamlets.

Parish
50

Page 2 line 2: make comments on the plan; where are
the comments that were made at that February 2020
informal consultation? Residents have made a Freedom
of Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.
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Page 2 paragraph three: to be realised by 2036, Different
dates are used and shown in the full NDP document,
which date is the correct one? Needs to be changed and
achieve consistency.
Parish
Page 2, paragraph 5, ensure that development is
50
appropriate, sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC
Core Strategy stating; no Development is required in
Witherley parish until 2036.
Parish
Page 2 , paragraph 6 These are the ways in which the
50
vision shall be realised they are missing an important
point of Internet Access/High Speed connections.
Parish
Page 2, paragraph 6, How will you achieve these
50
points? Where are the objectives to achieve these
points? What methods will you use to achieve these
points?
Parish50 Page 2 point 3 Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
The comments were not ‘lost’
but were collated by the Rural
Community Council and later
taken into account when
finalising the Draft Plan for the
Regulation 14 consultation.
2036 is the correct date (Since
changed to 2039)

None

None

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development.

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None
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goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Does it show a covert plan by the WPC and
the NDP is to ensure inappropriate development using
land owned by parish councillors, in protected green belt
areas in protected rural hamlets, against National and
HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 1: afford greater protection
against inappropriate development; this NDP does the
exact opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within
protected rural hamlets are prioritised for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 2: determine the most suitable
site amongst all those put forward by landowners for
development. The land deemed most suitable is that of
land owned by parish councillors with a conflict of
interest, not mentioned anywhere in the document or
process, and they are the most inappropriate sites.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 3: The first site is the former
Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This is not the site scoring
highest in the SSA document point 5.5 page 7 and goes
against their own statement in that page 7 SSA point 5.5,
Which site is the most appropriate? And why should they
be choosing a site going against their own so called clear
matrix and scoring table?
Page 3 Paragraph 2 Policy H2 Smaller settlements
(Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are protected. Fenny
Drayton is also covered as a Protected Rural Hamlet, why
is it not included here; this is clearly contrary to the HBBC
Core Strategy document.
Page 4 paragraph 2: The NDP can shape the type, size and
location of new housing in the parish There is no
requirement for new housing in the parish before 2036
according to HBBC and their own housing needs survey,

There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-year
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA.

None

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None
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again it is clear that this NDP is written with only one aim,
To build new houses in inappropriate locations.
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Page 4 Policy H4 Windfall Development: These include
being within the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the
Settlement boundary. There is No requirement for
Windfall development adjacent to settlement
boundaries, as this will lead to totally unacceptable
unnecessary development in a domino effect.
Parish
Page 4 Policy H4: does not impact on the amenity of
50
neighbours, the development proposal for Fenny Drayton
took away its only amenity its park; also the sewage,
water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey
of these needs have been carried out in the preparation
of this NDP document.
Parish50
Page 4 Policy H4, paragraph 3: character of its villages
with the need for it to grow, this goes directly again
against the HBBC Core Strategy and Housing needs report
showing Negative population growth of 6% and the
number of dwellings increasing by 13%, this NDP
document is being drawn up to allow land owning parish
councillors to put up green belt land for inappropriate
development in the Protected Rural Hamlets where there
are No Facilities.
Parish50
Page 5 Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces: first paragraph;
protected from inappropriate development in
perpetuity. Why is Fenny Drayton Park missing from the
Local Green Spaces; also the map shown on Page 5 part
of Fenny Drayton is missing, so that all the sites cannot
be seen.
Parish50 Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels
churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is recorded as

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None

Because it did not score highly
enough.

None

As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

None
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a Local Green Space yet the park and the green space in
Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are missing.
Page 5 Policy ENV4 Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified
wildlife corridors through the parish Fenny Drayton has
been ignored despite many of them listed onto the post it
notes in the Church Drop in; and is not included along
with the presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great
crested newts, plus a full list of animals seen and
recorded by numerous residents, and pointed out and
listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; ignored and left out
of this policy to ensure the land in Fenny Drayton can be
put forward by land owning parish councillors for
inappropriate development. Full list below:

Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
Noted
These species, except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None

Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
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Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
Fields
Canada Goose: A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard: Common with 12 spotted last year all
sitting in a field off Church Lane, Fenny Drayton
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
Migration
Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Common, breed in the area
Merlin: Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby: Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow: Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift: Common migrant but no signs of breeding birds in
the area
Swallow: Common migrant
Blackbird: Common
Mistle thrush: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush: Fairly common, breed in the area
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Fieldfare: Common winter visitor
Redwing: Common winter visitor
Robin: Common
Dunnock: Common
Wren: Common
Chaffinch: Common
Goldfinch: Common
Greenfinch: Common but declining
Whinchat: Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer: Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet: Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit: Uncommon but often seen in fields during
Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark: Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart: Uncommon, seen passing through on
Occasions
Pied Wagtail: Common, especially in autumn / winter
Months
Yellow Wagtail: Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit: Common
Great Tit: Common
Coal Tit: Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear: Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel: Rare migrant, only seen once on garden fence
during spring migration.
204

762

762

50

762

50

762
762

50
50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762
762

50
50

762

50

762

50

762

50

762

50

50

Common Whitethroat: Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant: Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail: Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull: Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull: Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon: Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap: Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey: Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
Migration
Ring Ouzel: Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
Grounds
Pheasant: Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose: Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch: Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of birds
from the continent with several stopping off to feed on
Yew berries by the Church
Brambling: Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
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Cuckoo: Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen and heard in recent years (Rookery Close
21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank: Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch: Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher: Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan: Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake: Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger: Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit: Common
Hare: Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
Occasion
Muntjac Deer: Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Fruit Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse: Abundant
Harvest Mouse: Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew: Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly: Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly: Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
Newts: Common around Rookery Farm
Grass Snake: around Rookery Farm
206

763 Important
Views

ENV10

Parish
50

Page 6 Important Views policy ENV10: The Fenny Drayton
view from the park has been moved to the bottom of the
field the park view, at the Feb 2020 consultation was
from the park it is the highest elevation, and the second
view from the park and the corner on Drayton Lane
towards Atterton is also missing. Why?
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Page 6 Policy ENV11: footpaths and cycle ways that
connect to village service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley
and Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction need to be
included.
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Page 6 point 5 Community Sustainability paragraph 2
Policy CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
Page 7 Policy TR1: designed to minimise traffic generation
and movement, incorporate sufficient off road parking.
The Fenny Drayton proposed site would have generated
up to 100 extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane
from Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.
Page 7 Policy TR1 paragraph 1: improvements to site
access and the highway network, a proposal of making
Drayton Lane a no through road; with a barrier between
the entrance to Drayton Barns Self Storage site and
Drayton Close is being proposed to eliminate the Rat run
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766 Transport
& Traffic
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They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
The site is not in the NDP and
in any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

None

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None
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772 Foreword
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through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction,
the A444 with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox
Lane and the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with
Drayton Lane, this proposal will be asked to be
included in this NDP document.
Page 7 point 7 Community Actions paragraph 1: see point
above regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through
road.
Page 8 point 7 Community Actions point 1: What about
the feasibility of creating a footpath/cycle path from
Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction, so residents
can access the facilities of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

Page 8 Point 7 Community Actions Second
paragraph: Community actions will only be progressed if
there are sufficient members of the community willing to
engage, why are there no action to see if there are any
funds/grants available to have this work done properly.
Page 8 Final Line: There are No details on this document
showing an address or email address for anyone to reply
to, if they are unable to access the internet or the
website. An oversight for a Public Consultation Document
and is against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA
the ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to put
forward the wishes of the community. The wishes of
the community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation, as such this draft NDP does not
represent the true wishes of its residents, and should be
altered to ensure that it does achieve its aim. They have
allowed a flawed, inaccurate, distorted document to get
to this stage in the process without due diligence. The

Noted

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
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residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from development.
Residents of Fenny Drayton need to ask for an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of Witherley Parish Council - should
residents really be required to ask for such basic and
obvious protection.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protections to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.

See Policy H2

None

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.

None

Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None
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The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
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Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area therefore has historical
significance.
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page 4 Parish51
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The settlement of Fenny Drayton is protected under
existing legislation as a rural settlement so why is there
no explanation as to why the Parish Council chose to
adopt and NDP? The local borough Councillor has also
confirmed that Fenny Drayton is protected as a hamlet
and there was no need for an NDP. The NDP needs to
explain the PC’s rational and the process that was
followed to select the consultants used. Why was one
firm of consultants favoured over any others?

The wishes of the residents of Fenny Drayton have not
been put forward as part of this document and the
consultation prior to Reg 14 has been extremely poor. I
believe there has been a concerted effort by land owning
Parish Councillors, who attempted to extend the
settlement boundary of Fenny Drayton to accommodate
a development along Drayton Lane, using the park as
access. This was despite the ‘hamlet’ status of Fenny
Drayton. There was no consultation about the proposed
change in the boundary and it was only the diligence of 2
parish councillors that exposed this. The proposal was
withdrawn through public pressure.

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
The foreword explains why the
NP was undertaken – it is
unusual and unnecessary to go
into greater detail than this.

None

It is unfortunate that more
people did not become involved
on the many occasions that
they were invited to attend
meetings and join groups, which
may have resulted in less
misunderstandings about
neighbourhood planning.
Consultation has been extensive
throughout the process and has
greatly exceeded the minimum
requirements.

None

None
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The park in Fenny Drayton is a key asset for the residents.
We have no other amenities. This amenity has not been
allocated local green park status unlike other parks in the
parish area. What was the status of the park in earlier
versions of the NDP? What is the rationale for this one
being treated differently?
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Page 5 Parish51
para 1

There has been a distinct lack of engagement with the
residents of Fenny Drayton. Those involved NDP Steering
Group on the Parish Council have not even engaged with
other Parish Councillors. Consequently, they have been
unable to answer residents’ questions.
What was the decision making behind Witherley Parish
Council deciding to create an NDP? What was the basis
for this decision when the local borough councillor has
explained that an NDP was not necessarily needed? Was
the Parish designated a Neighbourhood area? There was
no consultation with residents at this stage. Residents
were simply told that an NDP was needed.

FD recreation Ground has
never been proposed as a Local
Green Space. This is the first
formal consultation at which
any of this NDP’s draft
proposals have been issued for
community and stakeholder
scrutiny, meaning that
comparisons with earlier, preconsultation versions of the
NDP are irrelevant.
ALL plots of land in the Plan
Area have been assessed, using
the criteria for LGS eligibility in
the NPPF; this site has never
scored highly enough to be
considered.
The confusion may have been
caused by HBBC’s designation
of this site as ‘amenity
greenspace’, which is a category
of Open Space, Sport &
Recreation site (OSSR, an ‘open
space’), not a Local Green
Space.
It is unfortunate that more
people did not become involved
on the many occasions that
they were invited to attend
meetings and join groups.
The foreword explains why the
NP was undertaken – it is
unusual and unnecessary to go
into greater detail than this.

None

None

None

Yes, it IS designated as
described in the NP.
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The NDP has not given people a greater say or control in
the future of their communities but used as a tool to
deliver faits accomplis My feeling is that the Parish
Council, in developing the current version of the NDP, has
been secretive and evasive. There has been a failed
attempt to take advantage of the COVID-19 restrictions
to try and manipulate a boundary change for financial
gain for one or more of the land-owning Parish
Councillors.
The presentation of the draft NDP to residents in Feb 20
at Fenny Drayton church appeared to encourage
resident’s feedback on the NDP and we were invited to
leave comments on Post-it notes. These notes were
apparently lost by the Parish Council (FOI request
revealed this). Subsequently enquiries of a several Parish
Councillors suggest that resident’s feedback was
destroyed after the church meeting as it was considered
the NDP, as drafted at that stage, was adequate.
The plan does not reflect HBBC core strategy. Fenny
Drayton is a protected rural hamlet. In not allocating
Local Green Space status to the park area, the settlement
is being treated differently to others in the parish area.
There is no explanation for this.

Consultation has been extensive
and greatly in excess of the
minimum requirements.
Unfortunately, you can send out
information but you cannot
ensure people look at it.

The environmental inventory,
Appendix 7, explains the
rationale which was the same
for all sites assessed.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

784

Page 5
para 1

Parish5
1

785

para 6

Parish5
1

The reference to National Policy is confusing. Is this even
relevant as it is HBBC Core Strategy that is relevant to the
NDP?

Yes. The NP is required by law
to ‘have regard’ to the NPPF.

None
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The whole Parish is designated
to enable the environmental
protections and other policies
to apply. HBBC strategic
protections are not overridden
by the NP.
The VAS speed sign was
purchased and installed by the

None
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The whole of the Parish was designated a neighbourhood
area by HBBC on the 3/4/17. Is this correct given that the
settlements in the Parish are hamlets and thus protected.
Only Witherley has village status. What other options
were available to the Parish Council? There needs to be
an explanation as to why this route was followed.
The issue of speeding traffic should not have come as a
surprise to the Parish Council. There has been an issue
since 1997 when I moved to Fenny Drayton. The problem

None
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was recognised by Leicester County Council after a period
of monitoring circa 2004/5 which is when the 3 main
roads in Fenny Drayton were provided with agreed sites
on which a vehicle activated speed monitoring sign could
be located. All 3 main roads, Old Forge Road, Drayton
Lane and George Fox Lane should receive police attention
but with limited resources this does not happen. A Parish
Councillor maintains and moves the device to the agreed
locations. For the Parish Council to say this feedback was
a surprise is alarming and suggests to me that they have
failed to listen to residents over many years.
There have been representations direct to Parish
Councillors about speeding issues but the impression I
have is that is of no concern to the parish council. At a
Parish Council meeting in May 2020 Councillor Conway
denied there was a problem. This was recorded in the PC
meeting minutes as outlined in the Parish magazine. It
was challenged this, providing evidence a resident had
personally collated to highlight the issue on GF Lane in
Jan/Feb 2019. Subsequently the PC agreed the
monitoring device would be moved around on a rota
basis around the roads. Prior to this George Fox Lane had
only had the speeding monitoring device on the road
once in all the years that it has been in operation.
All 3 roads are used as a rat run at certain times of the
day as traffic seeks to avoid queues at The Redgate
junction between the A444 and A5. When there is an
accident on the A5 (normally at the Woodford Lane
Junction) Warwickshire Police close the A5 and diverted
traffic uses Drayton Lane. Warwickshire Police have been
contacted but as the traffic problems created by a
diversion are in Leicestershire, they are not interested.
This has been highlighted to the Parish Council
previously. Equally when overnight roadworks take place
on the A5 resulting in a closure, many motorists drive
through Fenny Drayton looking for an alternative route.

Parish Council, not by LCC
Highways.
The Parish Council routinely
lobbies LCC Highways over
speeding/traffic issues such as
this but cannot force the County
Council or Highways England to
make any changes residents
seek.

The NP cannot address through
planning policies existing traffic
concerns. It can only provide
policies that mitigate further
issues that may come through
further development.

None

The Parish Council routinely
lobbies LCC Highways over
speeding/traffic issues such as
this but cannot force the County
Council or Highways England to
make any changes residents
seek.

None
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Like many others in Fenny Drayton, I would like to see
Drayton Lane closed as a through route. The road could
be closed just after the Drayton Barns business. This
would improve the resident’s enjoyment of the village
and make taking the dog for a walk far safer! It is possible
to do – it was done for the Highways Agency work when
the A5 Redgate junction was upgraded.
I am not aware of any consultation updates or meetings
other than a stakeholder event in February 2018. There
seems to be a gap of almost 14 months without any
updates. I understand from talking to neighbours
involved in the process, the theme groups were not even
established until March 2019.
This cannot be accurate as all notes recorded from the
meeting held in Feb 2020 have been lost. The resident’s
input at this meeting was to write comments on Post-it
notes on the various displays. The NDP cannot have been
written with any of these comments in mind as the Postit notes were either lost or destroyed after the meeting.
The summary of the content of the post it notes has been
requested from the Parish Council under a FOI request,
but they have not been able to provide them – so how
can the NDP accurately reflect residents feedback? On
that basis that the Parish Council could not provide the
information via a FOI request, I can only assume that a
collated record of the notes was not made which is a
huge failing by the Parish Council and only goes to add
weight to the suspicion that the event in Feb 2020 at
Fenny Drayton church was a ‘PR’ exercise.
The Parish Council committee established to oversee the
final stages of the NDP in May 2020 did not consult at all.
There was an attempt to enlarge the settlement
boundary of Fenny Drayton to accommodate
development in a field next to the park. This would have
resulted in the destruction of the existing park to provide
enhanced access to a proposed development. The land

These concerns should be
addressed to the Highways
Authority.

None

Subsequent consultation
events took place in 2020 and
updates provided through
communication with residents.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

There was no requirement to
consult at that stage in the
process and no late attempt to
enlarge the settlement
boundary – this had been in
place once the site was

None
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next to the park is owned by a Councillor. This proposal
only came to light as two Parish Councillors called an
Extraordinary Meeting to counter propose a smaller
development. The restrictions imposed by COVID-19
regulations appear to have provided an opportunity to
attempt to amend the settlement boundary by stealth.
The land owned by the Parish Councillor has since been
withdrawn.
The Draft NDP identifies that 28% of residents are over
65. Given this information and the restrictions of being in
the middle of a pandemic, it must have been obvious at
an early stage that many residents would not have
internet access. The NDP Reg 14 Consultation is therefore
ignoring a large percentage of this population as paper
copies of the NDP have been refused by the Parish
Council. Only one resident has had a paper copy (in week
5 of the consultation) and that copy was requested to be
returned to the Parish Council so that it could be reused!
No other resident as far as I’m aware has been provided
with a paper copy.
Under the section headed Requirement for Sustainable
Development there is a glaring omission. The Open Fields
Policy has not been included or referenced in any way.
This is crucial to ensure that the hamlets of Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected are the
surrounding fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected rural
hamlets and I think this needs to be noted throughout
the NDP.
The Parish Boundary map shows that a large area of the
Fenn lanes falls within the Parish, including the area at
the back of the MIRA site, near to Lindley Hall Farm. This
area does not appear to feature in the NDP, despite there
being houses in that area. Why has this area not been

proposed for residential
development.
The site was shared at the open
events in 2020.

The concerns are noted,
however the Parish Council
complied with the government
regulations which were
established to address the
Corona Virus Pandemic.

None

The narrative refers to
‘conserving the rural nature of
its surroundings’. There is no
need to specify each policy in
detail.

None

Page 13 makes this clear. It is
not necessary to repeat this
throughout the document.
The boundary of the Parish is
the extent of the NDP area. The
properties referred to are few
in number and isolated. They
are not a formal settlement, as

None

None
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placed in the NDP? The NDP refers to Atterton as an
unclassified settlement. Is the small settlement behind
MIRA (to the right of the Fenn lanes) not of a similar size?
Planning permission has been allowed for a small housing
development in this area. There appears to be
inconsistency in approach to the treatment of the various
settlements in the parish area.
There has been no consultation or discussion with
residents about the development along the Fenn Lanes
and the inevitable increase in traffic on the A444 and
potentially through Fenny Drayton.
Meeting future housing needs - Comment that HBBC has
made no residential housing allocation to the Parish. It is
hard to reconcile that statement with comment that
future housing needs to be considered in the NDP?
HBBC Core Strategy document, Site Allocation and
Development Management Policies, says it does not
allocate housing figures to rural hamlets as residential
growth in these areas are considered unsustainable. The
obvious question is why did the Parish Council see fit to
ignore this and attempt to develop land (now withdrawn)
in direct conflict with this policy?

such, and therefore are covered
by Policy H2 about
development in the
countryside.

The latest projection of housing
need from HBBC proposes a
housing requirement of 118
dwellings in the Parish.
NPs that allocate a site for
residential development secure
additional power to resist
inappropriate development
where the local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a
5-year land supply, as HBBC
cannot.

None

Meeting future housing needs - The draft NDP appears to
base the conclusions upon evidence in Appendix 4, a
report by YourLocale. The report in Appendix 4 contains a
detailed description of the profile of housing stock and
economic profile of the residents. However, there is
nothing in that report which supports there is a need for
Witherley Parish Council to find sites for development. It
is important to note that this comment is made based on
the information available on the Witherley NDP website
as at 17/12/2020 – the Appendices in the NDP have
changed since that date, some weeks into the
Consultation period.

The NP itself explains why
development is proposed and
the additional power given to
NPs that allocate sites for
residential development is
another important
consideration.

None

None
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There have been no demands placed on the Parish for
housing. Appendix 4 Housing need report at Pg 1
Population Age Profile, paragraph 2 highlights there is a
negative population growth for the parish of 6% and that
the number of dwellings increased by 13%. This evidence
seems to have been ignored.
These facts have been omitted from the narrative and it
begs the question as to why the NDP focused on building
development?

Under the heading of The Evidence - YourLocale was one
of several consultancy firms approached by Witherley
parish Council to help formulate an NDP. Which other
companies were approached and what were the
recommendations of them? What evidence is there that
Due Diligence was completed before selecting Your
Locale?
Under the heading of The Evidence – Reference is made
to a Strategic Sustainability Assessment carried out by
YourLocale. Was this based on the environmental report
that was completed by professional ecologist instructed
by Witherley Parish Council as part of the evidence
gathering process? This report covered some 500 fields.
The report by YourLocale does not contain reference to
the same number of fields – there are less. Only 300.
Para 2 – refers to two sites put forward by landowners.
Does this need to be corrected?
Appendix 5 - it needs to be noted that this appendix was
amended and added to in week 4 of the consultation, on
or around 17th Dec 2020.
Noted from the report that the 2 sites near to Fenny
Drayton were ‘Red’ scores. In addition, it is noted that
Simpsons farm is a high scoring Red 8. Having looked at

The development helps to
secure sustainable
development, which is what the
NP is intended to achieve.

None

This was all carefully discussed
with those involved in the
preparation of the NP and the
decision taken on the basis of
consideration of all the issues
involved.
A robust selection process was
employed.

None

The SSA process took the
environmental inventory into
account, and the environmental
inventory contained the
relevant information from the
ecology report.

None

Yes, this will be changed to a
single site.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

Noted. The changes did not
make a material difference.

None

Noted
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the scoring mechanism employed by YourLocale, it begs
the question as to how the land next to the Park was ever
offered as a viable proposition by the Parish Council as it
too should have been a high scoring red. The information
about the withdrawn site has not been included in the
report which was added to the website on or around
16th Dec 2020, week 4 of the consultation.
Policy H1 – this is confusing if there is no requirement to
offer land for housing. The former Atherstone Hunt site
has been identified as suitable by the Parish Council. The
NDP supports a full development of the site. Who is the
landowner? The landowner’s identity should be included
as we need to be sure there is no conflict of interest
given the past experiences of residents in Fenny Drayton.

Parish5
1

The settlement boundary for Witherley shows that the
former hunt buildings are within the boundary of the
settlement. Should the development of this site be
limited to refurbished buildings and not new builds?

This paragraph is at odds with the previous action taken
by the Parish Council to attempt to amend the boundary
around Fenny Drayton. It is also at odds with the
omission of the Open Countryside Policy in the NDP if the
countryside around each settlement is to be protected
from encroaching development
All four settlements within the Parish currently have land
between them providing separation to maintain distinct
settlements. This separation needs to be maintained. I
would have expected to see reference to the
Open Countryside Policy in the NDP.
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Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

It has been explained that
there are significant benefits to
allocating a site for residential
development through a
neighbourhood plan. The PC has
chosen to take this opportunity.
It is not necessary to name
landowners in the NP
The opportunity was taken to
undertake a small new build
development alongside the
refurbishment. This helps to
make the refurbishment viable
whilst offering a mix of housing
needed by the community.
There is no contradiction, and
the countryside policy is at H2

See policy H2.

None

None

None

None
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The draft NDP refers to the total open countryside in the
parish as 92% (see 2019 2019 Environment and Historic
Group research report for the NDP). It is my
understanding that the inclusion of the Open Countryside
policy in the NDP, the settlements within the Parish are
all better protected from development. This policy should
have been included in the NDP and it is omission is
disappointing if the NDP has been written with the
intention of to protecting the parish from development.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (Especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently and this can be altered or
withdrawn. The NDP, as drafted, offers no similar
protections to all the fields and hedgerows around Fenny
Drayton or other settlements in the Parish.
The content of this paragraph seems illogical. Why do the
boundaries have to allow for site allocations, if there has
been no housing request made of the Parish Council by
HBBC? Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected
rural hamlets as defined in the HBBC Core Policy. Only
Witherley is a village and the HBBC Core Policy allows
only limited development (see point 4.44 of HBBC Core
Policy).

This paragraph needs reviewing and rewriting. As it is
currently worded it suggests that the Parish Council will
merely take in to account the boundaries and site
allocations. The boundaries once agreed, are subject to
review, but with the involvement of the community and
not just as and when the Parish Council sees fit. The NDP
is a public document and any changes must be consulted
upon. The Parish Council should have no power to revise,
remove, reposition, or re-designate the protected
settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.

See Policy H2.

None

It is not illogical. The boundary
determines where windfall
development will take place.
HBBC are recommending that
118 new dwellings are built up
to 2039 in the Parish. As Policy
H2 states, planning applications
will be treated differently
where they are within the
boundary as opposed to being
outside of it.
This set of responses
demonstrates that the
community has had every
opportunity to comment.

None

None

Amending settlement
boundaries is something that is
within the remit of a NP.
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Not accurate as the valued views from the park in Fenny
Drayton towards Hartshill Hayes appear to have been
removed from the NDP. All valued views should be
included

Page
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The paragraph starting ‘….In revising and designating the
three settlement boundaries, the following methodology
has been applied…’.
It needs to be made clear that the methodology referred
to is specifically for the purposes of the drafting the NDP.
It is not a methodology that can be adopted at any time
to alter the NDP, once finalised.
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The boundary for Witherley appears to be different to
that previously seen at the Feb 2020 meeting in Fenny
Drayton. The boundary for Witherley now includes the
site formerly occupied by The Atherstone Hunt. This was
previously outside the settlement boundary and had it
remained so, the land would have been outside the
settlement boundary and not available for development.
Who owns this land?

1. P18 Para 3 includes no
reference to views; it accurately
reports the 75% favourable
responses to a Survey question
about value of the open
countryside.
2. The views (fig. 15, Policy 10)
in this consultation are the first
to be proposed formally for
community consideration –
there has been no previous
consultation version of the Plan
from which to remove them.
This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
Landownership is not a matter
that needs to be included in the
NP.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

None
The settlement boundary has
been amended to
accommodate the allocation.
The boundary has been
changed to accommodate the
proposed development. It has
been updated based on the
methodology described on page
18.
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Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map is also
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113. Why has the
settlement boundary changed? Does this set a dangerous
precedent of changing boundaries to suit a purpose?
The land of the former Atherstone Hunt is now a
favoured site for development – this is confusing. It is not
the site scoring highest in the SSA document point 5.5
page 7. So why has this site been chosen?
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The boundary for Fenny Drayton is acceptable as it now
appears. Query that if it is a hamlet, like Ratcliffe Culey,
why does Ratcliffe Culey not have a settlement
boundary?
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There is no map for Ratcliffe Culey to show a settlement
boundary. As Ratcliffe Culey is a hamlet and has the same
status as Fenny Drayton, then the settlement should have
a boundary agreed on a map included in the NDP to
protect Ratcliffe Culey.
The map is not accurate. There are missing public
footpaths for Drayton Lane and Field. Footpaths are in
the wrong place for Church Lane and field 505a.
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There is no housing development demand placed on the
Parish by HBBC, so I see no reason for there to be
consideration of providing smaller homes. There are
plenty of developments in the local area that already
provide such amenities in North Warwickshire and the
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council areas. These are
only a few miles away.

None

Site 7 was selected after the
Parish Council had considered
all of the evidence including the
Strategic Site Assessments.
It does and this is in the HBBC
DPD. As the allocation for Fenny
Drayton has now been removed
we will also remove the Fenny
Drayton Settlement Boundary
from the NP
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary is in the DPD. The
Fenny Drayton boundary will be
removed.

None

It is an OS map and cannot be
changed by the NDP

None

The map is there to show the
settlement boundary. There are
no other keys in the map.
The evidence points to a need
for smaller housing which is
why the policy is as it is.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None
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Windfall sites/developments – This area of the NDP
causes some concern and the reference
‘…. to land that is within the settlement boundary or
adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed
development is on previously developed land…’
I interpret this paragraph as highlighting a vulnerability
for the park in Fenny Drayton unless it has Local Green
park status. As the NDP settlement boundary is currently
illustrated for Fenny Drayton, the park is land adjacent to
the settlement boundary. I can foresee an argument
being made that the park would be classified as
‘previously developed land’. I have no confidence that
the Parish Council would seek to protect that amenity for
residents as they had no qualms in attempting to offer it
as a potential development site previously (later
withdrawn).
Windfall sites/developments; point b – for absolute
clarity I suggest you remove the sentence from: or
adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed
development is on previously developed land.
The alternative is that point b is made specific to
Witherley as the only village in the Parish. All other
settlements in the Parish are protected rural hamlets.
Initially the Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 was not complete.
This appendix was added to on or around the 16th Dec,
some 4 weeks into the Consultation period so some
residents may not have seen the revised appendix as
their feedback had already been submitted.

The park is not classified as
‘previously developed land’ and
is protected in the NP as a site
of important open space.

The park does not qualify as
previously developed land.
Development on previously
developed land would accord
with the Core Strategy and
NPPF.
The inventory (appendix 7) is a
work in progress (in particular it
provides evidence on which the
Neighbourhood Plan committee
bases its proposals for
protective designations to be
applied to plots of land) until
the Plan has gone through its
two statutory consultations and
is ready to be submitted for
independent examination.
When the Plan is Made,
following referendum, appendix
7 will provide HBBC officers and

None

None

None
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The Appendix shows the evaluation of the playing field in
Fenny Drayton (554). Referred to in the Appendix as
HBBC Green Space with many attributes including the
possible original site of George Fox’s cottage, a Medieval
Listed monument, and earthworks. Given the high score
of 14 outlined in the Appendix, I must raise some concern
and outrage that this playing field was a potential
sacrifice in the scheme proposed by the Parish Council to
build over the playing field!

The Environmental Inventory report also adds
considerable weight to the proposal (see later) that the
park in Fenny Drayton should have Green Space Status
and not as currently proposed in the draft NDP (Open
Space).
Should this be a reference to Appendix 8 and not 7?
Appendix 8 is local green spaces.

The green spaces in Fenny Drayton are not included in
the green spaces inventory, i.e., the park and the land on
Rookery Close. The latter is included on a map, see Fig 5.1
The park in Fenny Drayton is not included despite scoring
highly in Appendix 7. Who did the ecology/environmental
report to allocate local green space designation? Why

planning committee with
detailed evidence to help them
make decisions about the
environmental significance of
individual plots of land, should
that be necessary for them to
make a reasoned planning
decision based on the Policies in
the Neighbourhood Plan.
The playing field was to be
protected through the
proposed development, so the
outrage is misplaced.
Note that the HBBC designation
referred to here is amenity
greenspace, an OSSR category,
not as (e.g.) Local Green Space.
This has been a source of
confusion for several
commentators
It is considered that the correct
designation is proposed for the
park

Appendix 7 is the
environmental inventory which
is what the paragraph is
referring to.
Confusion between Amenity
greenspace (OSSR) and Local
Green Space.

None

None

None

None

Appendix 8 details the scoring
and descriptions of all sites to
223

isn’t it included in the report?
Clarification is needed – as it currently worded, local
green spaces not listed can be used for development
land. Policy ENV2 page 28 refers to development
proposals which cause the loss of open spaces may be
supported if the ‘open space’ is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location. This
suggests the in allocating open space status to the park in
Fenny Drayton is deliberate leaving it vulnerable to future
development – it should have Green Space status!

830

page 28

ENV1
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Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: “other than in very
special circumstances”. This is a vague reference and if it
remains in the NDP, the special circumstances need to be
clearly outlined.

be designated as LGS. See 512
for scoring rationale.
For clarification: sites not listed
in appendix 8 and Policy ENV1
have been omitted because
they do not meet the rigorous
criteria for LGS designation set
out in the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) –
which the NP must follow.
There has been no policy of
using confirmation of the
existing HBBC designation of
this site as Amenity greenspace
(an Open Space, Sport &
Recreation (OSSR) site category)
in the Neighbourhood Plan to
deliberately make it vulnerable
to future development. Policy
ENV2 provides the strongest
protection to FD Recreation
Ground that is possible in
English planning legislation for
such a site. Note also that a
Local Green Space designated in
an NP to prevent development
rather than on the basis of its
qualities and values (the criteria
mentioned above) would be
rejected at Examination.
You cannot cite every single
‘special circumstance’. It is up
to the applicant to state why
the proposal is a ‘special
circumstance’.

None
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Noted that any land already presented for development
that has been refused or removed from the NDP process
cannot be represented for a further clear two years. This
needs to be made clear.
POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Paragraph 1
sentence 2. The Parish Council and the NDP should not
have the power to relocate, redefine or replace local
green spaces at all under any circumstances.
Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; This Figure is inaccurate - all information
for in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

Paragraph 2 – Requires clarification as to who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses. There must be a defined process
that is transparent to ensure that an accurate study has
been carried out in and around Fenny Drayton. Indeed
Fig7 (see page 31) highlights the point – the detail for
Fenny Drayton seems to have been omitted.
Biodiversity and Habitat – see para 2. What independent
research? This needs to be referenced and included as an
appendix. This needs to be documented to ensure that it
cannot be ignored or manipulated by the Parish Council
or a developer.
Wildlife Corridors - Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton.

This is not the case.

None

This should be taken up with
the government who has given
NPs the power to do this.

None

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
Planning decisions are taken by
HBBC.

None

None

See 529

These are professionals
working for Leicestershire
County Council. The suggestion
that the Parish Council would
ignore or manipulate something
is unwarranted.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so

None

None
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Important
Views

Fig 10

ENV
10

connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
It is a supporting document

Parish5
1

Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton have not
been included? Drayton Close straddles the site of the
Roman Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. There is
reference to the site of George Fox’s cottage site earlier
in the draft NDP, but it is not included at this stage. Why
have these items not been included?

Parish5
1

Last sentence refers to Supporting Evidence. The
evidence does not appear to be in the draft NDP – it
should be referenced or included as an Appendix.

Parish51

Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton – this appears to have been The earlier version of the Views
altered. It should encircle both the Park and the green
map referred to was not issued
space near the entrance to the footpath from Drayton
for formal consultation [is the

None

None

None
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Policy
ENV11

Lane, opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close.
Currently the map shows one arrow towards the A5 only
There should be an arrow towards Harthill Hayes, tother
with a photo that seems to have been deleted from the
NDP as drafted.

Parish5
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A second viewpoint is missing - the view from the bench
on the green space in Drayton Lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These were originally included in the
information presented to residents in Feb 2020. These
should be returned to the NDP. I can only assume they
were removed when there was an attempt to
accommodate a development in Fenny Drayton on land
near to the park.

Parish5
1

Footpaths and Bridleways – there is a refence to
supporting documents, but these do not appear to be in
the NDP. They should be

reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
This is not considered
sufficiently noteworthy for
inclusion

Supporting documents will form
part of the complete submission
package; but they are not part
of the statutory NP, are not
considered by the independent
Examiner, nor do they influence
planning decisions based on the
NP’s policies

None

Change to
be made as
indicated
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Reference to proposed off road connections – appears to
ignore Fenny Drayton. Why?

Parish51

Areas of Separation - The NDP should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Areas of Separation Maps – The NDP needs to reflect the
separation of Fenny Drayton from the A5 and Caldecote
(Warwickshire). A map is needed to illustrate this. There
needs to be maps and proposals to ensure the separation
of Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and Atherstone.
Equally separation of Atterton from Witherley; Fenny
Drayton from Atterton.
The amenities for Fenny Drayton do not include the Park
under a separate heading, as has been done for Ratcliffe
Culey. The park needs to be listed as a specific amenity.
The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial but is
well used and accessed by other hamlets and villages in
the parish. See earlier – it should have Green Space
status.
George Fox Monument – there are probably only 2/3
coaches that arrive for tourists to view the monument.
They park on George Fox Lane or in Foxes Covert. This
has never been an issue and indeed, when the coaches
that do appear are a useful traffic calming measure
forcing vehicles to slow down on both Old Forge Road
and George Fox Lane.
The Royal Redgate is not an amenity for the residents of
Fenny Drayton! – Fenny is a hamlet in Leicestershire, this
pub is in Warwickshire on the A5 and can only be
accessed by residents using a vehicle. There is no
footpath, no cycle path or bus to get there. How can it be
classified as an amenity?
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES - Points b and c appear to give the Parish
Council the power to move Fenny Drayton park to

Parish5
1

Parish5
1

846
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55

Policy
CA1

Parish51

The aspirational route connects
FD with the other villages, as
shown in fig. 16
The chances of coalescence
within the Plan period are too
small to warrant inclusion.
The chances of coalescence
within the Plan period are too
small to warrant inclusion.

It did not score highly enough
for Local Green Space
designation.

None

None

None

The ‘park’ is referenced under
‘amenities’.
Noted

None

This is what the narrative in the
NP says!

None

It is HBBC that determine
planning applications, not the
PC.

None
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under the
heading
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Transp
ort
and
Traffic
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anywhere in the parish? The Parish Council and the NDP
should be working towards better amenities and
improving facilities. This section appears to give the
Parish Council a loophole through which they can move
or utilise green spaces for financial gain.
POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY FACILITIES
– The NDP appears to only link improvements to
Witherley through new developments. This option
cannot be supported in rural hamlets. What options have
the Parish Council considered for rural hamlets having
improved facilities e.g., grants, funds to achieve this
without new development? This needs to be included.
The NDP highlight concerns over traffic dangerous
junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. This is not a growing
problem. It has been an issue for many years. As recently
as June 2020 the Parish Council minutes record the chair
has having said there is no speeding issue in Fenny
Drayton!
The closure of Drayton Lane to through traffic would
resolve the ‘rat run’ issue for the settlement. The obvious
closure point is between the entrance to Drayton Barns
self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane. This was
done in the past when the A5/A444 Redgate Junction was
being upgraded and traffic managed to navigate using
roads which can support the volume and speed – via
Holly Lane, Atherstone and via Mancetter/Nuneaton.
The junctions of George Fox Lane and the A444 has a
narrow entrance point. This was amended many years
ago (1980s) to stop traffic entering that road at speed
from the A444. There are very few instances of vehicles
queuing on the A444 as vehicles turn into George Fox
Lane. Any such issue would be mitigated by a reduction
of the speed limit on the A444 and the use of average
cameras on that section of the A444. The same logic
applies to the narrow access point into and out of Fenny
Drayton via Old Forge Road.

The Policy CA2 addresses issue
to do with the provision of
better facilities.
This is a planning document
addressing planning issues. This
is a fundamental
misunderstanding of what a
NDP is in place to achieve.

None.

Noted

None

This is not something that the
NDP can decide.

None

Speed limits are determined by
the County Council not the NDP.

None
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Both junctions have in the past suffered fatal accidents,
in Nov 2003 and April 2019, respectively.

Noted

None

The views expressed seeking to
block all development in Fenny
Drayton are noted, but doing so
is in conflict with HBBC strategic
policies (see DPD policy DM4:
Development in the countryside
will be considered sustainable
where c) c)
It significantly
contributes to economic
growth, job creation and/or
diversification of rural
businesses

None
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Residents that work for National Grid have confirmed
that Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid. The
hamlet would need a new substation where there to be
an increased demand for power. What evidence is
offered in the NDP to verify that the suggestions have
been considered and checked with National Grid?
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In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to:
a) Point (a) unless it relates to small scale leisure or
tourism activities, or other forms of
commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are
exceptional circumstances; The inclusion contradicts the
fact development cannot and should not happen in a
hamlet.
b) add to b) only in land inside the settlement
boundaries.
Point 8 Monitoring and Review – given the residents
recent experience of Witherley Parish Council this page
needs to be amended. It needs to clearly state that all
reviews will be made public and no changes will be made
without the agreement of the residents and HBBC.
Clarity is required. What is meant by ‘other data’? There
needs to be total transparency of processes and a clear
agreement to consult openly in respect of the NDP and
not make changes by stealth which only serve the
interests of Parish Councillors that are landowners.
Simply put, the Parish Council must not be allowed to
change the NDP or attempt to widen their powers
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This would contradict the
narrative above.

None
It is unnecessary to make this
point and the inference is
rejected absolutely.

None

It means that the review will
not be restricted to what is in
the NDP but can also include
other issues – such as significant
increases in the housing
requirement.

None
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without full consultation in writing with all residents and
HBBC.
Community Actions – whilst these are not subject to
examination, Witherley Parish Council need to restore
some of their reputation and build trust. They need to
engage with residents about the issues listed.
The community actions are incomplete in respect of
Fenny Drayton. Having lost or disposed of the resident’s
feedback they received in Feb 2020; I suggest that they
take the opportunity of engaging with residents again.
The A444 and a reduction of the speed limit is only part
of the issue for Fenny Drayton. There needs to be a focus
on the rat run issues that have been flagged over the
years and not simply ignore them.

It is probably more important
that the community engage
with the PC to deliver the
Community Actions listed.
It is a shame more people from
Fenny Drayton chose not to
engage in the process to shape
the NDP in line with
expectations.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

None

The comments about speeding
etc. are better directed to the
County Council who are
responsible for these issues.
860
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This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
The call for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for
anything above the 12 sites in the NDP report?

One site has been removed and the associated scoring.
This information should have been left in the NDP for
transparency.

It hasn’t

None

The call for sites was
undertaken to identify which
landowners wished to put their
land forward for development.
This was its only purpose.

None

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None
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This does not make sense - there is NO requirement for
Witherley Parish to have any housing development, so
why does the Parish Council and NDP (point 1.5) want to
embrace and exceed the Borough wide housing provision
target?

864

Appendix
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Point
2.1
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Clarification needed on the scoring matrix. Who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley Parish were?
And why did the matrix not have the criteria that both
the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important,
i.e., Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
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Point
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Says the 2 sites were supported by the community. That
is NOT an accurate statement. The resident’s responses
to the February 2020 consultation were lost or
destroyed. The site in Fenny Drayton (later withdrawn)
was not favoured at all – indeed residents were not
aware until two Parish Councillors alerted residents!
Subsequent Emails to both the Parish Council and HBBC
have made it clear that there was no support from the
community.
States landowner of one of the most favoured sites
withdrew. This is referring to a site in the rural hamlet of
Fenny Drayton. This site was proposed contrary to the
hamlet status and HBBC Core Policy. This was only a
favoured site for those involved in the development of
the NDP possibly for a multitude of reasons - the
landowner sits on the Parish Council and it also mitigated
the impact of any development on Witherley village.

Should it have been? The
landowner didn’t request this.
Not everyone seeks to block all
development – NDPs are
designed to shape and control
development, not block it.
However, the latest HBBC
housing requirement is for
Witherley to accommodate a
further 118 dwellings.
These were all determined by
members of the community
that put themselves forward to
take part in this work. Everyone
in the Parish was invited to take
part and only a few took up the
offer and helped to shape the
NDP.
It was not favoured and the
landowner removed the site so
the comment falls away.

Yes, the site was favoured
amongst those whose remit it
was to undertake the work. The
Core Strategy says that small
scale development that meets a
local need will be permitted.
The DPD seeks to avoid
‘significant residential growth’
in Rural Hamlets, but the

None

None

None

None
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The land was withdrawn after considerable public
objection, once villagers found out! The NDP needs to be
amended to contain an accurate chronology of events.
Clarification as to who decided on the final ranking and
overall site sustainability

Parish5
1

The Parish Council appear to have chosen to work with
Your Locale to recommend the methodology to be used
in the scoring matrix. What due diligence was carried out
before YourLocale were selected? My understanding is
that these consultants are already involved in a public
enquiry over other NDP consultancy work at that time?
How secure are can we be that their recommendations
provide adequate protection for rural areas?

Point
4.1

Parish51

The Red, Amber Green scoring system – clarification of
the criteria needs to be included.

Table
2

Parish5
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SSA outcomes: Why is the withdrawn site is not
included? All other sites that were considered are still
included. There needs to be transparency in the NDP
document for it to have credibility and all the processes
adopted in it.
The information about the withdrawn site should be in
the public domain to ensure that its original adoption as a
site was not possible because data and information was
manipulated.

Parish5
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purpose of having a settlement
boundary is to allow
appropriate development
within it and to distinguish
between the approaches to
development within and
outside the boundary.
It is not necessary to chronicle
every change in the NDP
throughout its preparation.
The Housing Theme Group
undertook this work, endorsed
by the PC.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.
YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.
Should it have been? The
landowner didn’t request this.
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

None

None

None

None

None
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We reject this unfounded
accusation.
Parish5
1

SHELAA references for some sites are included but not
for others, sites already been offered previously for
development? In the SHELAA document illustrates that
there is no land referenced for either Fenny Drayton or
Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to Witherley
village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings? This requires
clarification.

874

Parish51

Clarification needed as to the source of the SHELAA
reference numbers and what do they refer to?

875
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Witherley appears to have 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development – who owns this land?
This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
The Parish Council referred the NDP to HBBC to check if a
Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening was
required (Nov 2020). The report by Planet X (HBBC
website) para 2.14 & 2.15 confirms that Fenny Drayton
and Ratcliffe Culey are identified as “Rural Hamlets’ and
development in these locations will be limited to infill
housing development and the conversion of agricultural
buildings to employment uses. The report also confirms
that HBBC Core Strategy does not identify a housing
requirement for any of the other settlements within the
Parish. This raises the question of why the Parish Council
have sought to identify and put forward any sites in the
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The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.
The SHELLA reference numbers
are from the HBBC originating
document.
This is not a relevant
consideration for the NDP
report.

None

It hasn’t

None

It hasn’t

None

As has been explained above,
NDPs that allocate land for
residential development secure
significant additional powers to
prevent inappropriate
development in areas such as
Fenny Drayton which would
otherwise be vulnerable to
development as HBBC cannot
achieve a 5-year land supply.

None

None

None
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Parish. The ownership of the land proposed for
development at Witherley needs to be questioned and
clarification sought as to who profits from the
development.
Para 221 of the Planet X report on HBBC website refers to
a site at Fenny Drayton – ‘The Neighbourhood Plan makes
provision for a total of around 25 new dwellings in
Witherley Parish up to 2036 (Policy H1) in the form of two
residential site allocations, one in Witherley for around 15
dwellings and one in Fenny Drayton for around 10
dwellings. Any further additional housing will be met
through Policy H2: Settlement Boundaries’. Given the
comments in the Planet X report at para 2.14 & 2.15, why
was the proposal in direct conflict with HBBC Core
strategy not identified by Planet X or HBBC?
Appendix 7 is an Ecological Inventory. The Ecology survey
posted on the Witherley Parish Council website was
obtained from David Nicholls Consulting as part of the
NDP evidence gathering process. It includes a survey of
over 500 fields around the Parish. There is no reference
to this survey in the Planet X report displayed on HBBC
website, nor by YourLocale Consultancy. Were Planet X
provided with a copy of this report to be able to fully
assess the need for a Strategic Environmental
Assessment? There seems to be a discrepancy of some
200 fields being excluded from the information provided
to Planet X. Would their recommendations have been
different if they had seen the fully Ecological Survey from
Dr Nicholls?

It is concerning to see that in respect of Fenny Drayton,
there are references to residents reporting information
rather than it being part of a formal survey. Interestingly

The corruption inferred in the
final sentence is unwarranted.

Because it is not in conflict with
the Core Strategy.

None

PlanitX had access to all NP
documentation. The
Environmental Inventory
incorporated the findings of the
Ecological Survey into its
assessment of fields.

None

This is a misunderstanding. As a
professional ecologist, David
Nicholls was able to identify and
exclude sites of low biodiversity
significance from his report,
which consequently only
includes sites with observations
etc. of value to the inventory
and assessment process. This is
what he was commissioned to
do
The comments were not ‘lost’
but were collated by the Rural

None
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this comes mainly from the Feb 2020 meeting – the notes
of which were lost and thus could not be produced in
response to a FOI request – yet there are comments in
the Appendix which appear to have come from that
meeting? If the Parish Council have the information why
not respond to the FOI request?
Does Appendix 7 reflect the full Ecology survey carried
out? The references to resident’s evidence might suggest
that the information was not as recorded by their
experts. Was Fenny Drayton included in the full study,
and has that information been included?
In Appendix 7 Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do
not seem to conform to the same biodiversity and
ecology that the rest of the parish has.

Community Council and later
taken into account when
finalising the Draft Plan for the
Regulation 14 consultation.

Parish5
1

Page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton Park and the
green space in Rookery close are for some reason not
included?

885

Parish51

886

Parish51

They should be included as green space and provided
with the same level of protection as in other settlements
in the Parish.
This document appears to have been amended during
the consultation as the file size has increased. There has
been no communication to confirm what has changed.
Important views – the views from Fenny Drayton Park
towards Hartshill Hayes and Mancetter need to be
included. These were on display at the Feb 2020 meeting
but have since been removed? Why?
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All relevant information from
the Ecological Survey was
incorporated into Appendix 7.

None

The scoring was consistently
applied.

None

LGS is a specific designation
affecting those spaces deemed
most special to the community
and meeting the criteria for
designation contained in the
NPPF.
The fields did not score highly
enough.

None

It hasn’t

None

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal consultation.

None

None
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Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 It is a comprehensive,
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
professional ecologist’s species
12.
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
Employees of the utility companies that live in Fenny
planning authority
Drayton consistently say that this rural hamlet cannot
support further development.
None of the comments made at the event are recorded!
It was only one of a numb er of
Not sure how accurate it can be.
consultation events

None

The NDP should be a document of information and truth
based in what residents want. Yet there has been a
specific attempt to develop land in Fenny Drayton
contrary to HBBC Core policy. My own view is that the
NDP as currently drafted, seems to have a bias to
Witherley. Even though the Fenny Drayton plot was
withdrawn the document contains inconsistencies which
reflect the fact the land was withdrawn at a late stage
(under public pressure). Currently the draft NDP reflects
the last-minute changes to try and remove the refences
to the land at Fenny Drayton.
This NDP is incomplete. It does not address many of the
issue’s residents have because the Parish Council do not
listen or engage with residents. The few Councillors who
do, get critised for so doing and are treated with
contempt and accused of being disloyal and
unprofessional by other members of the council.

None

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

This is refuted. The PC and the
NDP Committee has done
everything it can to engage the
local community and levels of
involvement have exceeded
similar sized parishes and also
exceeded the minimum
statutory requirements.

None
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Those that chose not to get
involved cannot in good
conscience say that they did not
have the opportunity to do so!
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The NDP does not link to the future. There is no evidence
of a plan, objectives and strategic steps of how to
progress e.g., how to obtain funds to carry out any
improvements to the parish.
My view is that the draft NDP is an incomplete,
inaccurate and a somewhat biased document which
could leave the Parish vulnerable to developers in their
attempts to build in, or alongside protected rural
hamlets.
At a Parish Council meeting on the 10/12/20 this
document was said to no longer form part of the NDP
Consultation. This document was sent by the Parish
Council and for some residents is the only reference point
they have as they do not have internet access.
At publication, the document still referred to the site in
Fenny Drayton which was subsequently withdrawn by the
landowner (also a Parish Councillor). There has been no
formal communication of this to residents by the Parish
Council. It is not even recorded in the minutes so if
correct, how are residents expected to know?

We disagree. The NDP is a
planning document. Its role is
not to describe the
identification of funding.
Noted

None

The Executive Summary is a part
of the NP process but it is not a
formal part of the Regulation 14
Consultation because its
purpose is to summarise the
NP.

None

None
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I very much doubt that a document sent to residents can
be arbitrarily excluded from the consultation process on
the say so of one Parish Councillor. As it has been relied
upon by residents, I would suggest that the Parish Council
are ‘Estopped’ from seeking to exclude the document
from the NDP process. This document should form part
of the NDP process as it highlights the poor consultation
that has taken place and additionally the way in which
the process for the NDP was managed to try and
accommodate the Fenny Drayton site, despite the
settlement having hamlet status.
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In December 2016, the Parish Council did not consult
with the residents on whether an NDP was required nor
did they advise on the option’s available to a small Parish
with protected rural hamlets. The first I heard was the
invite in February 2020

The PC made itself available
throughout the process for
comment.

None
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Residents were invited to make comments on the plan The residents comments made at that February 2020
informal consultation were lost or destroyed. An FOI
request was made for them, but the Parish Council have
not been able to supply them. Residents have made a
Freedom of Information requests to the Parish Council
for them.

The statement is correct.

None
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The date 2036 is referred to – is this an error? Different
dates appear in the NDP document. Which is correct?

901

2

5

Parish
51

902

2

Point 3

Parish51

ensure that development is appropriate, sympathetic
This is contrary to HBBC Core Strategy which has said no
housing demands are being made of the Parish.
Housing and Built environment, paragraph 1:
development will inevitably take place up to 2036.

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
2036n is the end date of the
Core Strategy

None

This is confusing different
issues.

None

It is not if you read the Core
Strategy and DPD.

None
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Point
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3

Point
3(3)

Parish51

afford greater protection against inappropriate
development

Parish5
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Does the draft NDP do this? The proposal to include the
Site at Fenny Drayton (in the Exec Summary) did the
exact opposite! An inappropriate site within protected
rural hamlet suggested for unnecessary development.
Please explain!

Parish51

determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development.

Parish5
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In the Exec Summary the land deemed most suitable
(now withdrawn) was land owned by parish councillor.
This highlights a serious conflict of interest. In the
interests of transparency and honesty, the Exec Summary
and any associated NDP documents should show the
landowners.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels.
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912

Why will development inevitably take place as this is
currently contrary to HBBC Core Strategy?

Parish51

This is a little confusing as it is not the site scoring highest
in the SSA document point 5.5 page7. Which site is the
most appropriate? Who owns this land?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here?
The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish
There is no requirement for new housing in the parish no demands from HBBC. The Exec Summary is

Absolutely the NDP does this,
as the community will discover
if a planning application is
submitted in the area at a time
when HBBC does not have a
sufficient supply of housing.
HBBCs latest housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 dwellings up to 2039.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

Because Fenny Drayton is
mentioned above this
reference.
Agreed

None

We disagree

None

None
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contradictory and bias towards unnecessary
development.
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does not impact on the amenity of neighbours,
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The withdrawn proposed development plot for Fenny
Drayton took away its only amenity, the park! It would
also impact the sewage, water, electricity and the roads.
The roads in fenny Drayton are already rat runs and
would not support further development. Utilities would
need massive upgrades. There is no evidence of any
survey of these needs having been carried out in the
preparation of the Exec Summary document, the draft
NDP and the land initially offered in fenny Drayton. I
think the £ signs were clouding logic and morals.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow,

Parish51
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Perhaps this is true of a village but for a rural hamlet this
statement is contrary to HBBC Core Strategy. The parish
Councils own evidence is that the parish has a negative
population growth of 6% and the number of dwellings
increasing by 13.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity.
Why is Fenny Drayton Park missing from the Local Green
Spaces; also, the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny
Drayton is missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen. I
believe the park in Fenny Drayton was gifted to the
residents of the settlement in perpetuity. It is owned by
the residents and managed by the parish Council on their
behalf. It is not the parish Council who decides it’s fate!

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
This is inaccurate and
misleading and based on
misinformation.

None.

This is an outrageous slur which
is ill-informed.
None

Noted

None

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy if you read Policy 17
which permits development in
Rural Hamlets.

None

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is

None
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All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is
recorded as a Local Green Space, yet the park and the
green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing? Why?
Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors
through the parish
It seems to me that the wildlife around Fenny Drayton
has been ignored and is not included along with the
presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great crested
newts, plus a full list of animals seen and recorded by
numerous residents. These were pointed out and listed at
the Feb 2020 consultation. I am left wondering whether
the omission of this information in respect of Fenny
Drayton was done to ensure that the now withdrawn
land could be put forward as a potential site for
inappropriate development?
Full list below:
Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park, Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by a resident, Stuart Chetwin

the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
Noted. The designation applied
is the appropriate one.

None

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None
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Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose: A small number regularly commute
across the village. Probably heading to and from
Bosworth water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food
Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on farm land owned by Cllr Britton.
Common Buzzard: Common
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
migration
Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin: Rare, but have been seen hunting over fields at
wintertime on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies
around the Hamlet
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Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining does breed in fields
around the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
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Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant. I have only seen one stopping
off in the area during migration to breeding grounds
Pheasant : Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining does breed in
fields around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining does breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
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Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the
hamlet, possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
Cuckoo : Rare in and around the hamlet only one seen
and heard in recent years (Rookery Close 21/4/2018)
passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Rare migrant, one stopping off in the area
during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling from
field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on
one occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
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Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
The view from the park at Fenny Drayton view towards
Hartshill Hayes had been omitted, instead is now from a
lower point. At the Feb 2020 consultation the view was
from the highest point in the park.

Parish51

The second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Why?

Parish51

footpaths and cycle ways that connect to village service.

Parish5
1

Fenny Drayton to Witherley and Fenny Drayton to the A5
Redgate junction need to be included.

Parish51

Community Sustainability

929

Parish
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Para 2 Policy CA2: supports the development of
additional or enhanced facilities.

930
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Fenny Drayton only has one facility, the Park. In the now
withdrawn plan, it would have been lost in order to
provide access for inappropriate development. This Park
has been inappropriately allocated One Space Status and
not Green Space Status. An NDP should support
additional or enhanced facilities!

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation [was
it?] so changes have continued
to be made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal consultation.
See above

None

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None

The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None
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designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off-road parking.

The site is not in the NDP.

None

Parish51

The proposed site at Fenny would have generated extra
cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from Drayton
Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction!
improvements to site access and the highway network,

Noted

None

Page 7
Policy
TR1
para 1:

Parish51
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Like many other villagers, I support the proposal to make
Drayton Lane is made into a ‘no through road’. The
closure could be after the entrance to Drayton Barns Self
Storage site and Drayton Close, to eliminate the rat run
through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions (A5/Drayton Lane junction,
A444/Old Forge Rd; A444/George Fox Lane and the
junctions of Church Lane, Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane. It would mean a longer route for residents to get to
Atherstone but at off peak times, the Redgate Junction
on the A5 is far safer now that it is a roundabout.

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None
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Community Actions paragraph 1: Close off Drayton Lane
as a through road needs to be added. Had they actually
consulted or kept records of feedback from the church
meeting in Feb 2020, this would have been known!
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Community Actions - What about the feasibility of
creating a footpath/cycle path from Fenny Drayton to the
A5 Redgate junction, so residents can access the facilities
of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

None
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Community Actions para 2:
Community actions will only be progressed if there are
sufficient members of the community willing to engage –
what are the Parish council’s proposals to see if there are
any funds/grants available to have this work done
properly.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to put
forward the wishes of the community. The wishes of the
community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation and at other meetings. The draft
NDP and Exec Summary does not accurately represent
the wishes of its residents. The Document is flawed,
inconsistent and inaccurate and that it has reached this
stage in such a state is worrying. Frankly I have lost all
trust in the current Parish Council and the process by
which this document has been produced.

This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

There are no details instructions on this document that
signpost people for help if they are unable to access the
internet or the website. Consequently, a large proportion
of residents of Fenny cannot view the NDP nor can
neighbours help as we are now, at the time of writing in
T4. Not really a create step towards community
engagement for a Public Consultation Document,
assuming that is what you want. From talking to officers
at HBBC, it is against advice from HBBC planning dept and
contrary to the DDA and the ICO guidelines.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. The total coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). Yet there is no
inclusion of or refence to the Open Countryside policy in
the drafted NDP. This must be added to protect the rural
hamlets.

The process has exceeded the
minimum requirements and
HBBC has said that it has no
concerns with the processes
undertaken.

None

See Policy H2

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
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I question the absence of an Open Countryside Policy
from the draft NDP - should residents really need to point
out such a basic omission and obvious protection.

See Policy H2

None
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As drafted, it is my understanding that the DM4 HBBC
Site Allocations document on the HBBC website
(especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects Fenny
Drayton currently.
The Executive summary was sent out to all residents as
part of the consultation process was incorrect. Rather
than send an accurate document, the parish council still
decided to send it out and yet now seek to have the
content excluded from the process (see parish Council
Minutes 10/10/20). I suggest this is a way of trying to
eliminate the fact that the withdrawn land proposal was
a complete manipulation of process for the financial gain
of one or more members of the parish Council.
Missing from the Exec Summary are:
The authors of each sections
Those involved in the theme groups.
Who from the Parish Council was involved in the Steering
Groups and the committees that preceded it?

The NDP affords additional
protection.

None

It is not excluded from the
process it is just not the
purpose of Regulation 14
Consultation.

None

The information about those
members of the community
that dedicated countless hours
to helping the PC is available in
the Steering Group minutes on
the PC website.

None

This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None
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What brief was given to each theme group?
Who was the final editor of the content?
What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?

Parish52

Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through pre-
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application consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9.
Page 5 Introduction: paragraph 6, button point 1 should
read “Have full regard for National Policy” button point
3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: How the Neighbourhood
Development Plan fits into the Planning
System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates.
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: paragraph 3, last but one
sentence should read NDP is in full conformity. How can
this document be in general conformity with its own
policies, do they mean the policies of the HBBC Core

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

It should say 2036 (since
revised to 2039)

Change to
be made as
indicated.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None
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Strategy and the National Policy and Planning framework,
this needs clarity.
Section 3. The Plan, its Vision, Aims and What We want it
to Achieve
Page 7: We would like to know and with what evidence
the WPC complied with the guidelines for choosing an
NDP as its way forward and not one of the other avenues
available to them in the government template.
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How many residents were in favour of the PC completing
an NDP? What other alternatives did they look at? Did
they hold a consultation and referendum with the
residents before they started? If so what was the total
majority vote for completing an NDP?
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The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.
Page 8. There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018?
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The theme groups were not even established until March
2019. A paucity of updates and consultation.

Noted

None

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

There is no requirement to
hold a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. The
Borough Council, the Borough
Councillor representing the
Parish and other agencies had
long promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.

None

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website
The Consultation Statement
provides full details of the

None

None

None
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updates produced throughout
the development of the Plan
Page 9. Paragraph 5. It is stated that comments were
This is not so – the notes were
recorded on post-it notes which have been taken into
analysed by a body engaged by
account when finalising the Neighbourhood Development HBBC to undertake consultation
Plan but: a)each comment should have been recorded in on the NP and these notes are
a bound book; dated and signed by each resident to
available on the PC website and
create a legal record; Post it notes can be easily lost and
were taken into account in
selectively ignored, the only information used from Feb
preparing the NP.
2020 post-it notes appears in the Environmental
Inventory Appendix 7, all other hundreds of notes do not It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.
seem to be accounted for and requests for the evidence
of them being logged, collated and recorded after the
Feb 2020 event and where they have been used in the
NDP. FOI requests have been ignored.
Page 12 Section 6. Meeting the Requirement for
Noted
Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
Noted
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Noted
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
See policy H2
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside
Policy must be included in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan: to cover all fields arable and pasture,
hedgerows and woodland surrounding rural protected
hamlets; to protect them and their rural identity.
‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets” a phrase that has any planning
not rural hamlets.
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None

None
None

None

None

None
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Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?

Parish52

Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then
states resisting limited development in not an option. This
again is going against their own: Housing Need
Report. The HBBC Core Strategy document Site Allocation
and Development Management Policies DPD page 114
Section 9.1 Rural Hamlets “ As such the Core strategy
does not allocate housing figures to these settlement
types as residential growth in these areas are considered
“UNSUSTAINABLE”
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5 #####

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale
residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets

None

Noted

None

None
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Page 16 Policy H1 paragraph 2 The Kennels site is
outside the HBBC Core Strategy boundary and therefore
no new build housing; only renovation of existing
buildings is allowed.

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None
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Page 18 Paragraph 2 The Plan has therefore
designated settlement boundaries for the built form
of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes the
settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into
account the site allocations proposed through the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (see Policy H1). This
statement should not be included it gives far too much

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
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power to the WPC and removes the protected settlement
boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.
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The following statement needs including: The WPC and
this NDP should have No powers to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe
Culey under any circumstances.
Page 18 Paragraph 4 should not have: revised settlement
boundaries plural , it should not have the word Villages,
there is only one village and three protected rural
hamlets it should read: Focusing development within the
revised settlement boundary of Witherley village will
support the limited existing services within the village
and protect the open countryside setting of Witherley
Parish from inappropriate development. Witherley village
is the only boundary that could be changed as it is under
the HBBC Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
Page 18 Paragraph 5 reads: In revising and designating
the three settlement boundaries the NDP cannot be
allowed to revise and re-designate 3 settlement
boundaries. Which settlement boundaries do they refer
to? It should read: In revising and designating the
settlement boundary of Witherley Village, the following
methodology has been applied:

Paragraph 5 Are these different to the Map fig 3a page
19.

especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

None

We will
remove the
plural.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None
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Page 18 points a - d to be removed as they work on the
premise that the NDP can redefine and move current
protected settlement boundaries in the whole of the
parish. They should not have the power to move
protected rural hamlet settlement boundaries and only
be able to move the Witherley village boundary.

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None
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NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

None
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There is no requirement to
show the original.

None
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We will remove the settlement
boundary for Fenny Drayton.

None
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Page 18 policy H2: The last paragraph must be
removed they cannot have the power to define land for
building use outside a protected settlement boundary.
Also the definition of Local ; it should read HBBC Core
Strategy and National planning policies.
Page 19, Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map;
shows the wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in
red, it is different to the HBBC Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies DPD page 113, by
including this in the document: it suggests a deliberate
attempt to have an agreement to a settlement boundary
move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.
Page 20 fig 3b Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in
Red but Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton
is not required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
Page 20, map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths
for Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for
Church lane and field 505a.

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,

None

None
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Page 22, Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the
sentence from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if
the proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village
boundary ONLY. All other settlements have Protected
Settlement Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 25 Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 9.
Page 26. Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny
Drayton not included in the green spaces inventory? Who
did the ecology/environmental report to allocate local
green space designation? Why isn’t it included in the
report? Is it because the local green spaces not listed can
be used for development land? This worrying occurrence
is backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested
that development proposals which incur their loss may
be supported if the open space is replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location.

not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary
This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis

None

None

None
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Page 28 Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out
the end of the line “other than in very special
circumstances” This is a dangerous clause; there is no
definition of special circumstances.
Any land already presented for development that has
been refused or removed from the NDP process cannot
be represented for a further clear two years.

and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. Aslocally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.

None

We are not sure what evidence
there is to support this
statement.

None

POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Page 28 Policy
ENV2 paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed
completely and state that the WPC and NDP
should not have the power to relocate, redefine or
replace local green spaces at all under any circumstances.

NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.

None

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None
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Page 31 ENV4: Fig 7 composite map of Natural
Environmental Significances; is wrong, all information for
in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

990

Parish52

Page 32 ENV3: paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.

None
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Page 33 Fig 8, Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating
with the true level of the area of habitation around Fenny
Drayton, local environmentalist disagree totally with the
map.
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Page 34 ENV4: Biodiversity and Habitat. The second
paragraph mentions independent research. It needs to be
verifiable and from more than one source, otherwise it
could be manipulated by the WPC or developer.
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Page 35, Fig 9, Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton
Lane, and farm track from Hunters lane have all been left
out, and need including. Wildlife corridors are completely
missing from in and around Fenny Drayton. There is
plenty of evidence to support the same instances as the
rest of the parish. Have these been missed out
deliberately?

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.

None

None

None
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Page 37, Fig 10, Sites of Historical Significance; Roman
features and archaeology and finds around Fenny
Drayton are not included. Drayton Close straddles the
site of the Roman Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter.
Why are these not included?
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Page 37 Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting
Evidence but doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please
include this evidence in the report.
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Page 44, Policy ENV10 Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint
9 in Fenny Drayton has been altered and is inaccurate. It
should encircle both the Park and the green space near
the entrance to the footpath from Drayton Lane,
opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close, not
where it has been put on the map using two extended
lines. A second viewpoint is missing; the view from the
bench on the green space in Drayton Lane across Drayton

Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Appendix 9 contains full details
of Local Heritage Assets.
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes

None

None

None
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lane towards Atterton has not been included. These need
returning to the original map that was altered to
accommodate the proposed development in Fenny
Drayton. Viewpoint 8 – the trees planted against the
storage unit (which were never required) are already
starting to obscure the view. This was mentioned to
Maureen Cook in February 2020 that this would
happen. Again nothing has been done to stop this and
people are being threatened with more trees being
planted.
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Page 45 Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it
states “See Supporting Documents for details”, where is
the supporting documents?

998

Parish52

Page 45 Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton.
Why?

999

Parish52

Page 50 POLICY ENV 15: AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain
the spatial and visual separation. The document should
include the same consideration for Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton as it does for Witherley.

were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
Supporting information on the
website

None

Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

None
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Page 51 Policy ENV15: Area of Separation Maps. No
mention of separation of Fenny Drayton from Caldecott
this needs to be put in and a map needs inserting.
Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and
Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe Culey.
7.3 Community Sustainability

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
Page 55 The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial,
it is a postage stamp size but is accessed from other
hamlets and villages in the parish.
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c
needs total removal as that power could have them make
unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.
Page 57 POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY
FACILITIES - Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall,
shop, pub, post office, the policy only links these
improvements to Witherley and new development. This
cannot be supported in a rural hamlet, what other
options have they explored and means of access to
grants, funds to achieve this without new development.

The narrative explains this

None

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2

The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from

None
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Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
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Page 59 Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight
concerns over traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run
issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane closing the road to
through traffic situated between the entrance to Drayton
Barns self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane
would solve the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the
4 dangerous junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn
Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the
Church lane Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and
the A444 with George Fox lane).
Page 59, Policy TR1 Traffic Management: last but one
point; a car park for the church won’t help Fenny
Drayton residents they can walk to the church, plenty of
parking in Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge
road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic problems are
solved.
Page 62 Electric Vehicles. Fenny Drayton is at capacity on
the current grid for electricity. The hamlet would need a
new substation for any more call on electricity. There
does not seem to be any evidence that a survey has been
carried out on this utility for any of the settlements.
Page 64 POLICY BE2: SUPPORT FOR NEW BUSINESSES
AND EMPLOYMENT - In supporting additional
employment opportunities, new development will be
required to: remove from the point in a) , unless it relates
to small scale leisure or tourism activities, or other forms
of commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are

These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

Noted.

None

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None
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exceptional circumstances; added to b) only in land inside
the boundaries.
Page 67 Point 8 Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It
should not be allowed to change anything in the NDP
without full consultation with residents and HBBC.
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Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None
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Page 67 What is WPC full review referring to? They must
not be allowed to change anything or give themselves
any new or greater powers without full consultation in
writing with all residents and HBBC.

1012

Parish52

Page 68 Section 9 Community Actions Paragraph
2 Everything should be the subject to examination by
residents, HBBC and independent examiners no opt out
clauses.

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.

None
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Page 68, section 9 Community Actions: The NDP does not This is not the purpose of a
show where funds can be obtained to achieve community NDP.
actions, and state actions will only progress if there are
enough volunteers. The NDP should be gaining funding to
do the actions properly.

None
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Page 68 NDP: How can the PC be trusted, to consult with
all residents. Who is going to keep a check on them? Is
that HBBC?

None
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Appendix 4 Housing need report Page 1 Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6% number of dwellings increased by 13%. Why
is the NDP focused on building development?
Appendix 5 Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call
for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for anything
above the 12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has
now been removed, although the information should
have been left in the NDP to avoid confusion.

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

None

None

264

1017

Parish52

Appendix 5 Point 1.3 The targets are set for
Witherley village for additional housing in the next 6 to
10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199 dwellings over 10 hectares
not the parish. There is No requirement for Witherley
Parish to have any Housing Development, so why does
this WPC and NDP in point 1.5 want to exceed the
Borough wide housing provision target?

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which land owners sought to
develop their land.

None
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Appendix 5 point 2.1 The scoring matrix: who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley Parish were?
And why did the matrix not have the criteria that both
the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important,
i.e. Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None
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Appendix 5 point 2.2: Says 2 sites were supported by the
community: totally untrue. The community were ignored
in the February 2020 consultation.

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.

None
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Appendix 5 point 2.3 states landowner of one of the most
favoured sites withdrew. From information provided by
HBBC this is not accurate; a truthful and accurate
statement is required.
Appendix 5 point 3.1 Who decided the final ranking and
overall site sustainability?
Appendix 5 point 4 The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to
recommend the methodology to be used in the scoring
matrix: Were they already involved in a public enquiry
over other NDP consultancy work. How secure are we in
their recommendations?

The statement is accurate.

None

Local residents who
volunteered to do so.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None
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None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
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Appendix 5 point 4.3 The Red, Amber Green scoring
system; used the amber mitigation column to create an
unfair and unbalanced set of outcomes and needs
reviewing. The 24 criteria are Not Fit for Purpose.

Appendix 5 point 5.4 The Red and Green columns were
scored, amber remained neutral with no score; creating a
false set of findings. This should be totally negated and a
new scoring matrix adopted.
Appendix 5 Table 2 SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is
not included, even though the other sites that were
considered are still included.
Appendix 5 point 5.5 The WPC say: The Parish Council
having considered all of the evidence has therefore
allocated the site with the highest green score, but then
choose the site with the lower score. How can that be
possible? What motives are being employed; WPC are
ignoring the evidence there own report supplies?
Appendix 5 Table 2, has a SHELAA reference for some
sites but not for others, sites already been offered
previously for development? In the SHELAA document
there is no land referenced Fenny Drayton or Radcliffe
Culey; but there are references to Witherley village: 10
hectares and 199 dwellings.
Where do the SHELAA
reference numbers come from, and what do they refer
to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA references, all of
which have been ignored for development in this NDP
document. The existing Hunt Kennel site is the only one
suggested as suitable for development?

The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate

None

None

It has been withdrawn because
the site was removed from the
process.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The sites that were assessed
came from a combination of
Strategic housing and economic
land availability assessment
records, which have a SHELAA
reference, and those that came
forward independently.

None
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Appendix 7 There seems to be a consistent use in the
appendix of a statement that information for Fenny
Drayton is included following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land does not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
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Appendix 8 page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton
park and the green space in Rookery close
are Not included, they need including and the park

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drayton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in

None

None

None
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designated under Green belt protection, same as in other
villages and hamlets in the parish.
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Appendix 11 Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501.
Appendix 26 list of all species, this is not a thorough list,
see list Page 12.
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RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
further development.
The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In

Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
It is a comprehensive,
professional ecologist’s species
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
planning authority
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

None

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
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rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not f it for purpose

help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP.
The feedback, comments, objections and proposals or
counter proposals, and all documents; post it notes
written by the public were jettisoned half an hour after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but
delivering nothing. The aims are fairy stories without
achievable objectives and an action plan of how to
achieve those objectives. There is nowhere in this
document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish. The
NDP has a set of aims with no workable, feasible
objectives in the current economic climate, which means
there may never be a set of tools available, due to the
forward economic forecasts for the UK.

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None

The NDP is a planning
document. The Community
Actions are just that – actions it
is intended to pursue in support
of the policies.

None
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The WPC were so busy deciding whether
they could manage to fulfil an NDP, they didn’t think
whether they should. They didn’t; weigh up the pros and
cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is
not the right policy for a small parish that contains 3
protected rural hamlets with little or no facilities

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This ill-informed comment is
noted.

None
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A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it
comes to protection from developers and unregulated
development it does nothing.
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Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken
identify and list much about the parish in the ecology,
environment, nature, history and archaeology sections.
At best we have a resource document that residents can
use to quickly gain evidence; either to endorse or oppose
potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could
benefit unscrupulous developers in their attempts to
build in, or alongside protected rural hamlets.

It is hard to understand how
the hours of work of residents
of the Parish can be dismissed
so readily by individuals that
chose not to become involved
in the process but to criticize
after the event.

None
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What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The
NDP committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in
monetary terms including: expenses, consultancy fees,
printing, clients time, IT, travel, subsistence, post, clerks
wages etc. This money would have been better spent
giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to the
Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in
safety useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs,
bicycles, electric bikes scooters and for people on foot, or
play items in the parks or other projects in the other
hamlets and villages.

The NDP will help to protect
the Parish against inappropriate
development for years to come
– especially in times such as
now where HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5-year land
supply and its Core Strategy is
therefore officially classed as
being out of date and offering
no protection.

None

None
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When people of good conscience stand idly by and do
nothing that is when dictatorships are born and
oppression the rule of law. The residents of the hamlet of
Fenny Drayton, refuse to stand aside and let these
injustices happen or continue.
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This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by
the WPC and its consultants. The art is to take that
information, analyse it and produce a robust plan of how
we at least keep the status quo, or at best plan to
increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.
Where is the list of potentially available funding and
grants, loans etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like
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Issues
and
comment
s on the
Executive
Summary
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People should think carefully
and consider what they wish
for.
This is an outrageous
statement, particularly when it
proved almost impossible to
recruit volunteers from Fenny
Drayton to join the Steering &
Theme Groups.
This is what the NDP has
sought to do and is a positive
document despite negative and
ill-considered comments from a
small number of residents

None

None

These will be pursued with the
Community Actions.

None

MIRA, ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the
Quakers etc. whose workers are living in the parish.

All statutory stakeholders were
contacted in line with the
regulations.

None

The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?
Where are the names of those contributors and who has
written what?

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents
A range of local people
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.

None

Who is attributed to collecting which information?
Who was in each theme group?
Who was tasked to do what?

None

None
None
None
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What issues arose from those actions?

1051

Parish52

What brief was each theme group working to?
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Who was the final arbiter and editor?
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What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
Page 1 point 2 In December 2016 they did not consult
with the residents on whether to prepare an NDP and not
look at all the options open to a small Parish with
protected rural hamlets.
Page 2 line 2: make comments on the plan; where are
the comments that were made at that February 2020
informal consultation? Residents have made a Freedom
of Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.
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Page 2 paragraph three: to be realised by 2036, Different
dates are used and shown in the full NDP document,
which date is the correct one? Needs to be changed and
achieve consistency.
Page 2, paragraph 5, ensure that development is
appropriate, sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC
Core Strategy stating; no Development is required in
Witherley parish until 2036.
Page 2 , paragraph 6 These are the ways in which the
vision shall be realised they are missing an important
point of Internet Access/High Speed connections.
Page 2, paragraph 6, How will you achieve these
points? Where are the objectives to achieve these
points? What methods will you use to achieve these
points?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The PC considered options
before undertaking a NDP at a
PC meeting

None

The comments were not ‘lost’
but were collated by the Rural
Community Council and later
taken into account when
finalising the Draft Plan for the
Regulation 14 consultation.
2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

None

This is confusing different
issues.

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

None
None
None
None

Change to
be made
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Page 2 point 3 Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Does it show a covert plan by the WPC and
the NDP is to ensure inappropriate development using
land owned by parish councillors, in protected green belt
areas in protected rural hamlets, against National and
HBBC Core strategy recommendations.

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
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Page 2 point 3 paragraph 1: afford greater protection
against inappropriate development; this NDP does the
exact opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within
protected rural hamlets are prioritised for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-year
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None
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Page 2 point 3 paragraph 2: determine the most suitable
site amongst all those put forward by landowners for
development. The land deemed most suitable is that of
land owned by parish councillors with a conflict of
interest, not mentioned anywhere in the document or
process, and they are the most inappropriate sites.

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

Page 2 point 3 paragraph 3: The first site is the former
Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This is not the site scoring
highest in the SSA document point 5.5 page 7 and goes
against their own statement in that page 7 SSA point 5.5,
Which site is the most appropriate? And why should they
be choosing a site going against their own so called clear
matrix and scoring table?
Page 3 Paragraph 2 Policy H2 Smaller settlements
(Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are protected. Fenny
Drayton is also covered as a Protected Rural Hamlet, why
is it not included here; this is clearly contrary to the HBBC
Core Strategy document.

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA.

None

It is not in conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None
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The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
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Page 4 paragraph 2: The NDP can shape the type, size and
location of new housing in the parish There is no
requirement for new housing in the parish before 2036
according to HBBC and their own housing needs survey,
again it is clear that this NDP is written with only one aim,
To build new houses in inappropriate locations.

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.
HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None
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Page 4 Policy H4 Windfall Development: These include
being within the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the
Settlement boundary. There is No requirement for
Windfall development adjacent to settlement
boundaries, as this will lead to totally unacceptable
unnecessary development in a domino effect.
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Page 4 Policy H4: does not impact on the amenity of
neighbours, the development proposal for Fenny Drayton
took away its only amenity its park; also the sewage,
water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey
of these needs have been carried out in the preparation
of this NDP document.

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None
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Page 4 Policy H4, paragraph 3: character of its villages
with the need for it to grow, this goes directly again
against the HBBC Core Strategy and Housing needs report
showing Negative population growth of 6% and the
number of dwellings increasing by 13%, this NDP
document is being drawn up to allow land owning parish
councillors to put up green belt land for inappropriate
development in the Protected Rural Hamlets where there
are No Facilities.
Page 5 Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces: first paragraph;
protected from inappropriate development in
perpetuity. Why is Fenny Drayton Park missing from the

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None
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Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.

None

None
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Local Green Spaces; also the map shown on Page 5 part
of Fenny Drayton is missing, so that all the sites cannot
be seen.
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Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels
churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is recorded as
a Local Green Space yet the park and the green space in
Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are missing.
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Page 5 Policy ENV4 Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified
wildlife corridors through the parish Fenny Drayton has
been ignored despite many of them listed onto the post it
notes in the Church Drop in; and is not included along
with the presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great
crested newts, plus a full list of animals seen and
recorded by numerous residents, and pointed out and
listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; ignored and left out
of this policy to ensure the land in Fenny Drayton can be
put forward by land owning parish councillors for
inappropriate development. Full list below:
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin

Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide site-

None

None

None
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specific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
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Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose: A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard: Common with 12 spotted last year all
sitting in a field off Church Lane, Fenny Drayton
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
migration
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Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Common, breed in the area
Merlin: Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby: Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow: Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift: Common migrant but no signs of breeding birds in
the area
Swallow: Common migrant
Blackbird: Common
Mistle thrush: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush: Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare: Common winter visitor
Redwing: Common winter visitor
Robin: Common
Dunnock: Common
Wren: Common
Chaffinch: Common
Goldfinch: Common
Greenfinch: Common but declining
Whinchat: Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer: Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet: Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit: Uncommon but often seen in fields during
Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark: Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
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Common Redstart: Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail: Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail: Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit: Common
Great Tit: Common
Coal Tit: Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear: Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel: Rare migrant, only seen once on garden fence
during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat: Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant: Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail: Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull: Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull: Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon: Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap: Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey: Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
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Ring Ouzel: Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant: Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose: Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch: Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of birds
from the continent with several stopping off to feed on
Yew berries by the Church
Brambling: Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
Cuckoo: Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen and heard in recent years (Rookery Close
21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank: Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch: Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher: Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan: Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake: Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger: Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit: Common
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Hare: Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer: Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Fruit Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse: Abundant
Harvest Mouse: Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew: Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly: Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly: Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
Newts: Common around Rookery Farm
Page 6 Important Views policy ENV10: The Fenny Drayton
view from the park has been moved to the bottom of the
field the park view, at the Feb 2020 consultation was
from the park it is the highest elevation, and the second
view from the park and the corner on Drayton Lane
towards Atterton is also missing. Why?

Page 6 Policy ENV11: footpaths and cycle ways that
connect to village service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley
and Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction need to be
included.

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None

None
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Page 6 point 5 Community Sustainability paragraph 2
Policy CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
Page 7 Policy TR1: designed to minimise traffic generation
and movement, incorporate sufficient off road parking.
The Fenny Drayton proposed site would have generated
up to 100 extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane
from Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.
Page 7 Policy TR1 paragraph 1: improvements to site
access and the highway network, a proposal of making
Drayton Lane a no through road; with a barrier between
the entrance to Drayton Barns Self Storage site and
Drayton Close is being proposed to eliminate the Rat run
through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction,
the A444 with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox
Lane and the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with
Drayton Lane, this proposal will be asked to be
included in this NDP document.
Page 7 point 7 Community Actions paragraph 1: see point
above regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through
road.
Page 8 point 7 Community Actions point 1: What about
the feasibility of creating a footpath/cycle path from
Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction, so residents
can access the facilities of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

The site is not in the NDP and
in any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

Noted

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None

281

1080

Parish52

1081

Parish52

1082

Parish52

1083

Parish52

Page 8 Point 7 Community Actions Second
paragraph: Community actions will only be progressed if
there are sufficient members of the community willing to
engage, why are there no action to see if there are any
funds/grants available to have this work done properly.
Page 8 Final Line: There are No details on this document
showing an address or email address for anyone to reply
to, if they are unable to access the internet or the
website. An oversight for a Public Consultation Document
and is against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA
the ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to put
forward the wishes of the community. The wishes of
the community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation, as such this draft NDP does not
represent the true wishes of its residents, and should be
altered to ensure that it does achieve its aim. They have
allowed a flawed, inaccurate, distorted document to get
to this stage in the process without due diligence. The
residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from development.
Residents of Fenny Drayton need to ask for an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan

This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
See Policy H2

None

282

Parish52

1084

1085

Parish52

1086

Parish52

1087

Parish52

1088

Fenny
Drayton

NDP

Parish53

and decision-making of Witherley Parish Council - should
residents really be required to ask for such basic and
obvious protection.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protections to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.
The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area therefore has historical
significance.
Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.
Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

None

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

None
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planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9.######
Page 5 Introduction: paragraph 6, button point 1 should
read “Have full regard for National Policy” button point
3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: How the Neighbourhood
Development Plan fits into the Planning
System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates.
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: paragraph 3, last but one
sentence should read NDP is in full conformity. How can
this document be in general conformity with its own

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made as
indicated.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None
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Page 7

policies, do they mean the policies of the HBBC Core
Strategy and the National Policy and Planning framework,
this needs clarity.
Section 3. The Plan, its Vision, Aims and What We want it
to Achieve
Page 7: We would like to know and with what evidence
the WPC complied with the guidelines for choosing an
NDP as its way forward and not one of the other avenues
available to them in the government template.
How many residents were in favour of the PC completing
an NDP? What other alternatives did they look at? Did
they hold a consultation and referendum with the
residents before they started? If so what was the total
majority vote for completing an NDP?

1096
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The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

Parish
53

Page 8. There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018?

Parish
53

The theme groups were not even established until March
2019. A paucity of updates and consultation.

Parish53

Page 9. Paragraph 5. It is stated that comments were
recorded on post-it notes which have been taken into

1098
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1100

Page 9
para 5

Noted

None

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

There is no requirement to
hold a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.
Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.

None

The period between Nov 2017
and Dec 2018 was when the
Steering Group was beginning
the initial work and seeking to
create Theme Groups. A
resident’s questionnaire was
delivered to every household in
the Parish in mid-2018.
The Consultation Statement
provides full details of the
updates produced throughout
the development of the Plan
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by

None

None

None
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account when finalising the Neighbourhood Development
Plan but: a)each comment should have been recorded in
a bound book; dated and signed by each resident to
create a legal record; Post it notes can be easily lost and
selectively ignored, the only information used from Feb
2020 post-it notes appears in the Environmental
Inventory Appendix 7, all other hundreds of notes do not
seem to be accounted for and requests for the evidence
of them being logged, collated and recorded after the
Feb 2020 event and where they have been used in the
NDP. FOI requests have been ignored.
Page 12 Section 6. Meeting the Requirement for
Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside
Policy must be included in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan: to cover all fields arable and pasture,
hedgerows and woodland surrounding rural protected
hamlets; to protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.

HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
It is not necessary to record
each comment in a bound book.

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

See policy H2

None

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None
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Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?

Appen
dix 4
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Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then
states resisting limited development in not an option.
This again is going against their own: Housing Need
Report. The HBBC Core Strategy document Site Allocation
and Development Management Policies DPD page 114
Section 9.1 Rural Hamlets “ As such the Core strategy
does not allocate housing figures to these settlement
types as residential growth in these areas are considered
“UNSUSTAINABLE”
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5
Page 16 Policy H1 paragraph 2 The Kennels site is
outside the HBBC Core Strategy boundary and therefore
no new build housing; only renovation of existing
buildings is allowed.
Page 18 Paragraph 2 The Plan has therefore
designated settlement boundaries for the built form
of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes the
settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into
account the site allocations proposed through the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (see Policy H1). This
statement should not be included it gives far too much
power to the WPC and removes the protected settlement
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Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale
residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets

None

Noted

None

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
287

boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.
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The following statement needs including: The WPC and
this NDP should have No powers to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe
Culey under any circumstances.
Page 18 Paragraph 4 should not have: revised settlement
boundaries plural , it should not have the word Villages,
there is only one village and three protected rural
hamlets it should read: Focusing development within the
revised settlement boundary of Witherley village will
support the limited existing services within the village
and protect the open countryside setting of Witherley
Parish from inappropriate development. Witherley village
is the only boundary that could be changed as it is under
the HBBC Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
Page 18 Paragraph 5 reads: In revising and designating
the three settlement boundaries the NDP cannot be
allowed to revise and re-designate 3 settlement
boundaries. Which settlement boundaries do they refer
to? It should read: In revising and designating the
settlement boundary of Witherley Village, the following
methodology has been applied:

Paragraph 5 Are these different to the Map fig 3a page
19.

fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

None

None
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Page 18 points a - d to be removed as they work on the
premise that the NDP can redefine and move current
protected settlement boundaries in the whole of the
parish. They should not have the power to move
protected rural hamlet settlement boundaries and only
be able to move the Witherley village boundary.

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None
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Page 18 policy H2: The last paragraph must be
removed they cannot have the power to define land for
building use outside a protected settlement boundary.
Also the definition of Local ; it should read HBBC Core
Strategy and National planning policies.

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.

None
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Page 19, Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map;
shows the wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in
red, it is different to the HBBC Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies DPD page 113, by
including this in the document: it suggests a deliberate
attempt to have an agreement to a settlement boundary
move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.
Page 20 fig 3b Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in
Red but Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton
is not required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
Page 20, map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths
for Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for
Church lane and field 505a.

It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

None

There is no requirement to
show the original.

None

We will remove the FD
settlement boundary

None

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,

None
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Page 22, Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the
sentence from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if
the proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village
boundary ONLY. All other settlements have Protected
Settlement Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 25 Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 9.
Page 26. Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny
Drayton not included in the green spaces inventory? Who
did the ecology/environmental report to allocate local
green space designation? Why isn’t it included in the
report? Is it because the local green spaces not listed can
be used for development land? This worrying occurrence
is backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested
that development proposals which incur their loss may
be supported if the open space is replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location.

not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary
This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis

None

None

None
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and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.
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Page 28 Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out
the end of the line “other than in very special
circumstances” This is a dangerous clause; there is no
definition of special circumstances.
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Any land already presented for development that has
been refused or removed from the NDP process cannot
be represented for a further clear two years.

We are not sure what evidence
there is to support this
statement.

None
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POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Page 28 Policy
ENV2 paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed
completely and state that the WPC and NDP
should not have the power to relocate, redefine or
replace local green spaces at all under any circumstances.
Page 31 ENV4: Fig 7 composite map of Natural
Environmental Significances; is wrong, all information for
in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.
The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None
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Page 32 ENV3: paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.

None

None

None

291

1130

Page 33

1131

Page 34

1132

Page 35

ENV4

Parish
53

Page 33 Fig 8, Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating
with the true level of the area of habitation around Fenny
Drayton, local environmentalist disagree totally with the
map.
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Page 34 ENV4: Biodiversity and Habitat. The second
paragraph mentions independent research. It needs to be
verifiable and from more than one source, otherwise it
could be manipulated by the WPC or developer.
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Page 35, Fig 9, Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton
Lane, and farm track from Hunters lane have all been left
out, and need including. Wildlife corridors are completely
missing from in and around Fenny Drayton. There is
plenty of evidence to support the same instances as the
rest of the parish. Have these been missed out
deliberately?

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.

None

None

None
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Page 37, Fig 10, Sites of Historical Significance; Roman
features and archaeology and finds around Fenny
Drayton are not included. Drayton Close straddles the
site of the Roman Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter.
Why are these not included?
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Page 37 Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting
Evidence but doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please
include this evidence in the report.
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Page 44, Policy ENV10 Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint
9 in Fenny Drayton has been altered and is inaccurate. It
should encircle both the Park and the green space near
the entrance to the footpath from Drayton Lane,
opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close, not
where it has been put on the map using two extended
lines. A second viewpoint is missing; the view from the

ENV10

Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
All supporting information will
be on the web site on
submission.
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes

None

None

None
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bench on the green space in Drayton Lane across Drayton
lane towards Atterton has not been included. These need
returning to the original map that was altered to
accommodate the proposed development in Fenny
Drayton. Viewpoint 8 – the trees planted against the
storage unit (which were never required) are already
starting to obscure the view. This was mentioned to
Maureen Cook in February 2020 that this would
happen. Again nothing has been done to stop this and
people are being threatened with more trees being
planted.
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Page 45 Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it
states “See Supporting Documents for details”, where is
the supporting documents?
Page 45 Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton.
Why?

Page 50 POLICY ENV 15: AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain
the spatial and visual separation. The document should
include the same consideration for Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Page 51 Policy ENV15: Area of Separation Maps. No
mention of separation of Fenny Drayton from Caldecott
this needs to be put in and a map needs inserting.
Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and

were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
The supporting information is
on the web site

None

Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

None
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Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe Culey.
7.3 Community Sustainability
Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
Page 55 The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial,
it is a postage stamp size but is accessed from other
hamlets and villages in the parish.
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c
needs total removal as that power could have them make
unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.
Page 57 POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY
FACILITIES - Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall,
shop, pub, post office, the policy only links these
improvements to Witherley and new development. This
cannot be supported in a rural hamlet, what other
options have they explored and means of access to
grants, funds to achieve this without new development.

Page 59 Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight
concerns over traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run
issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane closing the road to
through traffic situated between the entrance to Drayton

The narrative explains this

None

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2

The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

None
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Barns self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane
would solve the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the
4 dangerous junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn
Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the
Church lane Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and
the A444 with George Fox lane).
Page 59, Policy TR1 Traffic Management: last but one
point; a car park for the church won’t help Fenny
Drayton residents they can walk to the church, plenty of
parking in Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge
road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic problems are
solved.
Page 62 Electric Vehicles. Fenny Drayton is at capacity on
the current grid for electricity. The hamlet would need a
new substation for any more call on electricity. There
does not seem to be any evidence that a survey has been
carried out on this utility for any of the settlements.
Page 64 POLICY BE2: SUPPORT FOR NEW BUSINESSES
AND EMPLOYMENT - In supporting additional
employment opportunities, new development will be
required to: remove from the point in a) , unless it relates
to small scale leisure or tourism activities, or other forms
of commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are
exceptional circumstances; added to b) only in land inside
the boundaries.
Page 67 Point 8 Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It
should not be allowed to change anything in the NDP
without full consultation with residents and HBBC.

Page 67 What is WPC full review referring to? They must
not be allowed to change anything or give themselves

Noted.

None

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.

None

The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None
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Page 68

any new or greater powers without full consultation in
writing with all residents and HBBC.
Page 68 Section 9 Community Actions Paragraph
2 Everything should be the subject to examination by
residents, HBBC and independent examiners no opt out
clauses.
Page 68, section 9 Community Actions: The NDP does not
show where funds can be obtained to achieve community
actions, and state actions will only progress if there are
enough volunteers. The NDP should be gaining funding to
do the actions properly.
Page 68 NDP: How can the PC be trusted, to consult with
all residents. Who is going to keep a check on them? Is
that HBBC?
Appendix 4 Housing need report Page 1 Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6% number of dwellings increased by 13%. Why
is the NDP focused on building development?
Appendix 5 Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call
for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for anything
above the 12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has
now been removed, although the information should
have been left in the NDP to avoid confusion.

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.
This is not the purpose of a
NDP.

None

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

None
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Appendix 5 Point 1.3 The targets are set for
Witherley village for additional housing in the next 6 to
10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199 dwellings over 10 hectares
not the parish. There is No requirement for Witherley
Parish to have any Housing Development, so why does
this WPC and NDP in point 1.5 want to exceed the
Borough wide housing provision target?

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None
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Appendix 5 point 2.1 The scoring matrix: who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley
Parish were? And why did the matrix not have the criteria

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

None
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that both the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most
important, i.e. Amenities, Roads Traffic problems,
Utilities etc.
Appendix 5 point 2.2: Says 2 sites were supported by the
community: totally untrue. The community were ignored
in the February 2020 consultation.
Appendix 5 point 2.3 states landowner of one of the most
favoured sites withdrew. From information provided by
HBBC this is not accurate; a truthful and accurate
statement is required.
Appendix 5 point 3.1 Who decided the final ranking and
overall site sustainability?
Appendix 5 point 4 The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to
recommend the methodology to be used in the scoring
matrix: Were they already involved in a public enquiry
over other NDP consultancy work. How secure are we in
their recommendations?
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Appendix 5 point 4.3 The Red, Amber Green scoring
system; used the amber mitigation column to create an
unfair and unbalanced set of outcomes and needs
reviewing. The 24 criteria are Not Fit for Purpose.
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Appendix 5 point 5.4 The Red and Green columns were
scored, amber remained neutral with no score; creating a
false set of findings. This should be totally negated and a
new scoring matrix adopted.

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.

None

The statement is accurate

None

Local residents who
volunteered to do so.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate

None

None
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point 5.5

Appendix 5 Table 2 SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is
not included, even though the other sites that were
considered are still included.
Appendix 5 point 5.5 The WPC say: The Parish Council
having considered all of the evidence has therefore
allocated the site with the highest green score, but then
choose the site with the lower score. How can that be
possible? What motives are being employed; WPC are
ignoring the evidence there own report supplies?
Appendix 5 Table 2, has a SHELAA reference for some
sites but not for others, sites already been offered
previously for development? In the SHELAA document
there is no land referenced Fenny Drayton or Radcliffe
Culey; but there are references to Witherley village: 10
hectares and 199 dwellings. Where do the SHELAA
reference numbers come from, and what do they refer
to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA references, all of
which have been ignored for development in this NDP
document. The existing Hunt Kennel site is the only one
suggested as suitable for development?
Appendix 7 There seems to be a consistent use in the
appendix of a statement that information for Fenny
Drayton is included following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.

None
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land does not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
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Appendix 8 page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton
park and the green space in Rookery close
are Not included, they need including and the park
designated under Green belt protection, same as in other
villages and hamlets in the parish.

There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drafyton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in
Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because

None

None
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at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
Appendix 11 Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. It is a comprehensive,
Appendix 26 list of all species, this is not a thorough list,
professional ecologist’s species
see list Page 12.
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
planning authority
further development.
The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
document of information and truth, so residents can
Strategy.
make educated and informed observations and choices.
It is a shame that more people
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
did not come forward earlier to
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In help prepare the NDP rather
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been than letting others do the work.
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
It is a draft document that is
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and entirely fit for the stage in the
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
process it is at.
in another section or appendix. It is not f it for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
This is true – the consultation
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
was to share the emerging
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
policies with residents.
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP.
The feedback, comments, objections and proposals or

None

None

None

None

None
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counter proposals, and all documents; post it notes
written by the public were jettisoned half an hour after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but
delivering nothing. The aims are fairy stories without
achievable objectives and an action plan of how to
achieve those objectives. There is nowhere in this
document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish. The
NDP has a set of aims with no workable, feasible
objectives in the current economic climate, which means
there may never be a set of tools available, due to the
forward economic forecasts for the UK.
The WPC were so busy deciding whether
they could manage to fulfil an NDP, they didn’t think
whether they should. They didn’t; weigh up the pros and
cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is
not the right policy for a small parish that contains 3
protected rural hamlets with little or no facilities

A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it
comes to protection from developers and unregulated
development it does nothing.
Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken
identify and list much about the parish in the ecology,
environment, nature, history and archaeology sections.
At best we have a resource document that residents can
use to quickly gain evidence; either to endorse or oppose
potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could

The NDP is a planning
document. The Community
Actions are just that – actions it
is intended to pursue in support
of the policies.

None

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This ill-informed comment is
noted.

None

It is hard to understand how
the hours of work of residents
of the Parish can be dismissed
so readily by individuals that
chose not to become involved
in the process but to criticize
after the event.

None

None
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benefit unscrupulous developers in their attempts to
build in, or alongside protected rural hamlets.
What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The
NDP committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in
monetary terms including: expenses, consultancy fees,
printing, clients time, IT, travel, subsistence, post, clerks
wages etc. This money would have been better spent
giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to the
Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in
safety useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs,
bicycles, electric bikes scooters and for people on foot, or
play items in the parks or other projects in the other
hamlets and villages.

When people of good conscience stand idly by and do
nothing that is when dictatorships are born and
oppression the rule of law. The residents of the hamlet of
Fenny Drayton, refuse to stand aside and let these
injustices happen or continue.
This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by
the WPC and its consultants. The art is to take that
information, analyse it and produce a robust plan of how
we at least keep the status quo, or at best plan to
increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.
Where is the list of potentially available funding and
grants, loans etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like
MIRA, ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the
Quakers etc. whose workers are living in the parish.
The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the

The NDP will help to protect
the Parish against inappropriate
development for years to come
– especially in times such as
now where HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5-year land
supply and its Core Strategy is
therefore officially classed as
being out of date and offering
no protection.
People should think carefully
and consider what they wish
for.
This is an outrageous
statement. Unfortunately some
people stood idly by when they
were asked to contribute and
chose not to do so.
This is what the NDP has
sought to do and is a positive
document despite negative and
ill-considered comments from a
small number of residents
These will be pursued with the
Community Actions.
All statutory stakeholders were
contacted in line with the
regulations.
It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

None

None

None
None

None
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10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?
Where are the names of those contributors and who has
written what?
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Executive
Summary

None

Who is attributed to collecting which information?

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents
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Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None
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Who was tasked to do what?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.

None
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What issues arose from those actions?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.

None
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What brief was each theme group working to?

None
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Who was the final arbiter and editor?
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What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
Page 1 point 2 In December 2016 they did not consult
with the residents on whether to prepare an NDP and not
look at all the options open to a small Parish with
protected rural hamlets.
Page 2 line 2: make comments on the plan; where are
the comments that were made at that February 2020
informal consultation? Residents have made a Freedom
of Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The PC considered options
before undertaking a NDP at a
PC meeting

None
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This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
2036 is the correct date.

Page 2 paragraph three: to be realised by 2036, Different
dates are used and shown in the full NDP document,

None

None

None
None
None

Change to
be made
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which date is the correct one? Needs to be changed and
achieve consistency.
Page 2, paragraph 5, ensure that development is
appropriate, sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC
Core Strategy stating; no Development is required in
Witherley parish until 2036.
Page 2 , paragraph 6 These are the ways in which the
vision shall be realised they are missing an important
point of Internet Access/High Speed connections.
Page 2, paragraph 6, How will you achieve these
points? Where are the objectives to achieve these
points? What methods will you use to achieve these
points?
Page 2 point 3 Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Does it show a covert plan by the WPC and
the NDP is to ensure inappropriate development using
land owned by parish councillors, in protected green belt
areas in protected rural hamlets, against National and
HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 1: afford greater protection
against inappropriate development; this NDP does the
exact opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within
protected rural hamlets are prioritised for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 2: determine the most suitable
site amongst all those put forward by landowners for
development. The land deemed most suitable is that of
land owned by parish councillors with a conflict of
interest, not mentioned anywhere in the document or
process, and they are the most inappropriate sites.

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
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Page 2 point 3 paragraph 3: The first site is the former
Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This is not the site scoring
highest in the SSA document point 5.5 page 7 and goes
against their own statement in that page 7 SSA point 5.5,
Which site is the most appropriate? And why should they
be choosing a site going against their own so called clear
matrix and scoring table?
Page 3 Paragraph 2 Policy H2 Smaller settlements
(Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are protected. Fenny
Drayton is also covered as a Protected Rural Hamlet, why
is it not included here; this is clearly contrary to the HBBC
Core Strategy document.
Page 4 paragraph 2: The NDP can shape the type, size and
location of new housing in the parish There is no
requirement for new housing in the parish before 2036
according to HBBC and their own housing needs survey,
again it is clear that this NDP is written with only one aim,
To build new houses in inappropriate locations.

Page 4 Policy H4 Windfall Development: These include
being within the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to
the Settlement boundary. There is No requirement for
Windfall development adjacent to settlement
boundaries, as this will lead to totally unacceptable
unnecessary development in a domino effect.
Page 4 Policy H4: does not impact on the amenity of
neighbours, the development proposal for Fenny Drayton
took away its only amenity its park; also the sewage,
water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey
of these needs have been carried out in the preparation
of this NDP document.

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.
This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

None

306

1208

H4

Parish
53

1209

ENV1

Parish
53

1210

ENV1

Parish
53

ENV4

Parish
53

1211

Biodiversi
ty

Page 4 Policy H4, paragraph 3: character of its villages
with the need for it to grow, this goes directly again
against the HBBC Core Strategy and Housing needs report
showing Negative population growth of 6% and the
number of dwellings increasing by 13%, this NDP
document is being drawn up to allow land owning parish
councillors to put up green belt land for inappropriate
development in the Protected Rural Hamlets where there
are No Facilities.
Page 5 Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces: first paragraph;
protected from inappropriate development in
perpetuity. Why is Fenny Drayton Park missing from the
Local Green Spaces; also the map shown on Page 5 part
of Fenny Drayton is missing, so that all the sites cannot
be seen.

Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels
churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is recorded as
a Local Green Space yet the park and the green space in
Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are missing.
Page 5 Policy ENV4 Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified
wildlife corridors through the parish Fenny Drayton has
been ignored despite many of them listed onto the post it
notes in the Church Drop in; and is not included along
with the presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great
crested newts, plus a full list of animals seen and
recorded by numerous residents, and pointed out and

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

None

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the

None

None
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put forward by land owning parish councillors for
inappropriate development. Full list below:

1212

Parish
53

Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin
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Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose: A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables

protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None
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Parish53
Parish53
Parish53
Parish53

Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard: Common with 12 spotted last year all
sitting in a field off Church Lane, Fenny Drayton
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
migration
Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Common, breed in the area
Merlin: Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby: Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow: Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift: Common migrant but no signs of breeding birds in
the area
Swallow: Common migrant
Blackbird: Common
Mistle thrush: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush: Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare: Common winter visitor
Redwing: Common winter visitor
Robin: Common
Dunnock: Common
Wren: Common
Chaffinch: Common
Goldfinch: Common
Greenfinch: Common but declining
Whinchat: Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
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Reed Bunting: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer: Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet: Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit: Uncommon but often seen in fields during
Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark: Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart: Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail: Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail: Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit: Common
Great Tit: Common
Coal Tit: Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear: Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel: Rare migrant, only seen once on garden fence
during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat: Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant: Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail: Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
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Black-headed Gull: Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull: Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon: Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap: Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey: Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel: Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant: Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose: Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch: Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of birds
from the continent with several stopping off to feed on
Yew berries by the Church
Brambling: Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
Cuckoo: Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen and heard in recent years (Rookery Close
21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank: Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch: Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
311

1212

Parish53

1212

Parish53

1212

Parish53

1212
1212

Parish53
Parish53

1212
1212

Parish53
Parish53

1212

Parish53

1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1213

Parish53
Parish53
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Important
Views

ENV10

Spotted Flycatcher: Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan: Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake: Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger: Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit: Common
Hare: Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer: Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Fruit Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse: Abundant
Harvest Mouse: Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew: Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly: Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly: Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
Newts: Common around Rookery Farm
Page 6 Important Views policy ENV10: The Fenny Drayton
view from the park has been moved to the bottom of the
field the park view, at the Feb 2020 consultation was
from the park it is the highest elevation, and the second
view from the park and the corner on Drayton Lane
towards Atterton is also missing. Why?

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal Reg14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation. See response
above on the duplicate

None
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Page 6 Policy ENV11: footpaths and cycle ways that
connect to village service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley
and Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction need to be
included.

CA2

Parish
53

Page 6 point 5 Community Sustainability paragraph 2
Policy CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
Page 7 Policy TR1: designed to minimise traffic
generation and movement, incorporate sufficient off
road parking. The Fenny Drayton proposed site would
have generated up to 100 extra cars attempting to access
Drayton Lane from Drayton Close, at a notoriously
dangerous junction, against its own policies in the NDP.
Page 7 Policy TR1 paragraph 1: improvements to site
access and the highway network, a proposal of making
Drayton Lane a no through road; with a barrier between
the entrance to Drayton Barns Self Storage site and
Drayton Close is being proposed to eliminate the Rat run
through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction,
the A444 with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox
Lane and the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with
Drayton Lane, this proposal will be asked to be
included in this NDP document.

1216

TR1

Parish
53
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TR1

Parish
53

comment about number of
views.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

None

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None
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Page 8
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Page 7 point 7 Community Actions paragraph 1: see point
above regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through
road.
Page 8 point 7 Community Actions point 1: What about
the feasibility of creating a footpath/cycle path from
Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction, so residents
can access the facilities of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

Page 8 Point 7 Community Actions Second
paragraph: Community actions will only be progressed if
there are sufficient members of the community willing to
engage, why are there no action to see if there are any
funds/grants available to have this work done properly.
Page 8 Final Line: There are No details on this document
showing an address or email address for anyone to reply
to, if they are unable to access the internet or the
website. An oversight for a Public Consultation Document
and is against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA
the ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to
put forward the wishes of the community. The wishes
of the community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation, as such this draft NDP does not
represent the true wishes of its residents, and should be
altered to ensure that it does achieve its aim. They have
allowed a flawed, inaccurate, distorted document to get
to this stage in the process without due diligence. The
residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion

Noted

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
See Policy H2

None
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of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from development.
Residents of Fenny Drayton need to ask for an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of Witherley Parish Council - should
residents really be required to ask for such basic and
obvious protection.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protections to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.
The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.
Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

None

None

None
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Dog Cottages). The area therefore has historical
significance.
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Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9.

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None
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Page 5 Introduction: paragraph 6, button point 1 should
read “Have full regard for National Policy” button point
3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

1232

Parish54

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039)

Change to
be made as
indicated.

1233

Parish54

Page 6 Section 2 point 2: How the Neighbourhood
Development Plan fits into the Planning
System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates.
Page 6 Section 2 point 2: paragraph 3, last but one
sentence should read NDP is in full conformity. How can
this document be in general conformity with its own
policies, do they mean the policies of the HBBC Core
Strategy and the National Policy and Planning framework,
this needs clarity.######

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None

1234

Parish54

Section 3. The Plan, its Vision, Aims and What We want it
to Achieve

Noted

None

Parish54

Page 7: We would like to know and with what evidence
the WPC complied with the guidelines for choosing an
NDP as its way forward and not one of the other avenues
available to them in the government template.

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

1236

Parish54

How many residents were in favour of the PC completing
an NDP? What other alternatives did they look at? Did
they hold a consultation and referendum with the
residents before they started? If so what was the total
majority vote for completing an NDP?

None

1237

Parish54

The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

There is no requirement to
hold a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.
Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.

1235

Section 3
The Plan,
Vision,
Aims

Page 7

None
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Page 8. There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018?

1239

Parish54

The theme groups were not even established until March
2019. A paucity of updates and consultation.

Parish54
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Section 6
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le
Developm
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Page
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Parish54
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Page 9. Paragraph 5. It is stated that comments were
recorded on post-it notes which have been taken into
account when finalising the Neighbourhood Development
Plan but: a)each comment should have been recorded in
a bound book; dated and signed by each resident to
create a legal record; Post it notes can be easily lost and
selectively ignored, the only information used from Feb
2020 post-it notes appears in the Environmental
Inventory Appendix 7, all other hundreds of notes do not
seem to be accounted for and requests for the evidence
of them being logged, collated and recorded after the
Feb 2020 event and where they have been used in the
NDP. FOI requests have been ignored.
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings

This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside
Policy must be included in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan: to cover all fields arable and pasture,
hedgerows and woodland surrounding rural protected
hamlets; to protect them and their rural identity.

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website
See Consultation Statement

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.

None

Noted
See policy H2

None
None

318

1243

NDP
POLICIES

1244

7.1
Housin
g&
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nment
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Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None

Parish54

Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?

None

Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then
states resisting limited development in not an option. This
again is going against their own: Housing Need
Report. The HBBC Core Strategy document Site Allocation
and Development Management Policies DPD page 114
Section 9.1 Rural Hamlets “ As such the Core strategy
does not allocate housing figures to these settlement
types as residential growth in these areas are considered
“UNSUSTAINABLE”
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5 #####
Page 16 Policy H1 paragraph 2 The Kennels site is
outside the HBBC Core Strategy boundary and therefore
no new build housing; only renovation of existing
buildings is allowed.

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale
residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets

None

Noted

None

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None
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Page
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None
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Page
18
para 4
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Page
18
para 5
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Page 18 Paragraph 2 The Plan has therefore
designated settlement boundaries for the built form
of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes the
settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into
account the site allocations proposed through the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (see Policy H1). This
statement should not be included it gives far too much
power to the WPC and removes the protected settlement
boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.

The following statement needs including: The WPC and
this NDP should have No powers to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe
Culey under any circumstances.
Page 18 Paragraph 4 should not have: revised settlement
boundaries plural , it should not have the word Villages,
there is only one village and three protected rural
hamlets it should read: Focusing development within the
revised settlement boundary of Witherley village will
support the limited existing services within the village
and protect the open countryside setting of Witherley
Parish from inappropriate development. Witherley village
is the only boundary that could be changed as it is under
the HBBC Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
Page 18 Paragraph 5 reads: In revising and designating
the three settlement boundaries the NDP cannot be
allowed to revise and re-designate 3 settlement
boundaries. Which settlement boundaries do they refer
to? It should read: In revising and designating the
settlement boundary of Witherley Village, the following
methodology has been applied:

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.
Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

None

None

We will
remove the
plural.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and

None
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Paragraph 5 Are these different to the Map fig 3a page
19.
Page 18 points a - d to be removed as they work on the
premise that the NDP can redefine and move current
protected settlement boundaries in the whole of the
parish. They should not have the power to move
protected rural hamlet settlement boundaries and only
be able to move the Witherley village boundary.
Page 18 policy H2: The last paragraph must be
removed they cannot have the power to define land for
building use outside a protected settlement boundary.
Also the definition of Local ; it should read HBBC Core
Strategy and National planning policies.
Page 19, Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map;
shows the wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in
red, it is different to the HBBC Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies DPD page 113, by
including this in the document: it suggests a deliberate
attempt to have an agreement to a settlement boundary
move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.
Page 20 fig 3b Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in
Red but Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton
is not required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?

Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

None

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.

None

It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

There is no requirement to
show the original.

None

We will remove the FD
Settlement Boundary

None

321

1259

Parish54

Page 20, map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths
for Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for
Church lane and field 505a.

1260

Parish54

1261
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Page 22, Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the
sentence from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if
the proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village
boundary ONLY. All other settlements have Protected
Settlement Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Page 25 Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried
out between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 9.
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Page 26. Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny
Drayton not included in the green spaces inventory? Who
did the ecology/environmental report to allocate local
green space designation? Why isn’t it included in the
report? Is it because the local green spaces not listed can
be used for development land? This worrying occurrence
is backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested
that development proposals which incur their loss may
be supported if the open space is replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location.

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary
This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

None

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional

None

None

None
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Page 28 Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out
the end of the line “other than in very special
circumstances” This is a dangerous clause; there is no
definition of special circumstances.
Any land already presented for development that has
been refused or removed from the NDP process cannot
be represented for a further clear two years.
POLICY ENV 2: IMPORTANT OPEN SPACES Page 28 Policy
ENV2 paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed
completely and state that the WPC and NDP
should not have the power to relocate, redefine or
replace local green spaces at all under any circumstances.
Page 31 ENV4: Fig 7 composite map of Natural
Environmental Significances; is wrong, all information for
in and around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

Page 32 ENV3: paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would
decide whether a development proposal outweighs the

ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.

None

We are not sure what evidence
there is to support this
statement.
NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.
The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence

None

None

None

None
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environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.
Page 33 Fig 8, Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating
with the true level of the area of habitation around Fenny
Drayton, local environmentalist disagree totally with the
map.
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Page 34 ENV4: Biodiversity and Habitat. The second
paragraph mentions independent research. It needs to be
verifiable and from more than one source, otherwise it
could be manipulated by the WPC or developer.
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Page 35, Fig 9, Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton
Lane, and farm track from Hunters lane have all been left
out, and need including. Wildlife corridors are completely
missing from in and around Fenny Drayton. There is
plenty of evidence to support the same instances as the
rest of the parish. Have these been missed out
deliberately?

presented at a planning
application stage
Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable

None

None

None
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Page 37, Fig 10, Sites of Historical Significance; Roman
features and archaeology and finds around Fenny
Drayton are not included. Drayton Close straddles the
site of the Roman Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter.
Why are these not included?
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Page 37 Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting
Evidence but doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please
include this evidence in the report.
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Page 44, Policy ENV10 Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint
9 in Fenny Drayton has been altered and is inaccurate. It
should encircle both the Park and the green space near
the entrance to the footpath from Drayton Lane,
opposite the Storage Barns close to Drayton Close, not

1273

Important
Views

View 9

management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
The supporting information is
on the web site
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]

None

None

None
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where it has been put on the map using two extended
lines. A second viewpoint is missing; the view from the
bench on the green space in Drayton Lane across Drayton
lane towards Atterton has not been included. These need
returning to the original map that was altered to
accommodate the proposed development in Fenny
Drayton. Viewpoint 8 – the trees planted against the
storage unit (which were never required) are already
starting to obscure the view. This was mentioned to
Maureen Cook in February 2020 that this would
happen. Again nothing has been done to stop this and
people are being threatened with more trees being
planted.
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Page 45 Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it
states “See Supporting Documents for details”, where is
the supporting documents?

Parish54

Page 45 Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton.
Why?

Parish54

Page 50 POLICY ENV 15: AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain
the spatial and visual separation. The document should
include the same consideration for Fenny Drayton,
Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton as it does for Witherley.

There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
The supporting information is
on the web site

Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

None

None
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Page 51 Policy ENV15: Area of Separation Maps. No
mention of separation of Fenny Drayton from Caldecott
this needs to be put in and a map needs inserting.
Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and
Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe Culey.
Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
Page 55 The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial,
it is a postage stamp size but is accessed from other
hamlets and villages in the parish.
POLICY CA1: THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES
AND AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c
needs total removal as that power could have them make
unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.
Page 57 POLICY CA2: NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY
FACILITIES - Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall,
shop, pub, post office, the policy only links these
improvements to Witherley and new development. This
cannot be supported in a rural hamlet, what other
options have they explored and means of access to
grants, funds to achieve this without new development.

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

The narrative explains this

None

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.
Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2
The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.

None

None
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Page 59 Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight
concerns over traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run
issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane closing the road to
through traffic situated between the entrance to Drayton
Barns self-storage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane
would solve the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the
4 dangerous junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn
Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the
Church lane Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and
the A444 with George Fox lane).
Page 59, Policy TR1 Traffic Management: last but one
point; a car park for the church won’t help Fenny
Drayton residents they can walk to the church, plenty of
parking in Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge
road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic problems are
solved.
Page 62 Electric Vehicles. Fenny Drayton is at capacity on
the current grid for electricity. The hamlet would need a
new substation for any more call on electricity. There
does not seem to be any evidence that a survey has been
carried out on this utility for any of the settlements.
Page 64 POLICY BE2: SUPPORT FOR NEW BUSINESSES
AND EMPLOYMENT - In supporting additional
employment opportunities, new development will be
required to: remove from the point in a) , unless it relates
to small scale leisure or tourism activities, or other forms
of commercial/employment related development
appropriate to a countryside location or there are
exceptional circumstances; added to b) only in land inside
the boundaries.
Page 67 Point 8 Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It
should not be allowed to change anything in the NDP
without full consultation with residents and HBBC.

These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues
Noted.

None
None

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.

None
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Page 67 What is WPC full review referring to? They must
not be allowed to change anything or give themselves
any new or greater powers without full consultation in
writing with all residents and HBBC.
Page 68 Section 9 Community Actions Paragraph
2 Everything should be the subject to examination by
residents, HBBC and independent examiners no opt out
clauses.
Page 68, section 9 Community Actions: The NDP does not
show where funds can be obtained to achieve community
actions, and state actions will only progress if there are
enough volunteers. The NDP should be gaining funding to
do the actions properly.
Page 68 NDP: How can the PC be trusted, to consult with
all residents. Who is going to keep a check on them? Is
that HBBC?
Appendix 4 Housing need report Page 1 Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6% number of dwellings increased by 13%. Why
is the NDP focused on building development?
Appendix 5 Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call
for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for anything
above the 12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has
now been removed, although the information should
have been left in the NDP to avoid confusion.
Appendix 5 Point 1.3 The targets are set for
Witherley village for additional housing in the next 6 to
10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199 dwellings over 10 hectares
not the parish. There is No requirement for Witherley
Parish to have any Housing Development, so why does
this WPC and NDP in point 1.5 want to exceed the
Borough wide housing provision target?
Appendix 5 point 2.1 The scoring matrix: who decided
what the unique characteristics of Witherley Parish were?
And why did the matrix not have the criteria that both

The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.
This is not the purpose of a
NDP.

None

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which land owners sought to
develop their land.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

None

None

None
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the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important,
i.e. Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Appendix 5 point 2.2: Says 2 sites were supported by the
community: totally untrue. The community were ignored
in the February 2020 consultation.
Appendix 5 point 2.3 states landowner of one of the most
favoured sites withdrew. From information provided by
HBBC this is not accurate; a truthful and accurate
statement is required.
Appendix 5 point 3.1 Who decided the final ranking and
overall site sustainability?
Appendix 5 point 4 The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to
recommend the methodology to be used in the scoring
matrix: Were they already involved in a public enquiry
over other NDP consultancy work. How secure are we in
their recommendations?

Appendix 5 point 4.3 The Red, Amber Green scoring
system; used the amber mitigation column to create an
unfair and unbalanced set of outcomes and needs
reviewing. The 24 criteria are Not Fit for Purpose.

Appendix 5 point 5.4 The Red and Green columns were
scored, amber remained neutral with no score; creating a
false set of findings. This should be totally negated and a
new scoring matrix adopted.

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.

None

The statement is accurate

None

Local residents who
volunteered to do so.
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate

None

None
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Appendix 5 Table 2 SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is
not included, even though the other sites that were
considered are still included.
Appendix 5 point 5.5 The WPC say: The Parish Council
having considered all of the evidence has therefore
allocated the site with the highest green score, but then
choose the site with the lower score. How can that be
possible? What motives are being employed; WPC are
ignoring the evidence there own report supplies?
Appendix 5 Table 2, has a SHELAA reference for some
sites but not for others, sites already been offered
previously for development? In the SHELAA document
there is no land referenced Fenny Drayton or Radcliffe
Culey; but there are references to Witherley village: 10
hectares and 199 dwellings.
Where do the SHELAA
reference numbers come from, and what do they refer
to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA references, all of
which have been ignored for development in this NDP
document. The existing Hunt Kennel site is the only one
suggested as suitable for development?
Appendix 7 There seems to be a consistent use in the
appendix of a statement that information for Fenny
Drayton is included following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.

None
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land does not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.

Parish54

Appendix 8 page 8 Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton
park and the green space in Rookery close
are Not included, they need including and the park
designated under Green belt protection, same as in other
villages and hamlets in the parish.

There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drafyton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in
Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because

None

None
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Appendix 11 Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501.
Appendix 26 list of all species, this is not a thorough list,
see list Page 12.
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RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
further development.
The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not f it for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP.
The feedback, comments, objections and proposals or
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at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
It is a comprehensive,
professional ecologist’s species
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
planning authority
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

None

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None
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counter proposals, and all documents; post it notes
written by the public were jettisoned half an hour after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but
delivering nothing. The aims are fairy stories without
achievable objectives and an action plan of how to
achieve those objectives. There is nowhere in this
document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish. The
NDP has a set of aims with no workable, feasible
objectives in the current economic climate, which means
there may never be a set of tools available, due to the
forward economic forecasts for the UK.
The WPC were so busy deciding whether
they could manage to fulfil an NDP, they didn’t think
whether they should. They didn’t; weigh up the pros and
cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is
not the right policy for a small parish that contains 3
protected rural hamlets with little or no facilities

A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it
comes to protection from developers and unregulated
development it does nothing.
Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken
identify and list much about the parish in the ecology,
environment, nature, history and archaeology sections.
At best we have a resource document that residents can
use to quickly gain evidence; either to endorse or oppose
potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could

The NDP is a planning
document. The Community
Actions are just that – actions it
is intended to pursue in support
of the policies.

None

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This ill-informed comment is
noted.

None

It is hard to understand how
the hours of work of residents
of the Parish can be dismissed
so readily by individuals that
chose not to become involved
in the process but to criticize
after the event.

None

None
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benefit unscrupulous developers in their attempts to
build in, or alongside protected rural hamlets.
What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The
NDP committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in
monetary terms including: expenses, consultancy fees,
printing, clients time, IT, travel, subsistence, post, clerks
wages etc. This money would have been better spent
giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to the
Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in
safety useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs,
bicycles, electric bikes scooters and for people on foot, or
play items in the parks or other projects in the other
hamlets and villages.
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MIRA, ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the
Quakers etc. whose workers are living in the parish.

Parish54

The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the

1321

Issues
and
comment
s on the

When people of good conscience stand idly by and do
nothing that is when dictatorships are born and
oppression the rule of law. The residents of the hamlet of
Fenny Drayton, refuse to stand aside and let these
injustices happen or continue.
This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by
the WPC and its consultants. The art is to take that
information, analyse it and produce a robust plan of how
we at least keep the status quo, or at best plan to
increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.
Where is the list of potentially available funding and
grants, loans etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like

The NDP will help to protect
the Parish against inappropriate
development for years to come
– especially in times such as
now where HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5-year land
supply and its Core Strategy is
therefore officially classed as
being out of date and offering
no protection.
People should think carefully
and consider what they wish
for.
This is an outrageous
statement. Unfortunately some
people stood idly by when they
were asked to contribute and
chose not to do so.
This is what the NDP has
sought to do and is a positive
document despite negative and
ill-considered comments from a
small number of residents

None

None

None

These will be pursued with the
Community Actions.

None

All statutory stakeholders were
contacted in line with the
regulations.
It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

None
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1325

10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?
Where are the names of those contributors and who has
written what?

None

Who is attributed to collecting which information?

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents

Parish54

Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None
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Who was tasked to do what?

None
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What issues arose from those actions?

1328

Parish54

What brief was each theme group working to?

1329

Parish54

Who was the final arbiter and editor?

1330

Parish54
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What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
Page 1 point 2 In December 2016 they did not consult
with the residents on whether to prepare an NDP and not
look at all the options open to a small Parish with
protected rural hamlets.
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The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are

Page 2 line 2: make comments on the plan; where are
the comments that were made at that February 2020
informal consultation? Residents have made a Freedom
of Information requests to the Parish Council for them,

None

None

None
None
None
None
None

None
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these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.
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Page 2 paragraph three: to be realised by 2036, Different
dates are used and shown in the full NDP document,
which date is the correct one? Needs to be changed and
achieve consistency.
Page 2, paragraph 5, ensure that development is
appropriate, sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC
Core Strategy stating; no Development is required in
Witherley parish until 2036.
Page 2 , paragraph 6 These are the ways in which the
vision shall be realised they are missing an important
point of Internet Access/High Speed connections.
Page 2, paragraph 6, How will you achieve these
points? Where are the objectives to achieve these
points? What methods will you use to achieve these
points?
Page 2 point 3 Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Does it show a covert plan by the WPC and
the NDP is to ensure inappropriate development using
land owned by parish councillors, in protected green belt
areas in protected rural hamlets, against National and
HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
Page 2 point 3 paragraph 1: afford greater protection
against inappropriate development; this NDP does the
exact opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within
protected rural hamlets are prioritised for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.

available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None
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Page 2 point 3 paragraph 2: determine the most suitable
site amongst all those put forward by landowners for
development. The land deemed most suitable is that of
land owned by parish councillors with a conflict of
interest, not mentioned anywhere in the document or
process, and they are the most inappropriate sites.
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Page 2 point 3 paragraph 3: The first site is the former
Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This is not the site scoring
highest in the SSA document point 5.5 page 7 and goes
against their own statement in that page 7 SSA point 5.5,
Which site is the most appropriate? And why should they
be choosing a site going against their own so called clear
matrix and scoring table?
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Page 3 Paragraph 2 Policy H2 Smaller settlements
(Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are protected. Fenny
Drayton is also covered as a Protected Rural Hamlet, why
is it not included here; this is clearly contrary to the HBBC
Core Strategy document.
Page 4 paragraph 2: The NDP can shape the type, size and
location of new housing in the parish There is no
requirement for new housing in the parish before 2036
according to HBBC and their own housing needs survey,
again it is clear that this NDP is written with only one aim,
To build new houses in inappropriate locations.
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Page 4 Policy H4 Windfall Development: These include
being within the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the
Settlement boundary. There is No requirement for
Windfall development adjacent to settlement
boundaries, as this will lead to totally unacceptable
unnecessary development in a domino effect.

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.
The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

None

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None
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Page 4 Policy H4: does not impact on the amenity of
neighbours, the development proposal for Fenny Drayton
took away its only amenity its park; also the sewage,
water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey
of these needs have been carried out in the preparation
of this NDP document.
Page 4 Policy H4, paragraph 3: character of its villages
with the need for it to grow, this goes directly again
against the HBBC Core Strategy and Housing needs report
showing Negative population growth of 6% and the
number of dwellings increasing by 13%, this NDP
document is being drawn up to allow land owning parish
councillors to put up green belt land for inappropriate
development in the Protected Rural Hamlets where there
are No Facilities.
Page 5 Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces: first paragraph;
protected from inappropriate development in
perpetuity. Why is Fenny Drayton Park missing from the
Local Green Spaces; also the map shown on Page 5 part
of Fenny Drayton is missing, so that all the sites cannot
be seen.

Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels
churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard is recorded as
a Local Green Space yet the park and the green space in
Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are missing.

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
Noted. The designations
applied are the appropriate
ones

None

None
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Page 5 Policy ENV4 Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified
wildlife corridors through the parish Fenny Drayton has
been ignored despite many of them listed onto the post it
notes in the Church Drop in; and is not included along
with the presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great
crested newts, plus a full list of animals seen and
recorded by numerous residents, and pointed out and
listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; ignored and left out
of this policy to ensure the land in Fenny Drayton can be
put forward by land owning parish councillors for
inappropriate development. Full list below:

1349
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin

1349
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1349
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Parish54
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Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie: Common
Jackdaw: Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None
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1349
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1349
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Grey Heron: Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
Fields
Canada Goose: A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard: Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl: Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl: Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing: Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard: Common with 12 spotted last year all
sitting in a field off Church Lane, Fenny Drayton
Honey Buzzard: Have passed through the area on
Migration
Red Kite: Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel: Common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk: Common, breed in the area
Merlin: Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby: Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow: Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift: Common migrant but no signs of breeding birds in
the area
Swallow: Common migrant
Blackbird: Common
Mistle thrush: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush: Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare: Common winter visitor
Redwing: Common winter visitor
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Robin: Common
Dunnock: Common
Wren: Common
Chaffinch: Common
Goldfinch: Common
Greenfinch: Common but declining
Whinchat: Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting: Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer: Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet: Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit: Uncommon but often seen in fields during
Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark: Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart: Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail: Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail: Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit: Common
Great Tit: Common
Coal Tit: Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear: Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel: Rare migrant, only seen once on garden fence
during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat: Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
342

1349

Parish54

1349
1349

Parish54
Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349
1349

Parish54
Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

1349

Parish54

Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant: Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail: Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull: Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull: Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon: Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap: Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey: Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel: Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant: Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed
in fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose: Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch: Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of birds
from the continent with several stopping off to feed on
Yew berries by the Church
Brambling: Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
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ENV10

Cuckoo: Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen and heard in recent years (Rookery Close
21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank: Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch: Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher: Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan: Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake: Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger: Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit: Common
Hare: Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer: Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Fruit Bat: Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse: Abundant
Harvest Mouse: Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew: Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly: Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly: Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
Newts: Common around Rookery Farm
Page 6 Important Views policy ENV10: The Fenny Drayton
view from the park has been moved to the bottom of the

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.

None
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field the park view, at the Feb 2020 consultation was
from the park it is the highest elevation, and the second
view from the park and the corner on Drayton Lane
towards Atterton is also missing. Why?

1351

ENV11
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Page 6 Policy ENV11: footpaths and cycle ways that
connect to village service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley
and Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction need to be
included.

1352
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Page 6 point 5 Community Sustainability paragraph 2
Policy CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
Page 7 Policy TR1: designed to minimise traffic generation
and movement, incorporate sufficient off road parking.
The Fenny Drayton proposed site would have generated
up to 100 extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane
from Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.
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Page 7 Policy TR1 paragraph 1: improvements to site
access and the highway network, a proposal of making
Drayton Lane a no through road; with a barrier between
the entrance to Drayton Barns Self Storage site and
Drayton Close is being proposed to eliminate the Rat run
through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction,

The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None

The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None
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the A444 with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox
Lane and the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with
Drayton Lane, this proposal will be asked to be
included in this NDP document.
Page 7 point 7 Community Actions paragraph 1: see point
above regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through
road.
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Page 8 point 7 Community Actions point 1: What about
the feasibility of creating a footpath/cycle path from
Fenny Drayton to the A5 Redgate junction, so residents
can access the facilities of Nuneaton and Hinckley?
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Page 8 Point 7 Community Actions Second
paragraph: Community actions will only be progressed if
there are sufficient members of the community willing to
engage, why are there no action to see if there are any
funds/grants available to have this work done properly.
Page 8 Final Line: There are No details on this document
showing an address or email address for anyone to reply
to, if they are unable to access the internet or the
website. An oversight for a Public Consultation Document
and is against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA
the ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
Page 4 Forward paragraph 2: The aim of this NDP is to put
forward the wishes of the community. The wishes of
the community were clearly expressed at the Feb 2020
informal consultation, as such this draft NDP does not
represent the true wishes of its residents, and should be
altered to ensure that it does achieve its aim. They have
allowed a flawed, inaccurate, distorted document to get
to this stage in the process without due diligence. The
residents have lost all trust in this council and the
process by which this document has been produced.

Noted

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
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Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from development.
Residents of Fenny Drayton need to ask for an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of Witherley Parish Council - should
residents really be required to ask for such basic *and
obvious protection.
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protections to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.
The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very

See Policy H2

None

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.

None

Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

None
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close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area therefore has historical
significance.
Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

None
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all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9
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Page 5
Introdu
ction
:
paragra
ph6,
button
point 1
Page 6
Section
2
point 2:

Parish55

should read “Have full regard for National Policy” button
point 3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

Parish55

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Page 6
Section
2
point 2
paragra
ph 3

Parish55

How the Neighbourhood Development Plan fits into the
Planning System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates
last but one sentence should read NDP is
in full conformity. How can this document be in general
conformity with its own policies, do they mean the
policies of the HBBC Core Strategy and the National
Policy and Planning framework, this needs clarity.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None
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Page 8

Page 9, Para
5

Paris
h55

Paris
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We would like to know and with what evidence the WPC
complied with the guidelines for choosing an NDP as its
way forward and not one of the other avenues available
to them in the government template. How many
residents were in favour of the PC completing an NDP?,
what other alternatives did they look at? Did they hold a
consultation and referendum with the residents before
they started? If so what was the total majority vote for
completing an NDP?
The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018? The theme groups were not even
established until March 2019. A paucity of updates and
consultation.
It is stated that comments were recorded on post-it
notes which have been taken into account when
finalising the Neighbourhood Development Plan but:
a)each comment should have been recorded in a bound
book; dated and signed by each resident to create a legal
record; Post it notes can be easily lost and selectively
ignored, the only information used from Feb 2020 post-it
notes appears in the Environmental Inventory Appendix
7, all other hundreds of notes do not seem to be
accounted for and requests for the evidence of them
being logged, collated and recorded after the Feb 2020
event and where they have been used in the NDP. FOI
requests have been ignored.

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website

There is no requirement to hold
a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.

None

None

This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.
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Page 12,
Section 6

7.
NEIGHBOUR
HOOD
DEVELOPME
NT PLAN
POLICIES
7.1 Housing
and the
Built
Environmen
t

Paris
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Paris
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Meeting the Requirement for Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside Policy must
be included in the Neighbourhood Development Plan: to
cover all fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.
Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?
Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then states
resisting limited development in not an option. This is
going against their own: Housing Need Report. The HBBC
Core Strategy document Site Allocation and Development
Management Policies DPD page 114 Section 9.1 Rural
Hamlets “As such the Core strategy does not allocate
housing figures to these settlement types as residential
growth in these areas are considered “UNSUSTAINABLE”

Noted
‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None
None

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039

This was taken from a housing
needs report which therefore
focusses on development.
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Page 18,
Para 4
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Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5
The Kennels site is outside the HBBC Core Strategy
boundary and therefore no new build housing; only
renovation of existing buildings is allowed.
reads - The Plan has therefore designated settlement
boundaries for the built form of Witherley
Parish that updates and supersedes the settlement
boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into account the site
allocations proposed through the Neighbourhood
Development Plan (see Policy H1). This statement should
not be included it gives far too much power to the WPC
and removes the protected settlement boundary status
from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey which is
not required or desired.

I would like to suggest the following statement needs
including: The WPC and this NDP should have No powers
to revise, remove, reposition, or re-designate the
protected settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.
should not have: revised settlement boundaries plura , it
should not have the word Villages, there is only one
village and three protected rural hamlets it should read:
Focusing development within the revised settlement
boundary of Witherley village will support the limited
existing services within the village and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from
inappropriate development. Witherley village is the only
boundary that could be changed as it is under the HBBC
Core Strategy as a village with amenities.

Noted
The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None
None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

None

We will
remove the
plural.
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Page 19
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Page 19
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In revising and designating the three settlement
boundaries the NDP cannot be allowed to revise and redesignate 3 settlement boundaries. Which settlement
boundaries do they refer to? It should read: In revising
and designating the settlement boundary of Witherley
Village, the following methodology has been applied:

Are these boundaries different to the Map fig 3a page 19.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

points a - d to be removed as they work on the premise
that the NDP can redefine and move current protected
settlement boundaries in the whole of the parish. They
should not have the power to move protected rural
hamlet settlement boundaries and only be able to move
the Witherley village boundary.
The last paragraph must be removed they cannot have
the power to define land for building use outside a

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be

None

protected settlement boundary. Also the definition
of Local ; it should read HBBC Core Strategy and National
planning policies.
Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map; shows the
wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in red, it is
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113? by including this in
the document: it suggests a deliberate attempt to have
an agreement to a settlement boundary move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.

replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.

None
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fig 3b Fenny Drayton (should not be coloured in Red) but
Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton is not
required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths for
Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for Church
lane and field 505a.

We will remove the Settlement
Boundary for Fenny Drayton

None

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary

None
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Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the sentence
from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if the
proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village boundary
ONLY. All other settlements have Protected Settlement
Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried out
between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 12.
Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny Drayton not
included in the green spaces inventory? Who did the
ecology/environmental report to allocate local green
space designation? Why isn’t it included in the report? Is
it because the local green spaces not listed can be used
for development land? This worrying occurrence is
backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested that
development proposals which incur their loss may be
supported if the open space is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location.

This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

None

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open

None

None
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Policy ENV2
Page 31
ENV 4
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Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; is wrong, all information for in and around
Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?
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Page 32
ENV 3
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Page 33 Fig
8
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paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would decide
whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.
Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating with the true
level of the area of habitation around Fenny Drayton,
local environmentalist disagree totally with the map.

1394

Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out the end
of the line “other than in very special circumstances” This
is a dangerous clause; there is no definition of special
circumstances. Any land already presented for
development that has been refused or removed from the
NDP process cannot be represented for a further clear
two years.
paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed completely
and state that the WPC and NDP should not have the
power to relocate, redefine or replace local green spaces
at all under any circumstances.

Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.

None

NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is

None

None
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Biodiversity and Habitat. The second paragraph mentions
independent research. It needs to be verifiable and from
more than one source, otherwise it could be manipulated
by the WPC or developer.
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Page 35 Fig
9
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Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton. There is plenty of evidence
to support the same instances as the rest of the parish.
Have these been missed out ?
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Page 37 Fig
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Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton are not
included. Drayton Close straddles the site of the Roman
Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. Why are these not
included?

inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No

None

None

None
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Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting Evidence but
doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please include this
evidence in the report.
Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton has
been altered and is inaccurate. It should encircle both the
Park and the green space near the entrance to the
footpath from Drayton Lane, opposite the Storage Barns
close to Drayton Close, and not where it has been put on
the map using two extended lines. A second viewpoint is
missing; the view from the bench on the green space in
Drayton Lane across Drayton lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These need returning to the original
map that was altered to accommodate the proposed
development in Fenny Drayton.

other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
The supporting information is
on the web site
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s

None

None
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7.3
Community
Sustainabilit
y
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Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it states “See
Supporting Documents for details”, where is the
supporting documents?
Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton. Why?

AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain the spatial and visual
separation. The document should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Area of Separation Maps. No mention of separation of
Fenny Drayton from Caldecott this needs to be put in and
a map needs inserting. Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy
Magna and Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey.
Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?

independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
The supporting information is
on the web site
Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

None
None

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

Noted.

None
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Page 59
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The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial, it is a
postage stamp size but is accessed by other hamlets and
villages in the parish.
THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND
AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c needs total
removal giving the WPC that power could have them
make unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.
NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY FACILITIES - Fenny
Drayton, needs amenities; village hall, shop, pub, post
office, the policy only links these improvements to
Witherley and new development. This cannot be
supported in a rural hamlet, what other options have
they explored and means of access to grants, funds to
achieve this without new development.

Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight concerns over
traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. A barrier
in Drayton Lane closing the road to through traffic
situated between the entrance to Drayton Barns selfstorage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane would solve
the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the 4 dangerous
junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn Lane with Old
Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the Church lane
Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and the A444
with George Fox lane).
Traffic Management: last but one point; a car park for the
church won’t help Fenny Drayton residents they can to
the church, plenty of parking in Rookery close, Quaker

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.
Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2
None
The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

Noted.

None

None
None
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close, Old forge road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic
problems are solved.
Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid for
electricity. The hamlet would need a new substation for
any more call on electricity. There does not seem to be
any evidence that a survey has been carried out on this
utility for any of the settlements.
In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to: remove from the point
in a) , unless it relates to small scale leisure or tourism
activities, or other forms of commercial/employment
related development appropriate to a countryside
location or there are exceptional circumstances; add
to b) only in land inside the boundaries.
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Page 64
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Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It should not be
allowed to change anything in the NDP without full
consultation with residents and HBBC.
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What is WPC full review referring to? They must not be
allowed to change anything or give themselves any new
or greater powers without full consultation in writing
with all residents and HBBC.
Community Actions Paragraph 2 Everything should be the
subject to examination by residents, HBBC and
independent examiners no opt out clauses.
Community Actions: The NDP does not show where funds
can be obtained to achieve community actions, and state
actions will only progress if there are enough volunteers.
The NDP should be gaining funding to do the actions
properly.
How can the PC be trusted to consult with all residents.
Who is going to keep a check on them? Is that HBBC?

1414

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.

None

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.

None

None
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Population Age Profile paragraph 2. Negative population
growth for the parish of 6% number of dwellings
increased by 13%. .. Why is the NDP focused on building
development?
Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call for sites in
2019. Did this highlight the need for anything above the
12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has now been
removed, although the information should have been left
in the NDP to avoid confusion.
The targets are set for Witherley village for additional
housing in the next 6 to 10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199
dwellings over 10 hectares not the parish. There
is No requirement for Witherley Parish to have any
Housing Development, so why does this WPC and NDP in
point 1.5 want to exceed the Borough wide housing
provision target?
The scoring matrix: who decided what the unique
characteristics of Witherley Parish were? And why did the
matrix not have the criteria that both the HBBC and the
NPPF agree are the most important, i.e. Amenities,
Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Says 2 sites were supported by the community: totally
untrue. The community were ignored in the February
2020 consultation.
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Who decided the final ranking and overall site
sustainability?
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The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to recommend the
methodology to be used in the scoring matrix: Were they
already involved in a public enquiry over other NDP
consultancy work at that time? How secure are we in
their recommendations?
The Red, Amber Green scoring system; used the amber
mitigation column to create: an unfair and unbalanced

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which landowners sought to
develop their land.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.
The Housing Theme Group
endorsed by the Steering Group
and PC
YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

What? What other public
enquiry?

None

None

None

None
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set of outcomes. This needs reviewing. The 24 criteria are
Not Fit for Purpose.
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The Red and Green columns were scored, amber
remained neutral with no score; creating a false set of
findings. This should be totally negated and a new scoring
matrix adopted.

SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is not included, even
though the other sites that were considered are still
included.
The WPC say: The Parish Council having considered all of
the evidence has therefore allocated the site with the
highest green score, but then chose the site with the
lower score. What was the reasons for that? It seems
that WPC are ignoring the evidence there own report
supplies?
has a SHELAA reference for some sites but not for others,
sites already been offered previously for development? In
the SHELAA document there is no land referenced Fenny
Drayton or Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to
Witherley village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings. Where
do the SHELAA reference numbers come from, and what
do they refer to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development?
There seems to be a consistent use in the appendix of a
statement that information for Fenny Drayton is included

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several

None
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following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton park and the green
space in Rookery close are Not included, they need
including and the park designated under Green belt
protection, same as in other villages and hamlets in the
parish.

months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
The scoring was consistently
applied.

Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in
Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology

None

None
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Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
12.
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RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
further development.
The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not fit for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been supposedly been quoted as saying it was a
meeting to tell the residents this is what they were going
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would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
It is a comprehensive,
professional ecologist’s species
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
planning authority
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

None

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None
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to get in the NDP. The feedback, comments, objections
and proposals or counter proposals, and all documents;
post it notes written by the public were jettisoned after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member. If this did happen then Why ? and why were
they not documented and archived as records ?
The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
· Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?
· Where are the names of those contributors and who has
written what?

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

None

· Who is attributed to collecting which information?

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents

· Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None

· Who was tasked to do what?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood

None

· What issues arose from those actions?
· What brief was each theme group working to?
· Who was the final arbiter and editor?
· What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
In December 2016 they did not consult with the residents
on whether to prepare an NDP and not look at all the
options open to a small Parish with protected rural
hamlets.

None

None

None
None
None
None
None
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make comments on the plan; where are the comments
that were made at that February 2020 informal
consultation? Residents have made a Freedom of
Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.
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to be realised by 2036, Different dates are used and
shown in the full NDP document, which date is the
correct one? Needs to be changed and achieve
consistency.
ensure that development is appropriate,
sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC Core Strategy
stating; no Development is required in Witherley parish
until 2036.
These are the ways in which the vision shall be
realised they are missing an important point of Internet
Access/High Speed connections.
How will you achieve these points? Where are the
objectives to achieve these points? What methods will
you use to achieve these points?
Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Why is this ? Development in protected
green belt areas in protected rural hamlets, against
National and HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
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Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

None

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.

None
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afford greater protection against inappropriate
development; this NDP seems to suggest the exact
opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within protected
rural hamlets are prioritized for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.
determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development. This is not
being done and land that is deemed most suitable seem
to be the most inappropriate sites.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This
is not the site scoring highest in the SSA document point
5.5 page7 and goes against their own statement in that
page 7 SSA point 5.5, Which site is the most appropriate?
And why should they be choosing a site going against
their own so called clear matrix and scoring table?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here; this is clearly
contrary to the HBBC Core Strategy document.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish There is no requirement for new
housing in the parish before 2036 according to HBBC and
their own housing needs survey.

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

Windfall Development: These include being within the
Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the Settlement
boundary. There is No requirement for Windfall
development adjacent to settlement boundaries, as this

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the

None

368

1461

Page 4
Policy H4:

Paris
h55

1462

Page 4
Policy H4,
paragraph 3

Paris
h55

1463

Page 5
Policy ENV1

Paris
h55

1464

Page 5
Policy ENV1

Paris
h55

will lead to totally unacceptable unnecessary
development in a domino effect.
does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, the
development proposal for Fenny Drayton took away its
only amenity its park; also the sewage, water, electricity
and roads cannot take any further development without
massive upgrades, and no survey of these needs have
been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow, this
goes directly again against the HBBC Core Strategy and
Housing needs report showing Negative population
growth of 6% and the number of dwellings increasing by
13%, this NDP document is being drawn up to allow land
owning parish councillors to put up green belt land for
inappropriate development in the Protected Rural
Hamlets where there are No Facilities.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny
Drayton Park missing from the Local Green Spaces; also
the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is
missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen.

and All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard
is recorded as a Local Green Space yet the park and the

Settlement Boundary is
allowed.
This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

There is no green belt land in
the Parish.

None

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
Noted. The designations applied
are the appropriate ones

None

None
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Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors
through the parish Fenny Drayton has been ignored and
is not included along with the presence of fruit bats,
pipistrelle bats, great crested newts, plus a full list of
animals seen and recorded by numerous residents, and
pointed out and listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; why
was this ignored and left out of this policy when
considering appropriate development land ? Full list
below:

1466
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin
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Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie : Common

1465

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None
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Jackdaw : Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
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Great Spotted Woodpecker : Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron : Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose : A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard : Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl : Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl : Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing : Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard : Common
Honey Buzzard : Have passed through the area on
migration
Red Kite : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel : Fairly common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk : Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin : Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
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Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
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Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel : Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant : Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed in
fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
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Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Cuckoo : Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon and heard in recent years
(Rookery Close 21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Set in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
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Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
The Fenny Drayton view from the park has been moved
to the bottom of the field the park view, at the Feb 2020
consultation was from the park it is the highest elevation,

and the second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Yet?
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Community Sustainability paragraph 2 Policy
CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off road parking. The Fenny
Drayton proposed site would have generated up to 100
extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from
Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the

formal Reg 14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.
The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

None

None
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paragraph 1: improvements to site access and the
highway network, a proposal of making Drayton Lane a
no through road; with a barrier between the entrance to
Drayton Barns Self Storage site and Drayton Close is
being proposed to eliminate the Rat run through the
village and remove the issues around 4 dangerous
junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction, the A444
with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox Lane and
the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane, this proposal will be asked to be included in this
NDP document.
Community Actions paragraph 1: see point above
regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through road.

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

Noted

None

There are No details on this document showing an
address or email address for anyone to reply to, if they
are unable to access the internet or the website. An
oversight for a Public Consultation Document and is
against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA the
ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
The aim of this NDP is to put forward the wishes of the
community. The wishes of the community were clearly
expressed at the Feb 2020 informal consultation, as such
this draft NDP does not represent the true wishes of its
residents, and should be altered to ensure that it does
achieve its aim. It seems WPC have allowed a flawed,
inaccurate, fact missing distorted document to get to this
stage in the process without due diligence. I feel the
residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
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Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from
development. Fenny Drayton residents need an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of WPC - should residents really be
required to ask for such basic and obvious protection.?
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protection to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.

See Policy H2

None

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.

None

Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None
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The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area has historical significance!

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.

None

This is an email to register my concerns regarding
unnecessary building developments that will completely
change the dynamic of our small village. Please see below

Noted

None

Fenny Drayton has only one asset, the park, there is
nothing else in the village, this must be retained, green
public spaces are essential to our small community. There
should be no boundary changes to accommodate any
housing developments, Fenny Drayton can legally comply
with neighbourhood development plans with infill
housing and barn conversions only, we are not required
to have land allocated for housing or to move the
settlement boundary to make new housing possible!

The park is protected through
its designations as important
open space

None

I would like to strongly register our opposition to any
plans for any housing developments or Settlement
boundary changes.

Noted.
None
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Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9

This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None
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should read “Have full regard for National Policy” button
point 3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

Parish56

How the Neighbourhood Development Plan fits into the
Planning System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039)

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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last but one sentence should read NDP is
in full conformity. How can this document be in general
conformity with its own policies, do they mean the
policies of the HBBC Core Strategy and the National
Policy and Planning framework, this needs clarity.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None

Parish56

We would like to know and with what evidence the WPC
complied with the guidelines for choosing an NDP as its
way forward and not one of the other avenues available
to them in the government template. How many
residents were in favour of the PC completing an NDP?,
what other alternatives did they look at? Did they hold a
consultation and referendum with the residents before
they started? If so what was the total majority vote for
completing an NDP?
The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

There is no requirement to
hold a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.
Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.
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Page
8

Page
9,
Para
5

Parish56

Parish56

There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018? The theme groups were not even

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period

established until March 2019. A paucity of updates and
consultation.
It is stated that comments were recorded on post-it
notes which have been taken into account when
finalising the Neighbourhood Development Plan but:
a)each comment should have been recorded in a bound
book; dated and signed by each resident to create a legal
record; Post it notes can be easily lost and selectively
ignored, the only information used from Feb 2020 post-it
notes appears in the Environmental Inventory Appendix
7, all other hundreds of notes do not seem to be
accounted for and requests for the evidence of them
being logged, collated and recorded after the Feb 2020
event and where they have been used in the NDP. FOI
requests have been ignored.

and regular updates on the PC
website
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

None

It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.
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Page
12,
Sectio
n6

7.1
Housing
and the
Built
Environm
ent

7.
NEIG
HBO
URH
OOD
DEVE
LOP
MEN
T
PLAN
POLIC
IES

Parish56

Parish56

Meeting the Requirement for Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside Policy must
be included in the Neighbourhood Development Plan: to
cover all fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.

Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC
document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the

Noted

None

See policy H2

None

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
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1493

Parish56

1494

Policy
Parish56
H1
para
2
Parish56
Page
18
Para 2

1495

next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?

development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039

Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then states
resisting limited development in not an option. This is
going against their own: Housing Need Report. The HBBC
Core Strategy document Site Allocation and Development
Management Policies DPD page 114 Section 9.1 Rural
Hamlets “As such the Core strategy does not allocate
housing figures to these settlement types as residential
growth in these areas are considered “UNSUSTAINABLE”
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5
The Kennels site is outside the HBBC Core Strategy
boundary and therefore no new build housing; only
renovation of existing buildings is allowed.

This was taken from a housing
needs report which therefore
focusses on development.

reads - The Plan has therefore designated settlement
boundaries for the built form of Witherley
Parish that updates and supersedes the settlement
boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into account the site
allocations proposed through the Neighbourhood
Development Plan (see Policy H1). This statement should
not be included it gives far too much power to the WPC
and removes the protected settlement boundary status
from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey which is
not required or desired.

Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale
residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets.

Noted

None

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
383
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Parish56

I would like to suggest the following statement needs
including: The WPC and this NDP should have No powers
to revise, remove, reposition, or re-designate the
protected settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.

1497

Parish56
Page
18,
Para 4

should not have: revised settlement boundaries plura , it
should not have the word Villages, there is only one
village and three protected rural hamlets it should read:
Focusing development within the revised settlement
boundary of Witherley village will support the limited
existing services within the village and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from
inappropriate development. Witherley village is the only
boundary that could be changed as it is under the HBBC
Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
In revising and designating the three settlement
boundaries the NDP cannot be allowed to revise and redesignate 3 settlement boundaries. Which settlement
boundaries do they refer to? It should read: In revising
and designating the settlement boundary of Witherley
Village, the following methodology has been applied:

Page
18
Pa
ra
5
re
ad
s

Parish56

1499

Para 5

Parish56

Are these boundaries different to the Map fig 3a page 19.

1500

Page
18

Parish56

points a - d to be removed as they work on the premise
that the NDP can redefine and move current protected
settlement boundaries in the whole of the parish. They
should not have the power to move protected rural
hamlet settlement boundaries and only be able to move
the Witherley village boundary.

1498

than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation
NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.

None

We will
remove the
plural.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

None
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Page
18
Policy
H2

Parish56

The last paragraph must be removed they cannot have
the power to define land for building use outside a
protected settlement boundary. Also the definition
of Local ; it should read HBBC Core Strategy and National
planning policies.

It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

1502

Page
19

Parish56

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None

1503

Page
19

Parish56

Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map; shows the
wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in red, it is
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113? by including this in
the document: it suggests a deliberate attempt to have
an agreement to a settlement boundary move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.

None

1504

Page
20

Parish56

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
We will remove the settlement
boundary for FD

1505

Page
20

Parish56

fig 3b Fenny Drayton (should not be coloured in Red) but
Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton is not
required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths for
Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for Church
lane and field 505a.

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None
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Page
22

Parish56

1507

Page
25

Parish56

1508

Page
26

Parish56

Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the sentence
from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if the
proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village boundary
ONLY. All other settlements have Protected Settlement
Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried out
between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 12.
Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny Drayton not
included in the green spaces inventory? Who did the
ecology/environmental report to allocate local green
space designation? Why isn’t it included in the report? Is
it because the local green spaces not listed can be used
for development land? This worrying occurrence is
backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested that
development proposals which incur their loss may be
supported if the open space is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location.

This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

None

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open

None

None
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1510
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Page
28

Parish56

POLIC
Parish56
Y ENV
2:
IMPO
RTA
NT
OPEN
SPACE
S
Page
28
Policy
ENV2
Parish56
Page
31
ENV 4

Parish56
Page
32
ENV 3

Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out the end
of the line “other than in very special circumstances” This
is a dangerous clause; there is no definition of special
circumstances. Any land already presented for
development that has been refused or removed from the
NDP process cannot be represented for a further clear
two years.
paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed completely
and state that the WPC and NDP should not have the
power to relocate, redefine or replace local green spaces
at all under any circumstances.

Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; is wrong, all information for in and around
Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would decide
whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.

Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.
We are not sure what evidence
there is to support this
statement.
NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.

None

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None

None
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1513

Page
33
Fig 8

Parish56

Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating with the true
level of the area of habitation around Fenny Drayton,
local environmentalist disagree totally with the map.

1514

Parish56
Page
34
ENV 4

Biodiversity and Habitat. The second paragraph mentions
independent research. It needs to be verifiable and from
more than one source, otherwise it could be manipulated
by the WPC or developer.

1515

Page
35
Fig 9

Parish56

Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton. There is plenty of evidence
to support the same instances as the rest of the parish.
Have these been missed out ?

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.

None

None

None
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Parish56
Page
37
Fig 10

Page
37

Parish56

Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton are not
included. Drayton Close straddles the site of the Roman
Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. Why are these not
included?

Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting Evidence but
doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please include this
evidence in the report.

Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
The supporting information is
on the web site

None

None
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Page
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ENV10
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1519

Page
45

Parish56

1520

Page
45

Parish56

Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton has
been altered and is inaccurate. It should encircle both the
Park and the green space near the entrance to the
footpath from Drayton Lane, opposite the Storage Barns
close to Drayton Close, and not where it has been put on
the map using two extended lines. A second viewpoint is
missing; the view from the bench on the green space in
Drayton Lane across Drayton lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These need returning to the original
map that was altered to accommodate the proposed
development in Fenny Drayton.

Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it states “See
Supporting Documents for details”, where is the
supporting documents?
Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton. Why?

The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.?
The supporting information is
on the web site
Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments

None

None

None
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Page
50
Policy
ENV15

Parish56

AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain the spatial and visual
separation. The document should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

1522

Page
51
Policy
ENV15

Parish56

Area of Separation Maps. No mention of separation of
Fenny Drayton from Caldecott this needs to be put in and
a map needs inserting. Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy
Magna and Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey.

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

1523

7.3
Comm
unity

Parish56

Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?

The narrative explains this

None

Parish56

The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial, it is a
postage stamp size but is accessed by other hamlets and
villages in the parish.

Noted

None

Parish56

THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND
AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c needs total
removal giving the WPC that power could have them
make unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

1524

1525

Sustain
abi
lity
Page
55
Policy
CA1

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2
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Page
57
Policy
CA2

Parish56

NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY FACILITIES - Fenny
Drayton, needs amenities; village hall, shop, pub, post
office, the policy only links these improvements to
Witherley and new development. This cannot be
supported in a rural hamlet, what other options have
they explored and means of access to grants, funds to
achieve this without new development.

The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

1527

Page
59

Parish56

Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight concerns over
traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. A barrier
in Drayton Lane closing the road to through traffic
situated between the entrance to Drayton Barns selfstorage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane would solve
the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the 4 dangerous
junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn Lane with Old
Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the Church lane
Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and the A444
with George Fox lane).

1528

Page
59
Policy
TR1

Parish56

Traffic Management: last but one point; a car park for the
church won’t help Fenny Drayton residents they can to
the church, plenty of parking in Rookery close, Quaker
close, Old forge road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic
problems are solved.

Noted.

None

1529

Page
62
Elect
ric
Vehi
cles

Parish56

Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid for
electricity. The hamlet would need a new substation for
any more call on electricity. There does not seem to be
any evidence that a survey has been carried out on this
utility for any of the settlements.

It is an enabling policy.

None

None
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8
Page
67

Parish56

In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to: remove from the point
in a) , unless it relates to small scale leisure or tourism
activities, or other forms of commercial/employment
related development appropriate to a countryside
location or there are exceptional circumstances; add
to b) only in land inside the boundaries.

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Parish56

Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It should not be
allowed to change anything in the NDP without full
consultation with residents and HBBC.

None

Parish56

What is WPC full review referring to? They must not be
allowed to change anything or give themselves any new
or greater powers without full consultation in writing
with all residents and HBBC.
Community Actions Paragraph 2 Everything should be the
subject to examination by residents, HBBC and
independent examiners no opt out clauses.
Community Actions: The NDP does not show where funds
can be obtained to achieve community actions, and state
actions will only progress if there are enough volunteers.
The NDP should be gaining funding to do the actions
properly.

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.

None

Parish56
Page
68
section
9

Page
68
ND
P

Parish56

How can the PC be trusted to consult with all residents.
Who is going to keep a check on them? Is that HBBC?

This is not the purpose of a
NDP.

The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.

None

None

None
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Appen
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Housi
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Need
Page 1
Appen
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Point
1.2

Parish56

Population Age Profile paragraph 2. Negative population
growth for the parish of 6% number of dwellings
increased by 13%. .. Why is the NDP focused on building
development?

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Parish56

Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call for sites in
2019. Did this highlight the need for anything above the
12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has now been
removed, although the information should have been left
in the NDP to avoid confusion.

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which land owners sought to
develop their land.

None

1537

Appen
dix5
Point
1.3

Parish56

The targets are set for Witherley village for additional
housing in the next 6 to 10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199
dwellings over 10 hectares not the parish. There
is No requirement for Witherley Parish to have any
Housing Development, so why does this WPC and NDP in
point 1.5 want to exceed the Borough wide housing
provision target?

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

1538

Appen
dix5
Point
2.1

Parish56

The scoring matrix: who decided what the unique
characteristics of Witherley Parish were? And why did the
matrix not have the criteria that both the HBBC and the
NPPF agree are the most important, i.e. Amenities, Roads
Traffic problems, Utilities etc.

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

1539

Appen
dix5
point
2.2
Appen
dix5
point
3.1

Parish56

Says 2 sites were supported by the community: totally
untrue. The community were ignored in the February
2020 consultation.

None

Parish56

Who decided the final ranking and overall site
sustainability?

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.
Local residents who
volunteered to do so.

1535

1536

1540

None
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Appendix
5 point 4

Appendix
5 point
4.3

Parish
56

Parish
56

The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to recommend the
methodology to be used in the scoring matrix: Were they
already involved in a public enquiry over other NDP
consultancy work at that time? How secure are we in
their recommendations?

The Red, Amber Green scoring system; used the amber
mitigation column to create: an unfair and unbalanced
set of outcomes. This needs reviewing. The 24 criteria are
Not Fit for Purpose.

YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.
YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.

None

1543

Appendix
5 Point
5.4

Parish
56

The Red and Green columns were scored, amber
remained neutral with no score; creating a false set of
findings. This should be totally negated and a new scoring
matrix adopted.

The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate

1544

Appendix
5 table 2

Parish
56

SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is not included, even
though the other sites that were considered are still
included.

Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

1545

Appendix
5 5.5

Parish
56

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

Appendix
5 table 2

Parish
56

The WPC say: The Parish Council having considered all of
the evidence has therefore allocated the site with the
highest green score, but then chose the site with the
lower score. What was the reasons for that? It seems
that WPC are ignoring the evidence there own report
supplies?
has a SHELAA reference for some sites but not for others,
sites already been offered previously for development? In
the SHELAA document there is no land referenced Fenny
Drayton or Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to
Witherley village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings. Where

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA

None

1546

None
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Appendix
7
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1548

Appendix
7

Parish
56

do the SHELAA reference numbers come from, and what
do they refer to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development?
There seems to be a consistent use in the appendix of a
statement that information for Fenny Drayton is included
following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.

Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.

reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drayton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively

None

None
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managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton park and the green
Fenny Drayton Recreation
space in Rookery close are Not included, they need
Ground and Rookery Close open
including and the park designated under Green belt
space are not included in
protection, same as in other villages and hamlets in the
Appendix 8 because they do not
parish.
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 It is a comprehensive,
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
professional ecologist’s species
12.
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
planning authority
further development.

None

None

None
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The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not fit for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been supposedly been quoted as saying it was a
meeting to tell the residents this is what they were going
to get in the NDP. The feedback, comments, objections
and proposals or counter proposals, and all documents;
post it notes written by the public were jettisoned after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member. If this did happen then Why ? and why were
they not documented and archived as records ?
The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
· Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary

None
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· Where are the names of those contributors and who has They have not been listed in
written what?
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
· Who is attributed to collecting which information?
Local residents

None

· Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None

· Who was tasked to do what?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
They were collated by an
organisation appointed by HBBC
for the purpose and their
analysis is available on the PC
website

None

· What issues arose from those actions?
· What brief was each theme group working to?
· Who was the final arbiter and editor?
· What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
In December 2016 they did not consult with the residents
on whether to prepare an NDP and not look at all the
options open to a small Parish with protected rural
hamlets.

make comments on the plan; where are the comments
that were made at that February 2020 informal
consultation? Residents have made a Freedom of
Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.

None

None
None
None
None
None

None
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to be realised by 2036, Different dates are used and
shown in the full NDP document, which date is the
correct one? Needs to be changed and achieve
consistency.
ensure that development is appropriate,
sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC Core Strategy
stating; no Development is required in Witherley parish
until 2036.
These are the ways in which the vision shall be
realised they are missing an important point of Internet
Access/High Speed connections.
How will you achieve these points? Where are the
objectives to achieve these points? What methods will
you use to achieve these points?
Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Why is this ? Development in protected
green belt areas in protected rural hamlets, against
National and HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
afford greater protection against inappropriate
development; this NDP seems to suggest the exact
opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within protected
rural hamlets are prioritized for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.
determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development. This is not
being done and land that is deemed most suitable seem
to be the most inappropriate sites.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This
is not the site scoring highest in the SSA document point
5.5 page7 and goes against their own statement in that
page 7 SSA point 5.5, Which site is the most appropriate?

2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

Site 7 was selected after the
Parish Council had considered
all of the evidence including the
Strategic Site Assessments.

None
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And why should they be choosing a site going against
their own so called clear matrix and scoring table?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here; this is clearly
contrary to the HBBC Core Strategy document.
The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish There is no requirement for new
housing in the parish before 2036 according to HBBC and
their own housing needs survey.

Windfall Development: These include being within the
Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the Settlement
boundary. There is No requirement for Windfall
development adjacent to settlement boundaries, as this
will lead to totally unacceptable unnecessary
development in a domino effect.
does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, the
development proposal for Fenny Drayton took away its
only amenity its park; also the sewage, water, electricity
and roads cannot take any further development without
massive upgrades, and no survey of these needs have
been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow, this
goes directly again against the HBBC Core Strategy and
Housing needs report showing Negative population
growth of 6% and the number of dwellings increasing by
13%, this NDP document is being drawn up to allow land
owning parish councillors to put up green belt land for

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None
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inappropriate development in the Protected Rural
Hamlets where there are No Facilities.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny
Drayton Park missing from the Local Green Spaces; also
the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is
missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen.
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and All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard
is recorded as a Local Green Space yet the park and the
green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing.

Parish
56

Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors
through the parish Fenny Drayton has been ignored and
is not included along with the presence of fruit bats,
pipistrelle bats, great crested newts, plus a full list of
animals seen and recorded by numerous residents, and
pointed out and listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; why
was this ignored and left out of this policy when
considering appropriate development land ? Full list
below:

1582

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

None

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin
Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie : Common
Jackdaw : Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker : Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron : Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
Fields
Canada Goose : A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard : Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl : Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl : Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing : Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard : Common
Honey Buzzard : Have passed through the area on
Migration
Red Kite : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel : Fairly common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk : Fairly common, breed in the area

Noted

None
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Merlin : Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
Occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
Months
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Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel : Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant : Common
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Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed in
fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Cuckoo : Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon and heard in recent years
(Rookery Close 21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Set in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
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Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
The Fenny Drayton view from the park has been moved
to the bottom of the field the park view, at the Feb 2020
consultation was from the park it is the highest elevation,
and the second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Yet?

Community Sustainability paragraph 2 Policy
CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off road parking. The Fenny
Drayton proposed site would have generated up to 100
extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from
Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation.

None

The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None
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paragraph 1: improvements to site access and the
highway network, a proposal of making Drayton Lane a
no through road; with a barrier between the entrance to
Drayton Barns Self Storage site and Drayton Close is
being proposed to eliminate the Rat run through the
village and remove the issues around 4 dangerous
junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction, the A444
with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox Lane and
the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane, this proposal will be asked to be included in this
NDP document.
Community Actions paragraph 1: see point above
regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through road.

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

Noted

None

There are No details on this document showing an
address or email address for anyone to reply to, if they
are unable to access the internet or the website. An
oversight for a Public Consultation Document and is
against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA the
ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None
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The aim of this NDP is to put forward the wishes of the
community. The wishes of the community were clearly
expressed at the Feb 2020 informal consultation, as such
this draft NDP does not represent the true wishes of its
residents, and should be altered to ensure that it does
achieve its aim. It seems WPC have allowed a flawed,
inaccurate, fact missing distorted document to get to this
stage in the process without due diligence. I feel the
residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from
development. Fenny Drayton residents need an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of WPC - should residents really be
required to ask for such basic and obvious protection.?
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protection to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
See Policy H2

None

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.

None

Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
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Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.

The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None
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The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None
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Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area has historical significance!

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None
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Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. I do
not remember being offered a choice or of taking part in
any Discussions?

None
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1597

Parish57

1598

Parish57

1599

1600

1601

The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part
of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to
development needs to be seen
in this context.

None

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

Page 5
Introd
uction:
paragr
aph6,
button
point 1
Page 6
Section
2
point 2:

Parish57

should read “Have full regard for National Policy”
button point 3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy

These are statutory
requirements and cannot be
changed.

None

Parish57

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039)

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Page 6
Section
2
point 2
paragr
aph3

Parish57

How the Neighbourhood Development Plan fits into the
Planning System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates
last but one sentence should read NDP is
in full conformity. How can this document be in general
conformity with its own policies, do they mean the
policies of the HBBC Core Strategy and the National
Policy and Planning framework, this needs clarity.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None
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1602

Sectio
n3
The
Plan,
its
Vision
,
Aim
s and
What
We
want
it to
Achi
eve
Pag
e 7:

Parish57

We would like to know and with what evidence the WPC
complied with the guidelines for choosing an NDP as its
way forward and not one of the other avenues available
to them in the government template. How many
residents were in favour of the PC completing an NDP?,
what other alternatives did they look at? Did they hold a
consultation and referendum with the residents before
they started? If so what was the total majority vote for
completing an NDP?
The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

There is no requirement to hold
a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.
Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.
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1603

Page 8

Parish
57

1604

Page 9,
Para 5

Parish
57

1605

1606

Page 12,
Section 6

7.1
Housing
and the
Built

7.
NEIGHBO
URHOOD
DEVELOP

Parish
57

Parish
57

There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018? The theme groups were not even
established until March 2019. A paucity of updates and
consultation.
It is stated that comments were recorded on post-it
notes which have been taken into account when
finalising the Neighbourhood Development Plan but:
a)each comment should have been recorded in a bound
book; dated and signed by each resident to create a legal
record; Post it notes can be easily lost and selectively
ignored, the only information used from Feb 2020 post-it
notes appears in the Environmental Inventory Appendix
7, all other hundreds of notes do not seem to be
accounted for and requests for the evidence of them
being logged, collated and recorded after the Feb 2020
event and where they have been used in the NDP. FOI
requests have been ignored.
Meeting the Requirement for Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside Policy must
be included in the Neighbourhood Development Plan: to
cover all fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.
Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

None

It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.

Noted

None

See policy H2

None

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None
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MENT
PLAN
POLICIES

1608

Policy H1
para 2

Parish
57
Parish
57

1609

Page 18
Para 2

Parish
57

1607

document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?
Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then states
resisting limited development in not an option. This is
going against their own: Housing Need Report. The HBBC
Core Strategy document Site Allocation and Development
Management Policies DPD page 114 Section 9.1 Rural
Hamlets “As such the Core strategy does not allocate
housing figures to these settlement types as residential
growth in these areas are considered “UNSUSTAINABLE”.
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5
The Kennels site is outside the HBBC Core Strategy
boundary and therefore no new build housing; only
renovation of existing buildings is allowed.
reads - The Plan has therefore designated settlement
boundaries for the built form of Witherley
Parish that updates and supersedes the settlement
boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into account the site
allocations proposed through the Neighbourhood
Development Plan (see Policy H1). This statement should
not be included it gives far too much power to the WPC
and removes the protected settlement boundary status
from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey which is
not required or desired.

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
This was taken from a housing
needs report which therefore
focusses on development.

Noted

None

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
414

than leave it to speculative
development.

Parish
57

1610

1611

1612

Page 18,
Para 4

Page 18
Para 5
reads

1613

Para 5

1614

Page 18

Parish
57

Parish
57

Parish
57
Parish
57

I would like to suggest the following statement needs
including: The WPC and this NDP should have No powers
to revise, remove, reposition, or re-designate the
protected settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.
should not have: revised settlement boundaries plura , it
should not have the word Villages, there is only one
village and three protected rural hamlets it should read:
Focusing development within the revised settlement
boundary of Witherley village will support the limited
existing services within the village and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from
inappropriate development. Witherley village is the only
boundary that could be changed as it is under the HBBC
Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
In revising and designating the three settlement
boundaries the NDP cannot be allowed to revise and redesignate 3 settlement boundaries. Which settlement
boundaries do they refer to? It should read: In revising
and designating the settlement boundary of Witherley
Village, the following methodology has been applied:

This is incorrect.

None

Agreed.

We will
remove the
plural.

Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.

Are these boundaries different to the Map fig 3a page 19.

The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

points a - d to be removed as they work on the premise
that the NDP can redefine and move current protected
settlement boundaries in the whole of the parish. They
should not have the power to move protected rural

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None
None
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1615

Page 18
Policy H2

Parish
57

1616

Page 19

Parish
57

1617

Page 19

Parish
57

1618

Page 20

Parish
57

1619

Page 20

Parish
57

hamlet settlement boundaries and only be able to move
the Witherley village boundary.
The last paragraph must be removed they cannot have
the power to define land for building use outside a
protected settlement boundary. Also the definition
of Local ; it should read HBBC Core Strategy and National
planning policies.
Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map; shows the
wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in red, it is
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113? by including this in
the document: it suggests a deliberate attempt to have
an agreement to a settlement boundary move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.

fig 3b Fenny Drayton (should not be coloured in Red) but
Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton is not
required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths for
Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for Church
lane and field 505a.

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

None

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
We will remove the FD
settlement boundary

None

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.

None

Change to
be made as
indicated

None
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Page 22

Parish
57

1621

Page 25

Parish
57

1622

Page 26

Parish
57

Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the sentence
from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if the
proposed development is on previously developed
land; or make it specific to Witherley village boundary
ONLY. All other settlements have Protected Settlement
Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried out
between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 9.
Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny Drayton not
included in the green spaces inventory? Who did the
ecology/environmental report to allocate local green
space designation? Why isn’t it included in the report? Is
it because the local green spaces not listed can be used
for development land? This worrying occurrence is
backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested that
development proposals which incur their loss may be
supported if the open space is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location.

In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary
This policy supports
development on previously
developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.

The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organsiations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate

None

None

None
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1624

POLICY
ENV 2:
IMPORTA
NT OPEN
SPACES
Page 28

Page 28

Parish
57

Policy
ENV2

Parish
57

Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out the end
of the line “other than in very special circumstances” This
is a dangerous clause; there is no definition of special
circumstances. Any land already presented for
development that has been refused or removed from the
NDP process cannot be represented for a further clear
two years.
paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed completely
and state that the WPC and NDP should not have the
power to relocate, redefine or replace local green spaces
at all under any circumstances.

1625

Page 31
ENV 4

Parish
57

Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; is wrong, all information for in and around
Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

1626

Page 32
ENV 3

Parish
57

1627

Page 33
Fig 8

Parish
57

paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would decide
whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.
Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating with the true
level of the area of habitation around Fenny Drayton,
local environmentalist disagree totally with the map.

level of protection for the sites
referred to. Aslocally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF
These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.

None

NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.

None

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage

None

Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records

None

None
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Page 34
ENV 4

Parish
57

Biodiversity and Habitat. The second paragraph mentions
independent research. It needs to be verifiable and from
more than one source, otherwise it could be manipulated
by the WPC or developer.

1629

Page 35
Fig 9

Parish
57

Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton. There is plenty of evidence
to support the same instances as the rest of the parish.
Why have these been missed out ?

1630

Page 37
Fig 10

Parish
57

Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton are not
included. Drayton Close straddles the site of the Roman

database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a
professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The

None

None

None
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Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. Why are these not
included?

1631

Page 37

Parish
57

Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting Evidence but
doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please include this
evidence in the report.

1632

Page 44
Policy ENV
10

Parish
57

Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton has
been altered and is inaccurate. It should encircle both the
Park and the green space near the entrance to the
footpath from Drayton Lane, opposite the Storage Barns
close to Drayton Close, and not where it has been put on
the map using two extended lines. A second viewpoint is
missing; the view from the bench on the green space in
Drayton Lane across Drayton lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These need returning to the original
map that was altered to accommodate the proposed
development in Fenny Drayton.

MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of
the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
The supporting information is
on the web site.
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before

None

None
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Page 45

Parish
57

1635

Page 45

Parish
57

1636

Page 50
Policy ENV
15

Parish
57

1637

Page 51
Policy ENV
15

Parish
57

1638

7.3
Communi
ty

Parish
57

Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it states “See
Supporting Documents for details”, where is the
supporting documents?
Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton. Why?

AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain the spatial and visual
separation. The document should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Area of Separation Maps. No mention of separation of
Fenny Drayton from Caldecott this needs to be put in and
a map needs inserting. Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy
Magna and Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey.
Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus

there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue
restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
The supporting information is
on the web site

None

Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

None

The narrative explains this

None

None
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Sustainab
ility
Page 55

Parish
57

Retention
of
Communi
ty
Facilities
and
Amenities
Pg 57
New or
imporved
communit
y facilities

Policy CA1

Parish
57

Page 57
Policy CA2

Parish
57

Transport
and
Traffic

Page 59

Parish
57

1639

1640

1641

1642

route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial, it is a
postage stamp size but is accessed by other hamlets and
villages in the parish.
points b and c needs total removal giving the WPC that
power could have them make unfair decisions based on
unreasonable economic forecasts and gives the power to
the WPC to move Fenny Drayton park to anywhere in the
parish. The WPC and its NDP should be getting better
amenities and improving facilities. This gives them too
much power to move or utilise green spaces for less
noble or just means.
Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall, shop, pub,
post office, the policy only links these improvements to
Witherley and new development. This cannot be
supported in a rural hamlet, what other options have
they explored and means of access to grants, funds to
achieve this without new development.

The NDP highlight concerns over traffic dangerous
junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane
closing the road to through traffic situated between the
entrance to Drayton Barns self-storage entrance and No
10 Drayton Lane would solve the issues of rat run,
speeding traffic and the 4 dangerous junctions in single
solution. ( A444 Fenn Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and
Drayton Lane , the Church lane Drayton Close and
Drayton Lane junction and the A444 with George Fox
lane).

Noted

None

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2
The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

None
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Page 59
Policy TR1

Parish
57

Page 62
Electric
Vehicles

Parish
57

Page 64
POLICY
BE2:

Parish
57

1646

Page 67
Point 8

Parish
57

1647

Page 67

Parish
57

1648

Page 68
section 9

Parish
57

1643

Traffic
Managem
ent

1644

1645

1649

Support
for
Businesse
s and
Employm
ent

Page 68
NDP

Parish
57

last but one point; a car park for the church won’t help
Fenny Drayton residents they can to the church, plenty of
parking in Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge road
etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic problems are solved.
Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid for
electricity. The hamlet would need a new substation for
any more call on electricity. There does not seem to be
any evidence that a survey has been carried out on this
utility for any of the settlements.
In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to: remove from the point
in a) , unless it relates to small scale leisure or tourism
activities, or other forms of commercial/employment
related development appropriate to a countryside
location or there are exceptional circumstances; add
to b) only in land inside the boundaries.
Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It should not be
allowed to change anything in the NDP without full
consultation with residents and HBBC.
What is WPC full review referring to? They must not be
allowed to change anything or give themselves any new
or greater powers without full consultation in writing
with all residents and HBBC.
Community Actions Paragraph 2 Everything should be the
subject to examination by residents, HBBC and
independent examiners no opt out clauses.
Community Actions: The NDP does not show where funds
can be obtained to achieve community actions, and state
actions will only progress if there are enough volunteers.
The NDP should be gaining funding to do the actions
properly.
How can the PC be trusted to consult with all residents ?
Who is going to keep a check on them? Is that HBBC?

Noted.

None

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.

None

This is not the purpose of a
NDP.
The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.

None

None
None
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Appendix
4 Housing
Need
Page 1
Appendix
5 Point
1.2

Parish
57

1652

Appendix
5 Point
1.3

Parish
57

1653

Appendix
5 Point
2.1

Parish
57

1654

Appendix
5 point
2.2

Parish
57

1655

Appendix
5 point
3.1
Appendix
5 point 4

Parish
57

Who decided the final ranking and overall site
sustainability?

Parish
57

The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to recommend the
methodology to be used in the scoring matrix: Were they
already involved in a public enquiry over other NDP
consultancy work at that time? How secure are we in
their recommendations?

1650

1651

1656

Parish
57

Population Age Profile paragraph 2. Negative population
growth for the parish of 6% number of dwellings
increased by 13%. .. Why is the NDP focused on building
development?
Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call for sites in
2019. Did this highlight the need for anything above the
12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has now been
removed, although the information should have been left
in the NDP to avoid confusion.
The targets are set for Witherley village for additional
housing in the next 6 to 10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199
dwellings over 10 hectares not the parish. There
is No requirement for Witherley Parish to have any
Housing Development, so why does this WPC and NDP in
point 1.5 want to exceed the Borough wide housing
provision target?
The scoring matrix: who decided what the unique
characteristics of Witherley Parish were? And why did the
matrix not have the criteria that both the HBBC and the
NPPF agree are the most important, i.e. Amenities,
Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Says 2 sites were supported by the community: totally
untrue. The community were ignored in the February
2020 consultation.

To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which landowners sought to
develop their land.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.
Local residents who
volunteered to do so.

None

YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

None

None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
424
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Appendix
5 point
4.3

Parish
57

1658

Appendix
5 Point
5.4

Parish
57

1659

Appendix
5 table 2

Parish
57

1660

Appendix
5 5.5

Parish
57

Appendix
5 table 2

Parish
57

1661

The Red, Amber Green scoring system; used the amber
mitigation column to create: an unfair and unbalanced
set of outcomes. This needs reviewing. The 24 criteria are
Not Fit for Purpose.

The Red and Green columns were scored, amber
remained neutral with no score; creating a false set of
findings. This should be totally negated and a new scoring
matrix adopted.
SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is not included, even
though the other sites that were considered are still
included.
The WPC say: The Parish Council having considered all of
the evidence has therefore allocated the site with the
highest green score, but then chose the site with the
lower score. What was the reasons for that? It seems
that WPC are ignoring the evidence there own report
supplies?
has a SHELAA reference for some sites but not for others,
sites already been offered previously for development? In
the SHELAA document there is no land referenced Fenny
Drayton or Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to
Witherley village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings. Where
do the SHELAA reference numbers come from, and what
do they refer to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development?

average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

None

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None
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There seems to be a consistent use in the appendix of a
statement that information for Fenny Drayton is included
following the February 2020 informal
consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several
months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drayton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in

None

None
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Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for
designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
They were not assessed highly
enough to qualify as a Local
Green Space.

Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton park and the green
space in Rookery close are Not included, they need
including and the park designated under Green belt
protection, same as in other villages and hamlets in the
parish.
Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 It is a comprehensive,
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
professional ecologist’s species
12.
list for field 501. Assessment of
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
planning authority
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
further development.

None

None

None
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The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
document of information and truth, so residents can
make educated and informed observations and choices.
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and
contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not fit for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been supposedly been quoted as saying it was a
meeting to tell the residents this is what they were going
to get in the NDP. The feedback, comments, objections
and proposals or counter proposals, and all documents;
post it notes written by the public were jettisoned after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member. If this did happen then Why ? and why were
they not documented and archived as records ?
The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
· Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
document?

It is not contrary to HBBC Core
Strategy.

None

It is a shame that more people
did not come forward earlier to
help prepare the NDP rather
than letting others do the work.

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary

None
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· Where are the names of those contributors and who has They have not been listed in
written what?
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
· Who is attributed to collecting which information?
Local residents

None

· Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None

· Who was tasked to do what?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.

None

The comments were not ‘lost’
but were collated by the Rural
Community Council and later
taken into account when
finalising the Draft Plan for the
Regulation 14 consultation.

None

· What issues arose from those actions?
· What brief was each theme group working to?
· Who was the final arbiter and editor?
· What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
In December 2016 they did not consult with the residents
on whether to prepare an NDP and not look at all the
options open to a small Parish with protected rural
hamlets.

make comments on the plan; where are the comments
that were made at that February 2020 informal
consultation? Residents have made a Freedom of
Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.

None

None
None
None
None
None
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to be realised by 2036, Different dates are used and
shown in the full NDP document, which date is the
correct one? Needs to be changed and achieve
consistency.
ensure that development is appropriate,
sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC Core Strategy
stating; no Development is required in Witherley parish
until 2036.
These are the ways in which the vision shall be
realised they are missing an important point of Internet
Access/High Speed connections.
How will you achieve these points? Where are the
objectives to achieve these points? What methods will
you use to achieve these points?
Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Why is this ? Development in protected
green belt areas in protected rural hamlets, against
National and HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
afford greater protection against inappropriate
development; this NDP seems to suggest the exact
opposite by ensuring inappropriate sites within protected
rural hamlets are prioritized for unnecessary
development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in
Protected Rural Hamlets.
determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development. This is not
being done and land that is deemed most suitable seem
to be the most inappropriate sites.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This
is not the site scoring highest in the SSA document point
5.5 page7 and goes against their own statement in that
page 7 SSA point 5.5, Which site is the most appropriate?

2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None
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And why should they be choosing a site going against
their own so called clear matrix and scoring table?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here; this is clearly
contrary to the HBBC Core Strategy document.
The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish There is no requirement for new
housing in the parish before 2036 according to HBBC and
their own housing needs survey.

Windfall Development: These include being within the
Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the Settlement
boundary. There is No requirement for Windfall
development adjacent to settlement boundaries, as this
will lead to totally unacceptable unnecessary
development in a domino effect.
does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, the
development proposal for Fenny Drayton took away its
only amenity its park; also the sewage, water, electricity
and roads cannot take any further development without
massive upgrades, and no survey of these needs have
been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow, this
goes directly again against the HBBC Core Strategy and
Housing needs report showing Negative population
growth of 6% and the number of dwellings increasing by
13%, this NDP document is being drawn up to allow land
owning parish councillors to put up green belt land for

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None
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inappropriate development in the Protected Rural
Hamlets where there are No Facilities.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny
Drayton Park missing from the Local Green Spaces; also
the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is
missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen.
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and All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard
is recorded as a Local Green Space yet the park and the
green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing.

Parish
57

Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors
through the parish Fenny Drayton has been ignored and
is not included along with the presence of fruit bats,
pipistrelle bats, great crested newts, plus a full list of
animals seen and recorded by numerous residents, and
pointed out and listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; why
was this ignored and left out of this policy when
considering appropriate development land ? Full list
below:
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Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its
amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

None

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin

These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie : Common
Jackdaw : Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker : Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron : Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose : A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard : Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl : Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl : Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
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Lapwing : Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard : Common
Honey Buzzard : Have passed through the area on
migration
Red Kite : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel : Fairly common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk : Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin : Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
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Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
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Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel : Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant : Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed in
fields around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Cuckoo : Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon and heard in recent years
(Rookery Close 21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
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Badger : Set in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
Occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
Fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
The Fenny Drayton view from the park has been moved
to the bottom of the field the park view, at the Feb 2020
consultation was from the park it is the highest elevation,
and the second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Yet?

Community Sustainability paragraph 2 Policy
CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation. See response
above on the duplicate
comment about number of
views.

None

The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

437

1701

1702

1703
1704

1705

Pag
e 7
Poli
cy
TR1
:
Page
7 Policy
TR1

Parish57

Page 7
point 7
Page
8 Final
Line:

Parish57

Page 4
Forward
paragra
ph2:

Parish57

Parish57

Parish57

NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.
designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off road parking. The Fenny
Drayton proposed site would have generated up to 100
extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from
Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.
paragraph 1: improvements to site access and the
highway network, a proposal of making Drayton Lane a
no through road; with a barrier between the entrance to
Drayton Barns Self Storage site and Drayton Close is
being proposed to eliminate the Rat run through the
village and remove the issues around 4 dangerous
junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction, the A444
with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox Lane and
the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane, this proposal will be asked to be included in this
NDP document.
Community Actions paragraph 1: see point above
regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through road.
There are No details on this document showing an
address or email address for anyone to reply to, if they
are unable to access the internet or the website. An
oversight for a Public Consultation Document and is
against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA the
ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
The aim of this NDP is to put forward the wishes of the
community. The wishes of the community were clearly
expressed at the Feb 2020 informal consultation, as such
this draft NDP does not represent the true wishes of its
residents, and should be altered to ensure that it does
achieve its aim. It seems WPC have allowed a flawed,

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

Noted

None

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
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inaccurate, fact missing distorted document to get to this
stage in the process without due diligence. I feel the
residents have lost all trust in this council and the process
by which this document has been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from
development. Fenny Drayton residents need an Open
Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP during this
consultation. It is our only chance during the process to
protect the hamlets and their rural identities. The
absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises
questions about the drafting of the Development Plan
and decision-making of WPC - should residents really be
required to ask for such basic and obvious protection.?
The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protection to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.

do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
See Policy H2

None

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.

None

Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None
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The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area has historical significance!

Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a
right which communities in England can choose to use.
Communities may decide that they could achieve the
outcomes they want to see through other planning
routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other
planning mechanisms such as Local Development Orders
and supplementary planning documents or through preapplication consultation on development
proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to
achieving their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When
Did We Have Any Discussions or Choice?
The word development is an important word in this NDP
document. It means evolution, progress, growth, and
elaboration: in every aspect of the parish in order to give
a better quality of life for all its residents from: the
simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly projects
and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not
just development of homes for Homo Sapiens.
Development doesn’t just mean development of Rural
Housing.
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood
Development Plan Executive Summary should; form part

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
This was considered at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

None

Noted

None

Noted. But this is a planning
document so the reference to

None

None
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of the main NDP document; be a clear concise precis of
the full document and should be an accurate summary of
all salient points. Issues and comments on the Executive
Summary see Page 9
should read “Have full regard for National Policy” button
point 3. of the basic conditions needs to
change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy

development needs to be seen
in this context.

Noted. Its purpose was to sit
alongside the NDP not form a
part of it.

None

How the Neighbourhood Development Plan fits into the
Planning System: paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future
development up to 2026” later in the same paragraph
refers to 2016-2036 there should be consistency on the
dates
last but one sentence should read NDP is
in full conformity. How can this document be in general
conformity with its own policies, do they mean the
policies of the HBBC Core Strategy and the National
Policy and Planning framework, this needs clarity.

It should say 2036 (since
changed to 2039).

Change to
be made as
indicated.

… because this is what the
legislation requires.

None
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We would like to know and with what evidence the WPC
complied with the guidelines for choosing an NDP as its
way forward and not one of the other avenues available
to them in the government template. How many
residents were in favour of the PC completing an NDP?,
what other alternatives did they look at? Did they hold a
consultation and referendum with the residents before
they started? If so what was the total majority vote for
completing an NDP?
The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is
the start date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was
designated a Neighbourhood area. Residents were not
consulted about this process prior to the application. The
residents were only informed post designation at the
drop in events in November 2017.

This was discussed at PC
meetings and recorded as such.

There were no other consultations other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018; What consultations
were held between November 2017 and the following
December 2018? The theme groups were not even
established until March 2019. A paucity of updates and
consultation.
It is stated that comments were recorded on post-it
notes which have been taken into account when
finalising the Neighbourhood Development Plan but:
a)each comment should have been recorded in a bound
book; dated and signed by each resident to create a legal
record; Post it notes can be easily lost and selectively
ignored, the only information used from Feb 2020 post-it
notes appears in the Environmental Inventory Appendix
7, all other hundreds of notes do not seem to be
accounted for and requests for the evidence of them
being logged, collated and recorded after the Feb 2020
event and where they have been used in the NDP. FOI
requests have been ignored.

This was when the Steering
Group was progressing the NP.
There was a community
questionnaire during this period
and regular updates on the PC
website
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.

None

There is no requirement to
hold a referendum on whether
people wanted a NDP. All
comments received by the PC
were taken into account in
arriving at a decision.

Noted. Had there been strong
resistance at that time the PC
would have changed its
approach.
None

None

It is not necessary to record all
comments in a bound book.
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Meeting the Requirement for Sustainable Development
Section a) Social. That they have sought: to safeguard
existing open space for the future of enjoyment of
residents.
Section b) Environmental Bullet point 1 states the
NDP: protects the village identity and conserve the rural
nature of its surroundings
This NDP have not included an Open Fields Policy critical
to achieve these points. An Open Countryside Policy must
be included in the Neighbourhood Development Plan: to
cover all fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to
protect them and their rural identity.
Page 13 paragraph 3 line 2: should state that Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected rural hamlets”
not rural hamlets.
Page 14 Meeting Future Housing Needs: The WPC

Noted

None

See Policy H2

None

‘Protected Rural Hamlets’ is not
a phrase that has any planning
meaning. They are Rural
Hamlets.

None
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document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the
next sentence they state standing still is not an option.
Confusing and contradictory; why are they so intent on
housing development?
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Appendix 4 Housing need report, Page 2. Population Age
Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for the
parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So
why is the NDP focused on building development as its
sole parameter?
Page 15, Housing Allocation .Documents states again No
need for Residential development, yet then states
resisting limited development in not an option. This is
going against their own: Housing Need Report. The HBBC
Core Strategy document Site Allocation and Development
Management Policies DPD page 114 Section 9.1 Rural
Hamlets “As such the Core strategy does not allocate
housing figures to these settlement types as residential
growth in these areas are considered “UNSUSTAINABLE”
Page 16 Housing Allocation: YourLocale and the 24
criteria used in Appendix 5 are suspect and require
explanation.
Policy H1 paragraph 2 The Kennels site is outside the
HBBC Core Strategy boundary and therefore no new build
housing; only renovation of existing buildings is allowed.
Page 18 Paragraph 2 reads - The Plan has therefore
designated settlement boundaries for the built form
of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes the
settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into
account the site allocations proposed through the
Neighbourhood Development Plan (see Policy H1). This
statement should not be included it gives far too much
power to the WPC and removes the protected settlement
boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.

Not at all. Not having a housing
requirement does not mean
that there will not be
development. However, HBBC
are now suggesting that 118
dwellings be developed in the
Parish up to 2039
This was taken from a housing
needs report which therefore
focusses on development.
Housing requirement is a
different issue, and small-scale
residential development is not
precluded from Rural Hamlets

The NDP has updated the
Settlement Boundary.

None

We understand that some
people are opposed to all
development but this is not the
view that was taken by the PC.

None

Development WILL happen in
the Parish in the coming years –
especially if HBBC continue to
fall below its 5-year land supply
– and this is an opportunity to
shape that development rather
444
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The following statement needs including: The WPC and
this NDP should have No powers to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe
Culey under any circumstances.
should not have: revised settlement boundaries plura , it
should not have the word Villages, there is only one
village and three protected rural hamlets it should read:
Focusing development within the revised settlement
boundary of Witherley village will support the limited
existing services within the village and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from
inappropriate development. Witherley village is the only
boundary that could be changed as it is under the HBBC
Core Strategy as a village with amenities.
In revising and designating the three settlement
boundaries the NDP cannot be allowed to revise and redesignate 3 settlement boundaries. Which settlement
boundaries do they refer to? It should read: In revising
and designating the settlement boundary of Witherley
Village, the following methodology has been applied:

Parish Are these boundaries different to the Map fig 3a page 19.
58
Parish points a - d to be removed as they work on the premise
58
that the NDP can redefine and move current protected
settlement boundaries in the whole of the parish. They
should not have the power to move protected rural
hamlet settlement boundaries and only be able to move
the Witherley village boundary.
Parish The last paragraph must be removed they cannot have
58
the power to define land for building use outside a

than leave it to speculative
development.
This is incorrect.

Agreed.
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe
Culey still have settlement
boundaries irrespective of what
it says in the NDP.

This is an error. The narrative
should refer to a change to just
one settlement boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey Settlement
Boundary remains as it is in the
Site Allocations and
Development Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

None

We will
remove the
plural.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

NDPs CAN redefine Settlement
Boundaries. Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation

None

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be

None
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protected settlement boundary. Also the definition
of Local ; it should read HBBC Core Strategy and National
planning policies.
Fig 3a Settlement Boundary Witherley map; shows the
wrong settlement boundary line draw on it in red, it is
different to the HBBC Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD page 113, by including this in
the document: it suggests a deliberate attempt to have
an agreement to a settlement boundary move by default.
Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows
the map of Witherley, post an accepted village boundary
change but does not show the original for comparison.

fig 3b Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in Red but
Black as per HBBC DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton is not
required to be shown at all it appears to be a proof
reading error left after the land adjacent to the Fenny
Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for
Radcliffe Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for
the incorrect map of 3a for Witherley, and why do they
talk about boundaries in the plural?
map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths for
Drayton lane and field 507 and in wrong place for Church
lane and field 505a.

Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the sentence
from: or adjacent to the settlement boundary if the
proposed development is on previously developed

replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
It is deliberately different to
the HBBC Boundary for the
reasons stated.

NDPs DO have this power. The
Core Strategy will soon be
replaced by the Local plan,
therefore reference to the Core
Strategy alone is inappropriate.
We will remove the settlement
boundary for Fenny Drayton.

The base maps throughout the
Plan are Ordnance Survey,
under licence. The OS at the
scale of figure 3b shows
physical tracks etc., as mapped,
not PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are irrelevant to
delineation of the Settlement
boundary
This policy supports
development on previously

None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None
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land; or make it specific to Witherley village boundary
ONLY. All other settlements have Protected Settlement
Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.
Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried out
between April 2019 and April 2020 is not accurate or
complete see attached full list, see Page 12.
Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny Drayton not
included in the green spaces inventory? Who did the
ecology/environmental report to allocate local green
space designation? Why isn’t it included in the report? Is
it because the local green spaces not listed can be used
for development land? This worrying occurrence is
backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested that
development proposals which incur their loss may be
supported if the open space is replaced by an equivalent
or better provision in an equally suitable location.

developed land which is in line
with the NPPF.
The Environmental Inventory is
a thorough and comprehensive
record of environmental
features in the Parish.
All undeveloped parcels of land
in the Plan Area were
inventoried, and scored using
the criteria for Local Green
Space designation as set out in
the NPPF. The fieldwork and
local knowledge input was
undertaken by a environmental
theme group of volunteers,
reporting to the NDP Steering
group. In addition, all existing
designations (by CBBC, LCC, the
national and regional
environmental organisations)
were included on a field-by field
basis. Also, a professional
ecological survey was
commissioned and the relevant
records added to the inventory.
The assessments were
conducted on a consistent basis
and the designations in Env 1
and Env 2 reflect an appropriate
level of protection for the sites
referred to. As locally confirmed
but existing HBBC Open Space,
Sport & Recreation sites (Open
Spaces) they have been
protected at the strongest level
allowed by the NPPF

None

None
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Local Green Spaces ENV1 paragraph 1: take out the end
of the line “other than in very special circumstances” This
is a dangerous clause; there is no definition of special
circumstances. Any land already presented for
development that has been refused or removed from the
NDP process cannot be represented for a further clear
two years.
paragraph 1 sentence 2; should be removed completely
and state that the WPC and NDP should not have the
power to relocate, redefine or replace local green spaces
at all under any circumstances.

These are the words used in
the NPPF. They cannot be
removed.

None

NDPs DO have this power, so
the assertion is incorrect.

None

The policy is in line with
national policy requirements.

None

Parish
58

Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental
Significances; is inaccurate, all information for in and
around Fenny Drayton has been omitted. Why?

None

Page 32
ENV 3

Parish
58

Page 33
Fig 8

Parish
58

paragraph 2, needs removing. Who would decide
whether a development proposal outweighs the
environmental losses; can we be sure that a valid and
truthful study has been carried out around Fenny
Drayton as Fig7 seems to state the opposite.
Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating with the true
level of the area of habitation around Fenny Drayton,
local environmentalist disagree totally with the map.

The narrative on p.31 explains
the selection process for sites
shown on figure 7 and covered
by Policy ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD met the criteria
for ‘significance for wildlife’ and
scored 3 or higher under this
heading
This is for HBBC to determine
on the balance of evidence
presented at planning
application stage
Figure 8 is based on the GCN
map in the Leics. CC
Environmental Records
database, so ‘total
disagreement’ by a ‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable. Additional local
records (unless by a

None

None
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Biodiversity and Habitat. The second paragraph mentions
independent research. It needs to be verifiable and from
more than one source, otherwise it could be manipulated
by the WPC or developer.
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Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm
track from Hunters lane have all been left out, and need
including. Wildlife corridors are completely missing from
in and around Fenny Drayton. There is plenty of evidence
to support the same instances as the rest of the parish.
Have these been missed out deliberately?
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Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and
archaeology and finds around Fenny Drayton are not
included. Drayton Close straddles the site of the Roman
Mott for the outlier fort to Mancetter. Why are these not
included?

professional ecologist) do not
carry the same weight (as
evidence), and might be
challenged as selective. The
onus for demonstrating GCN
presence/absence and
protection compliance falls on
developers when Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate compliance with
the legislation. This will be
challenged as necessary
through the planning
application process.
As described in the narrative
(p.34), wildlife corridors provide
connectivity between sites of
high wildlife (biodiversity)
significance. As noted for 529,
there are no sites of this kind in
and around FD which can be so
connected. This is an (arguably)
unfortunate result of the almost
universal intensive arable
management of the area
around FD.
Figure 10 shows a similar
number of historic environment
sites around FD as there are
elsewhere in the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped have been
identified by Leics. CC
professional archaeologists. No
other sites were identified
locally during the preparation of

None

None

None
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Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting Evidence but
doesn’t say where the evidence is? Please include this
evidence in the report.
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Important Viewpoints: Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton has
been altered and is inaccurate. It should encircle both the
Park and the green space near the entrance to the
footpath from Drayton Lane, opposite the Storage Barns
close to Drayton Close, not where it has been put on the
map using two extended lines. A second viewpoint is
missing; the view from the bench on the green space in
Drayton Lane across Drayton lane towards Atterton has
not been included. These need returning to the original
map that was altered to accommodate the proposed
development in Fenny Drayton.

the pre-submission draft Plan. If
there are others, please advise;
however, please note that for
protection in the Planning
system only sites with visible
features or proven buried
archaeology have anything onsite that can be protected –
neither find-spots nor local
stories fall into these
categories; also note the
selection process used (p.36):
only sites with significant
features scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric qualify for
designation.
Listed Buildings and Scheduled
Monuments
The supporting information is
on the web site
The earlier version of the Views
map referred to was not issued
for formal consultation [is the
reference to the display
boards?]
There is no requirement for the
NPAC to explain why changes
were made before the Plan was
published for the first time
There are limits to the number
of views that can be defined
and protected in a NP before
there is a legitimate reason for
HBBC, other consultees (e.g.
developers) and the Plan’s
independent Examiner to object
on the grounds of undue

None

None
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Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it states “See
Supporting Documents for details”, where is the
supporting documents?
Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton. Why?

restriction of development,
suspicion of which can lead to
the complete deletion of a NP’s
views policy.
The supporting information is
on the web site
Several existing rights of way,
and the proposed new circular
route, connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no powers to change
the status quo with respect to
Rights of Way, while new routes
depend generally for funding
and construction on developer
contributions and/or new
provision in new developments
It is not plausible that
coalescence will happen within
the Plan period.

AREA OF SEPARATION. To retain the spatial and visual
separation. The document should include the same
consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton as it does for Witherley.
Area of Separation Maps. No mention of separation of
It is not plausible that
Fenny Drayton from Caldecote this needs to be put in and coalescence will happen within
a map needs inserting. Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy
the Plan period.
Magna and Atherstone; Atterton from Witherley, Fenny
Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey.
Page 55, Amenities, Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an
The narrative explains this
amenity for Fenny Drayton but can only be accessed by
residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle path or bus
route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial, it is a
Noted
postage stamp size but is accessed by other hamlets and
villages in the parish.

None

None

None

None

None

None
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Page 59
Policy TR1
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THE RETENTION OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND
AMENITIES Page 57 Policy CA1: points b and c needs total
removal giving the WPC that power could have them
make unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny
Drayton park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its
NDP should be getting better amenities and improving
facilities. This gives them too much power to move or
utilise green spaces for less noble or just means.
NEW OR IMPROVED COMMUNITY FACILITIES - Fenny
Drayton, needs amenities; village hall, shop, pub, post
office, the policy only links these improvements to
Witherley and new development. This cannot be
supported in a rural hamlet, what other options have
they explored and means of access to grants, funds to
achieve this without new development.

Transport and Traffic: The NDP highlight concerns over
traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’ run issues. A barrier
in Drayton Lane closing the road to through traffic
situated between the entrance to Drayton Barns selfstorage entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane would solve
the issues of rat run, speeding traffic and the 4 dangerous
junctions in single solution. ( A444 Fenn Lane with Old
Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the Church lane
Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and the A444
with George Fox lane).
Traffic Management: last but one point; a car park for the
church won’t help Fenny Drayton residents they can to
the church, plenty of parking in Rookery close, Quaker
close, Old forge road etc. once the ‘rat run’ and traffic
problems are solved.

There seems to be a
misunderstanding. It is HBBC
that determines planning
applications, not WPC.

None

Support for enhanced amenities
is described in the policy CA2

The policy supports new
development that improve
facilities. It is linked to
development because it will be
provided as a result of that
development. The link with
Fenny Drayton would have been
there also if the landowners had
not removed his site from
Fenny Drayton. Other options
do not require a planning policy.
These comments should be
directed to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for such issues

None

Noted.

None

None
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Appendix
4 Housing
Need
Page 1
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58

Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid for
electricity. The hamlet would need a new substation for
any more call on electricity. There does not seem to be
any evidence that a survey has been carried out on this
utility for any of the settlements.
In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to: remove from the point
in a) , unless it relates to small scale leisure or tourism
activities, or other forms of commercial/employment
related development appropriate to a countryside
location or there are exceptional circumstances; add
to b) only in land inside the boundaries.
Monitoring and Revue: Paragraph 2 It should not be
allowed to change anything in the NDP without full
consultation with residents and HBBC.
What is WPC full review referring to? They must not be
allowed to change anything or give themselves any new
or greater powers without full consultation in writing
with all residents and HBBC.
Community Actions Paragraph 2 Everything should be the
subject to examination by residents, HBBC and
independent examiners no opt out clauses.
Community Actions: The NDP does not show where funds
can be obtained to achieve community actions, and state
actions will only progress if there are enough volunteers.
The NDP should be gaining funding to do the actions
properly.
How can the PC be trusted to consult with all residents.
Who is going to keep a check on them? Is that HBBC?

Population Age Profile paragraph 2. Negative population
growth for the parish of 6% number of dwellings
increased by 13%. Why is the NDP focused on building
development?

It is an enabling policy.

None

Making this change would
mean that the NDP was not in
general conformity with the
Core Strategy

None

Residents will once again have
every opportunity to become
involved and it is hoped that
they take up this offer.
The powers of the Parish
Council are laid out in statute

None

Legislation does not allow
Community Actions to be
subject to Examination because
they are not planning policies.

None

None

This is not the purpose of a
NDP.
The WPC has consulted fully. It
is unfortunate that some
residents chose not to engage
in the process.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

None
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Introduction point 1.2 last sentences: The call for sites in
2019. Did this highlight the need for anything above the
12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has now been
removed, although the information should have been left
in the NDP to avoid confusion.
The targets are set for Witherley village for additional
housing in the next 6 to 10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199
dwellings over 10 hectares not the parish. There
is No requirement for Witherley Parish to have any
Housing Development, so why does this WPC and NDP in
point 1.5 want to exceed the Borough wide housing
provision target?
The scoring matrix: who decided what the unique
characteristics of Witherley Parish were? And why did the
matrix not have the criteria that both the HBBC and the
NPPF agree are the most important, i.e. Amenities,
Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Says 2 sites were supported by the community: totally
untrue. The community were ignored in the February
2020 consultation.
states landowner of one of the most favoured sites
withdrew. From information provided by HBBC this is not
accurate; a truthful and accurate statement is required.
Who decided the final ranking and overall site
sustainability?
The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to recommend the
methodology to be used in the scoring matrix: Were they
already involved in a public enquiry over other NDP
consultancy work at that time? How secure are we in
their recommendations?

The purpose of the Call for
Sites was not to determine
need, it was to understand
which land owners sought to
develop their land.
To secure additional powers
that help to prevent
inappropriate development.

None

Local residents, and all were
invited to contribute to the
process.

None

The second site was
subsequently withdrawn but
two sites were initially selected
as allocations.

None

The statement is accurate

None

Local residents who
volunteered to do so.

None

YourLocale has never been
subject to a public enquiry. This
is false information.

None

None

YourLocale have supported 46
Parishes through a successful
NDP process. Each NDP has
passed examination and the
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The Red, Amber Green scoring system; used the amber
mitigation column to create: an unfair and unbalanced
set of outcomes. This needs reviewing. The 24 criteria are
Not Fit for Purpose.
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The Red and Green columns were scored, amber
remained neutral with no score; creating a false set of
findings. This should be totally negated and a new scoring
matrix adopted.
SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is not included, even
though the other sites that were considered are still
included.
The WPC say: The Parish Council having considered all of
the evidence has therefore allocated the site with the
highest green score, but then chose the site with the
lower score. How can that be possible? What motives are
being employed; WPC are ignoring the evidence there
own report supplies?
has a SHELAA reference for some sites but not for others,
sites already been offered previously for development? In
the SHELAA document there is no land referenced Fenny
Drayton or Radcliffe Culey; but there are references to
Witherley village: 10 hectares and 199 dwellings. Where
do the SHELAA reference numbers come from, and what
do they refer to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for
development in this NDP document. The existing Hunt
Kennel site is the only one suggested as suitable for
development?
There seems to be a consistent use in the appendix of a
statement that information for Fenny Drayton is included
following the February 2020 informal

average ‘yes’ vote at
referendum is 93%.
The scoring system is included
in the Appendix and explained
therein.
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
The process has been used
successfully elsewhere and has
always passed examination as
appropriate
Because the site had been
withdrawn, there was no need
to include the associated SSA.

None

None

None

Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

The SHELAA reference numbers
relate to sites previously
offered by landowners to HBBC.
Sites without a SHELAA
reference number were not
previously submitted to HBBC
but were put forward as a result
of our ‘Call for Sites’.

None

The Environmental Inventory
was compiled over several

None
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consultation; Implying that the information was not
corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton
included in the full study, and has that information been
included? References to February 2020 informal
consultation appears to be a sop to the WPC being asked
where all the questions and information supplied has
been used.
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Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem to
conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the
rest of the parish has. There is something drastically
wrong with the survey; this is echoed in Appendix 8 Local
Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested newt zone
as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
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Local Green Spaces: Fenny Drayton park and the green
space in Rookery close are Not included, they need
including and the park designated under Green belt
protection, same as in other villages and hamlets in the
parish.

months in advance of the
February 2020 consultation.
It was updated further
subsequently; the version
included as part of this formal
Consultation dates from July
2020. It includes a large number
of corrections and additional
information as well as selected
(validated by the NDP
compilers) updates received at
and following the February
2020 informal event.
There has been no
inconsistency in assessing
different areas of the Plan Area
(parish). As an example, the
Great Crested Newt survey was
conducted by professional
ecologists; the reason there are
no GCN records around Fenny
Drayton is that the ecologists
found no evidence of GCNs
(except, NB, in the area to its
east). The relative paucity (it is
not absence) of biodiversity
sites in Appendices 7 and 8 and
on figure 7 is that it is
surrounded by intensively
managed arable farmland with
little suitable habitat (old
pasture, hedges, ponds, etc.)
Fenny Drayton Recreation
Ground and Rookery Close open
space are not included in
Appendix 8 because they do not
meet the strict criteria for

None

None
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designation as required by the
National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
There is no Green Belt in the
parish. Local Green Space
protection is afforded to two
sites in Witherley, two in
Ratcliffe Culey, and one in
Fenny Drayton. Note that if the
two sites mentioned were
included as LGS, the parish-wide
LGS assessment methodology
would be compromised because
at least 25 other sites across the
parish score more highly.
Ecological Survey page 61 Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 It is a comprehensive,
professional ecologist’s species
list of all species, this is not a thorough list, see list Page
list for field 501. Assessment of
12.
the biodiversity of a bounded
parcel of land can only be based
on the species known to rely on
it as a specific habitat area, not
those in a general parish list
that pass over regularly (or
rarely).
RCC Stakeholder Event Document: constantly the utility
Noted. It is HBBC that is the
companies state that the rural hamlets cannot support
planning authority
further development.
The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a
It is not contrary to HBBC Core
document of information and truth, so residents can
Strategy.
make educated and informed observations and choices.
It is a shame that more people
This is clearly not the case. The document still includes
did not come forward earlier to
certain biases even though the Fenny Drayton building
plot and other related documents have been removed. In help prepare the NDP rather
rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not been than letting others do the work.
proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and

None

None

None
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contains truthful, accurate and honest information as per
the Nolan Principles.
It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been
proof read, we have found dozens of cases of errors, and
where items quoted in one section are directly opposed
in another section or appendix. It is not f it for purpose
The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to
be an information gathering exercise by WPC,
unfortunately it has been pointed out by parish
councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose. Brian Conway
has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP.
The feedback, comments, objections and proposals or
counter proposals, and all documents; post it notes
written by the public were jettisoned half an hour after
the final informal meeting according to a parish council
member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but
delivering nothing. The aims are fairy stories without
achievable objectives and an action plan of how to
achieve those objectives. There is nowhere in this
document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish. The
NDP has a set of aims with no workable, feasible
objectives in the current economic climate, which means
there may never be a set of tools available, due to the
forward economic forecasts for the UK.
The WPC were so busy deciding whether
they could manage to fulfil an NDP, they didn’t think
whether they should. They didn’t; weigh up the pros and
cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is
not the right policy for a small parish that contains 3
protected rural hamlets with little or no facilities

It is a draft document that is
entirely fit for the stage in the
process it is at.

None

This is true – the consultation
was to share the emerging
policies with residents.

None

The NDP is a planning
document. The Community
Actions are just that – actions it
is intended to pursue in support
of the policies.

None

The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and
other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue

None
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A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it
comes to protection from developers and unregulated
development it does nothing.
Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken
identify and list much about the parish in the ecology,
environment, nature, history and archaeology sections.
At best we have a resource document that residents can
use to quickly gain evidence; either to endorse or oppose
potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could
benefit unscrupulous developers in their attempts to
build in, or alongside protected rural hamlets.
What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The
NDP committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in
monetary terms including: expenses, consultancy fees,
printing, clients’ time, IT, travel, subsistence, post, clerk’s
wages etc. This money would have been better spent
giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to the
Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in
safety useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs,
bicycles, electric bikes scooters and for people on foot, or
play items in the parks or other projects in the other
hamlets and villages.

When people of good conscience stand idly by and do
nothing that is when dictatorships are born and
oppression the rule of law. The residents of the hamlet of
Fenny Drayton refuse to stand aside and let these
injustices happen or continue.
Parish This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by
58
the WPC and its consultants. The art is to take that

one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This ill-informed comment is
noted.

None

It is hard to understand how
the hours of work of residents
of the Parish can be dismissed
so readily by individuals that
chose not to become involved
in the process but to criticize
after the event.

None

The NDP will help to protect
the Parish against inappropriate
development for years to come
– especially in times such as
now where HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5-year land
supply and its Core Strategy is
therefore officially classed as
being out of date and offering
no protection.

None

People should think carefully
and consider what they wish
for.
This is an outrageous
statement. Unfortunately some
people stood idly by when they
were asked to contribute and
chose not to do so.
This is what the NDP has
sought to do and is a positive

None

None

459

1792

1793

Issues
and
comment
s on the
Executive
Summary.

1794
1795

1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803

Page 1
point 2

information, analyse it and produce a robust plan of how
we at least keep the status quo, or at best plan to
increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.
Parish Where is the list of potentially available funding and
58
grants, loans etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like MIRA,
ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the Quakers
etc. whose workers are living in the parish.
Parish The Executive Summary sent out to all residents as part
58
of the process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to
send it out. This has caused confusion for the residents
especially as Councillor Conway at the meeting of the
10th December 2020 stated that the executive summary
did not form part of the NDP consultation process.
Parish · Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the
58
document?
Parish · Where are the names of those contributors and who has
58
written what?
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58
Parish
58

document despite negative and
ill-considered comments from a
small number of residents
These will be pursued with the
Community Actions.

None

It does not. This statement was
correct. Comments are sought
on the NDP.

None

None

· Who is attributed to collecting which information?

It is not an academic document
and is unnecessary
They have not been listed in
the document. There is no
requirement to do so.
Local residents

· Who was in each theme group?

A range of local people

None

· Who was tasked to do what?

The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The remit of the theme groups
is available on request.
The Borough Council, the
Borough Councillor
representing the Parish and

None

· What issues arose from those actions?
· What brief was each theme group working to?
· Who was the final arbiter and editor?
· What decision making process did they follow to include
or exclude information gathered?
In December 2016 they did not consult with the residents
on whether to prepare an NDP and not look at all the

None

None

None
None
None
None
None
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options open to a small Parish with protected rural
hamlets.
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make comments on the plan; where are the comments
that were made at that February 2020 informal
consultation? Residents have made a Freedom of
Information requests to the Parish Council for them,
these have been ignored. A complaint has been sent to
the Information Commissioners Office regarding this.
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: to be realised by 2036, Different dates are used and
shown in the full NDP document, which date is the
correct one? Needs to be changed and achieve
consistency.
, ensure that development is appropriate,
sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC Core Strategy
stating; no Development is required in Witherley parish
until 2036.
These are the ways in which the vision shall be
realised they are missing an important point of Internet
Access/High Speed connections.
How will you achieve these points? Where are the
objectives to achieve these points? What methods will
you use to achieve these points?
Housing and Built environment, paragraph
1: development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this
goes against the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing
needs survey. Does it show a covert plan by the WPC and
the NDP is to ensure inappropriate development using
land owned by parish councillors, in protected green belt
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other agencies had long
promoted Neighbourhood
Plans. After considering all the
evidence, the Parish Council
unanimously agreed to pursue
one and the Parish was formally
designated by HBBC on 3rd
April 2017.
This is not so – the notes were
analysed by a body engaged by
HBBC to undertake consultation
on the NP and these notes are
available on the PC website and
were taken into account in
preparing the NP.
2036 is the correct date (since
changed to 2039).

None

Change to
be made

The provision of a housing
requirement is different from
there being no development

None

This is a high-level vision, not a
detailed look at each aspect.

None

The policies achieve the points.

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
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areas in protected rural hamlets, against National and
HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
afford greater protection against inappropriate
development; this NDP does the exact opposite by
ensuring inappropriate sites within protected rural
hamlets are prioritised for unnecessary development, by
leaving out key, critical items that would go against the
proposed development sites in Protected Rural Hamlets.
: determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development. The land
deemed most suitable is that of land owned by parish
councillors with a conflict of interest, not mentioned
anywhere in the document or process, and they are the
most inappropriate sites.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This
is not the site scoring highest in the SSA document point
5.5 page7 and goes against their own statement in that
page 7 SSA point 5.5, Which site is the most appropriate?
And why should they be choosing a site going against
their own so called clear matrix and scoring table?
Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are
protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected
Rural Hamlet, why is it not included here; this is clearly
contrary to the HBBC Core Strategy document.
The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new
housing in the parish There is no requirement for new
housing in the parish before 2036 according to HBBC and
their own housing needs survey, again it is clear that this
NDP is written with only one aim, To build new houses in
inappropriate locations.

This is a misunderstanding
about the existing levels of
protection. Without a 5-ywar
land supply the Core Strategy
offers no protection at all.

None

The process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

The allocated site is not in the
ownership of a Parish
Councillor.
Not true. This site achieved the
highest ranking in the SSA. The
identity of the landowner is
immaterial.

None

It is not in conflict with the Core
Strategy.

None

This is refuted and an
understanding of the
protections that NDPs can
provide would demonstrate
this.

None

HBBC’s current housing
requirement for the Parish is
118 new houses up to 2039, not
‘no requirement’ as is
suggested here.
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Windfall Development: These include being within the
Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the Settlement
boundary. There is No requirement for Windfall
development adjacent to settlement boundaries, as this
will lead to totally unacceptable unnecessary
development in a domino effect.
does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, the
development proposal for Fenny Drayton took away its
only amenity its park; also the sewage, water, electricity
and roads cannot take any further development without
massive upgrades, and no survey of these needs have
been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
3: character of its villages with the need for it to
grow, this goes directly again against the HBBC Core
Strategy and Housing needs report showing Negative
population growth of 6% and the number of dwellings
increasing by 13%, this NDP document is being drawn up
to allow land owning parish councillors to put up green
belt land for inappropriate development in the Protected
Rural Hamlets where there are No Facilities.
Local Green Spaces: first paragraph; protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny
Drayton Park missing from the Local Green Spaces; also
the map shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is
missing, so that all the sites cannot be seen.

The Core Strategy identifies
circumstances where
development outside the
Settlement Boundary is
allowed.

None

This site is not in the NDP and
in any event did not propose
losing the amenity

None

It does not conflict with the
Core Strategy.
There is no green belt in
Witherley Parish and the site
selected is not owned by any
Parish Councillor.

None

Fenny Drayton recreation
Ground does not meet the Local
Green Space criteria.
Figure 5 only shows the
proposed designated LGS site so
it has been cropped
appropriately.
The Recreation Ground is
protected as an Open Space,
Sport & Recreation site – this is
the designation appropriate to
the intentions of the donor. If a
covenant or similar is in place,
this gives the site, as well as its

None
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and All Angels churchyard Fenny Drayton the churchyard
is recorded as a Local Green Space yet the park and the
green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing.

Parish
58

Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors
through the parish Fenny Drayton has been ignored and
is not included along with the presence of fruit bats,
pipistrelle bats, great crested newts, plus a full list of
animals seen and recorded by numerous residents, and
pointed out and listed at the Feb 2020 consultation;
ignored and left out of this policy to ensure the land in
Fenny Drayton can be put forward by land owning parish
councillors for inappropriate development. Full list
below:
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Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton
field numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm,
Rookery Close, the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc.
Provided by Stuart Chetwin
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Carrion Crow: Common
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Page 5
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Page 5
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ENV4

amenities, the desired
protection in perpetuity.
As explained in the
Environmental inventory.

These species (except fruit
bats!) except GC Newts, which
have their own map and subpolicy, are relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.
These species except the
‘occasional/rare’ records, are
relatively widespread
throughout the Plan Area and
therefore do not provide sitespecific evidence for the
protection of identifiable
(mappable) plots of land.
Species protection in general is
covered by Policy ENV 4, at the
maximum level allowed in a
NDP and by English legislation.

None

None

None

Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen
regularly feeding in fields
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Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie : Common
Jackdaw : Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker : Seen regularly in and
around the Hamlet
Grey Heron : Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding
fields
Canada Goose : A small party regularly commute across
the village. Probably heading to and from Bosworth
water Park
Mallard : Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in
Rookery Close looking for food put out for visitors to the
bird tables
Barn Owl : Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible
cause of their decline
Little Owl : Regularly seen and heard in and around the
village. Especially by the Church
Lapwing : Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding
fields, especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard : Common
Honey Buzzard : Have passed through the area on
migration
Red Kite : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel : Fairly common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk : Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin : Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields
at winter time on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies around
the Hamlet
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Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding
birds in the area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions
on route to breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area,
especially in fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common, but declining. Numbers have
fallen dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields
during Autumn on route to wintering grounds
Skylark : Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on
occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter
months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant
that does breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
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Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in
gardens and surrounding fields
Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on
occasions during spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden
fence during spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler,
seen and heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and
surrounding area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing
through on occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially
during harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common
hunting and calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in
summer. Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during
migration
Ring Ouzel : Very rare migrant. I have only seen one
stopping off in the area during migration to breeding
grounds
Pheasant : Common
Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed in
fields around the hamlet
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Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally
seen in fields during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet,
possibly on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of
birds from the continent with several stopping off to feed
on Yew berries by the Church
Brambling : Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally
passing through
Cuckoo : Very rare in and around the hamlet only one
seen and heard in recent years (Rookery Close
21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on
migration passing through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet
often seen in and around the old fruit trees between the
park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare
occasions during migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing
through on occasions
Corncrake : Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the
area during migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling
from field at the bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in
the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one
occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was
closed for replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and
fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
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Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
: The Fenny Drayton view from the park has been moved
to the bottom of the field the park view, at the Feb 2020
consultation was from the park it is the highest elevation,
and the second view from the park and the corner on
Drayton Lane towards Atterton is also missing. Why?

footpaths and cycle ways that connect to village
service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley and Fenny Drayton
to the A5 Redgate junction need to be included.

Community Sustainability paragraph 2 Policy
CA2: supports the development of additional or
enhanced facilities. Fenny Drayton only has one facility
the Park, going to be lost in order to provide access for
inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP are
asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the
NDP is supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be
enhancing Facilities. This NDP again shows it is only
written for one purpose housing development, at any
cost to the parish.

They are views extending
beyond the Plan Area boundary.
The display was not part of the
formal R14 consultation so
changes have continued to be
made for many reasons
between Feb 2020 and the start
of this first formal Regulation 14
consultation. See response
above on the duplicate
comment about number of
views.
The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.

None

The site is not in the NDP and in
any event when it was a
proposed allocation it did not
destroy the park but would
have enhanced it.

None

None
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designed to minimise traffic generation and movement,
incorporate sufficient off road parking. The Fenny
Drayton proposed site would have generated up to 100
extra cars attempting to access Drayton Lane from

Drayton Close, at a notoriously dangerous junction,
against its own policies in the NDP.
paragraph 1: improvements to site access and the
highway network, a proposal of making Drayton Lane a
no through road; with a barrier between the entrance to
Drayton Barns Self Storage site and Drayton Close is
being proposed to eliminate the Rat run through the
village and remove the issues around 4 dangerous
junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction, the A444
with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox Lane and
the junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with Drayton
Lane, this proposal will be asked to be included in this
NDP document.
Community Actions paragraph 1: see point above
regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through road.
Community Actions point 1: What about the feasibility of
creating a footpath/cycle path from Fenny Drayton to the
A5 Redgate junction, so residents can access the facilities
of Nuneaton and Hinckley?

Community Actions Second paragraph: Community
actions will only be progressed if there are sufficient
members of the community willing to engage, why are
there no action to see if there are any funds/grants
available to have this work done properly.

This is based on inaccurate
information and would not have
been the case.

None

This should be directed to the
Highways Authority who have
responsibility for such issues.

None

Noted

None

The Parish Council has
previously discussed such a
proposal with the responsible
agency (LCC Highways) who are
unwilling to undertake such a
scheme due to cost/logistics.
This will no doubt form part of
the Community Action

None

None
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There are No details on this document showing an
address or email address for anyone to reply to, if they
are unable to access the internet or the website. An
oversight for a Public Consultation Document and is
against advice from HBBC and contrary to the DDA the
ICO guidelines and the Local Government Guidelines
2019.
The aim of this NDP is to put forward the wishes of the
community. The wishes of the community were clearly
expressed at the Feb 2020 informal consultation, as such

this draft NDP does not represent the true wishes of its
residents, and should be altered to ensure that it does
achieve its aim. They have allowed a flawed, inaccurate,
distorted document to get to this stage in the process
without due diligence. The residents have lost all trust in
this council and the process by which this document has
been produced.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture),
hedgerows, and woodland. Total OC coverage in
Witherley Parish is reported as 92% (2019 Environment
and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan). There is no inclusion
of an Open Countryside policy in the Neighbourhood
Development Plan this must be put in; it protects Fenny
Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and Atterton from
development. Residents of Fenny Drayton need to ask for
an Open Countryside Policy to be included in the NDP
during this consultation. It is our only chance during the
process to protect the hamlets and their rural
identities. The absence of an Open Countryside Policy
also raises questions about the drafting of the
Development Plan and decision-making of Witherley
Parish Council - should residents really be required to ask
for such basic and obvious protection.

The responses were sought
through the formal Regulation
14 consultation.

None

It is a shame more people did
not engage in the process to
shape the NDP.

None

As a result, people are unaware
of what the NDP can and cannot
do and have been given
inaccurate information on
which to form an opinion
See Policy H2

None
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The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC
website (especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects
Fenny Drayton currently. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan offers no similar protections to all the
fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be
interpreted to permit phases of building development
next to the protected settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space
status and Open Countryside policy (‘FD being
surrounded by prairie farmland has stripped land of
hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan) the
points further raises questions about the fundamental
integrity of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group
and Steering Committee which placed Fenny Drayton
above brown field site in Witherley village.
The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny
Drayton community use it for community events as well
as for individual enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very
close proximity to village and the adjacent field is
reasonably accessible for most, having two public
footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the
reputed location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of
Dog Cottages). The area has historical significance.

Settlement Boundary and Windfall development: The
Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to: revise, remove, reposition or redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for any
protected hamlets. Land already presented for
development that has been refused, or removed from
the Neighbourhood Development Plan process cannot be
resubmitted.

Actually, without a 5-year land
supply, the Core Strategy and
DPD offer no protection at all.
Only the NDP can do this, but its
delay in reaching submission
stage has left the community
increasingly vulnerable.
The site selection process was
comprehensive and
independently led.

None

None

It is protected in the NDP as an
Important Open Space.

None

We will amend the NP on
receipt of confirmed
information. Opinions are
currently divided.
NDPs DO have the power to
update settlement boundaries –
this is an established fact.
This plan does not propose any
changes to the settlement
boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ractliffe Culey.
Witherley will alter.

None

The
narrative
will reflect
this more
clearly
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The Witherley Parish Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan; should have no powers under any
circumstances to relocate, redefine, re-designate, or
replace any local green spaces (parks etc.).

Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields
arable and pasture, hedgerows and woodland
surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them
and their rural identity.

NDPs through statute DO have
the power to designate local
green spaces and this is one of
the most powerful designations
that NDPs have to safeguard
special areas of environmental
significance.
Policy H2 does just this, along
with many other policies in the
environment section.

None

None
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Thank you for consulting Hinckley and Bosworth Borough
These general comments are
Council on the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission draft
noted
Witherley Neighbourhood Plan.
Neighbourhood plans are not required to meet the tests
of soundness which local plans and other development
plan documents must meet. Instead, in order for them to
be able to be put to referendum, they must meet the
‘basic conditions’ set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule
4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. Those
relevant to neighbourhood plans are as follows:
(a). having regard to national policies and advice
contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State it
is appropriate to make the order (or neighbourhood
plan).
(d). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan)
contributes to the achievement of sustainable
development.
(e). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) is in
general conformity with the strategic policies contained
in the development plan for the area of the authority (or
any part of that area).
(f). the making of the order (or neighbourhood plan) does
not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU
obligations.
(g). prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Order
(or plan) and prescribed matters have been complied
with in connection with the proposal for the order (or
neighbourhood plan).
Points (f) and (g) above relate to certain obligations
which plans must adhere to, primarily in relation to
habitats and environmental impacts. Some plans require
a Strategic Environmental Assessment and/or a Habitat
Regulations Assessment. Witherley NDP has undertaken
a screening, in consultation with the statutory consultees,
and it was determined that a full SEA was not required to
comply with this basic condition.

None
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Comments are provided on the NDP policies which aim to
ensure that the policies in their final form are workable
and can be implemented to their full effect, ensuring that
they contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development and are not contrary to national and local
policy.
It’s important to note that the plan at the Regulation 14
stage has been written by and is the responsibility of the
Qualifying Body (Parish Council), and the LPA can only
provide guidance and advice at this stage. All advise
provided by the Borough Council throughout the
neighbourhood plan process is to ensure that the
neighbourhood plan reaches its full potential; our
comments are based on our professional experience in
planning policy, development management (i.e. planning
applications and developability/viability of sites),
conservation, the natural and historic environment,
affordable housing etc.
I am aware that the group have a planning consultant on
board, and therefore it is advised that these comments
are considered in full liaison with your planning
consultant, who should be able to advise on any
amendments required and next steps.
Please note: the comments have been split into two
tables. The first is the detailed comments with specific
comments on policies and the plan contents overall. The
second table is the general comments on anything
additional, but also contains important comments on
consultation practices undertaken by the Parish Council.
These representations comprise of comments from
various officers within the Development Services
department, including Planning Policy, Development
Management, the Conservation Officer and the Strategic
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Housing and Enabling Officer (Affordable Housing). If
there are any queries on any of the comments please get
in touch by emailing planningpolicy@hinckleybosworth.gov.uk or contact the lead officer for your plan
who will liaise with the team if required.
‘For Witherley Parish, the most significant planning
document is the Hinckley & Bosworth Local Plan, adopted
in December 2009’
Suggest change to: ‘For Witherley Parish, the most
significant planning documents are the Hinckley &
Bosworth Core Strategy (2009) and Site Allocations DPD
(2016)’
‘The Neighbourhood Development Plan is in general
conformity with the policies contained in this document,
and also has regard for the emerging Local Plan 2016 –
2036 which is currently being prepared’
Change to:
The Neighbourhood Development Plan is in general
conformity with the policies contained in this document,
and also has regard for the emerging Local Plan 2020 –
2039 which is currently being prepared
In general - Local Plan timescales - The timescale of the
emerging local plan is not 2020-2039 and groups have
been notified of this previously. It is recommended that
the Witherley NDP reflects this timescale rather than to
2036.
This section refers to the Leicestershire HEDNA, and
although this document will have been useful during the
production of the neighbourhood plan between 2017 and
2019, the borough have made clear on many occasions
that the HEDNA is now out of date in terms of calculating
housing need. The Government have set out the standard
methodology approach and the neighbourhood plan
should reflect this.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

The recently changed timescale
in noted.

Change to
be made as
indicated

We assume that you have made
an error in stating that ‘The
timescale of the emerging local
plan is not 2020-2039’ because
the timescale of the emerging
local plan IS 2020 – 2039.

It is unrealistic to increase the
housing requirement for
Witherley from 0 to 118
towards the end of the
preparation of the NP.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The method chosen by HBBC to
determine the housing
requirement is a blunt
476

The national standard method for determining housing
need gives a housing need for the borough of 452 houses
per year or 8,588 over the period 2020-2039 (see
comments on plan period in ‘General Comments’ table at
the end of these reps). Based on the latest data on
population (2017 midyear estimates) Witherley parish
accounts for 1.2% of the total borough population. Based
on this share Witherley would have a housing
requirement of 107 dwellings between 2020 and 2039, as
below:
Witherley Population – 1388
% of Borough Population – 1.2%
% share of need – 107
% share of need + 10% buffer for flexibility – 118.
As discussed above, the calculations above are for the
plan period 2020 – 2039, as agreed for the Local Plan by
HBBC Members.
The borough have recommended on many occasions that
neighbourhood plans build in flexibility to their housing
policies to allow for changes to the housing requirement
once the HBBC local plan has progressed sufficiently to
provide housing requirement figures at parish level,
and/or there are changes on a national level to the
standard method housing requirements.
Therefore we would recommend that you base your
approach on the standard method requirement figures
and the proportionate approach set out by the borough
(and the Independent Examiner for Burbage
Neighbourhood Plan) as above.
However, we do understand and it must not be
underestimated that in particular Witherley settlement is
constrained. There are important heritage assets such as
the Scheduled Monument to the south of Witherley
Village, ongoing concerns with flooding, and the long
standing issues with the connections to the A5. The Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD
(SADMP) stated clearly that no allocations were to be

instrument that is the start of a
method of calculation but not
the end of it. To add 10% on to
a figure that HBBC
acknowledges is likely to change
significantly prior to the Local
Plan being adopted only serves
to compound the unrealistic
nature of the requirement.
We will rewrite the section on
the housing requirement to
reflect the new but flawed
methodology and describe the
constraints in the parish that
make the provision of 118 new
homes totally unrealistic – the
same constraints that resulted
in HBBC previously reducing its
housing requirement for the
Parish from 5 to 0 because of
the issues of accessing the
village of Witherley from the
A5.
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made in Witherley at that time. The SADMP states:
“Whilst Highway England’s comments were positive
towards the principle of one selected site, they identified
that access would not be a viable option for this site as
the access lane is unadopted and unsuitable for further
development of this nature. As a result no residential
development will be allocated for Witherley.”
As done through the SADMP it is important to establish
how you are meeting your housing requirement, and if
you are not the reasons for this. We understand that
constraints exist in Witherley which have affected
allocation in Witherley in the past, but this has not been
covered fully in the draft neighbourhood plan. Do the
constraints still exist and still present a barrier to
allocating more than 15 dwellings? For example are there
still capacity issues at the A5 junction as stated previously
by Highways England? I believe there has been work on
the A5 in recent years around this area, and therefore
these concerns may not be present now. You have
addressed local concerns around the A5 in the Transport
and Traffic section, although there appears to be no
evidence from Leicestershire County Council or Highways
England to corroborate that there are still significant
constraints that would prevent further development.
Essentially it needs to be thoroughly demonstrated, if
using the Borough Council’s approach to housing
numbers, why the neighbourhood plan has allocated 15
dwellings, as opposed to the requirement of around 100
dwellings (exact requirement figure depends on plan
period).
This takes on even greater importance in that the
‘Witherley Parish today’ section on page 11 has noted
that population levels have fallen between 2001 and
2011 and the parish has an ageing population. This is
478
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evidence that there is an issue that needs to be
addressed and in simple planning terms additional
growth in the parish could address this. More homes and
particularly homes that are affordable/suitable for
younger people and families (and also affordable rental
property) could address the decline in population and
reverse the trend of an ageing population. Otherwise
there is a concern services and facilities may become
unviable in the parish – such as you have identified with
the primary school. It is important that the plan reflects
on the evidence that has been gathered and sets
policies/allocates land for development to respond to
that evidence.
As it stands it appears that insufficient provision for new
housing is being made in the plan. See further comments
in subsequent sections. Further comments on housing
requirements are set out below with regards to Page 16
and Appendix 5.
“Almost all housing development in Witherley Parish in
the past ten years has been on in-fill sites with just 16
housing completions and 8 conversions between April
2006 & March 2019. (source: HBBC Residential Land
Availability Statement 2008-2019).”

Reference will be made to the
updated document.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The sentence clearly relates to
a survey of residents

None

The latest available RLA is for the April 2019 – March
2020 period, and the documents are available on this
webpage. Please update to reflect this.
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In 2021 the RLA will be updated for the April 2020 March 2021 period and therefore the Neighbourhood
Plan may need updating again to include this.
“When asked what benefits it was thought that
sustainable development would bring to the Parish, 71%
supported housing which enables young families to move
in, and the elderly to remain in the Parish.”
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The first half of the sentence doesn’t make sense, should
the sentence read “When residents were asked what
benefits sustainable development would bring to the
Parish, 71% supported…” ? Please amend accordingly.
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“Although the Borough Council has made no residential
housing allocation for the Parish, the evidence shows that
there are gaps in the current residential provision.”
Please amend to make clear that it is in the Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD
(SADMP) that there was no allocation for Witherley. The
plan should explain why, at the time, it was decided not
to allocate land in the settlement of Witherley in the
SADMP. And that no allocations were made elsewhere in
the parish because the other settlements were
categorised at the lower end of the settlement hierarchy
set out in the SADMP and considered not to be
sustainable settlements for the purposes of allocating
housing sites. See comments below on housing targets in
Witherley in the SADMP.
In Appendix 5 it would be useful to have a map for each
site, so that it is clear exactly where each site is.
Housing targets, OAN and SADMP allocations
Appendix 5 Para 1.3 states: “There is no housing target
set for Witherley which has been recognised by HBBC
based upon an agreed population and economic
development increase in numbers and activity. The
objectively assessed need between 2016 and 2036 is
therefore for 0 additional dwellings, based upon the
settlement hierarchy agreed for the parish and the small
proportion of the population of Witherley as a proportion
of the Borough as a whole.” This is incorrect.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

It is not essential to have maps
of each site that was rejected
through the process.

None

It was correct at the time of
writing and the recently
updated housing requirement is
significantly flawed.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We will amend the section
based on the updated
methodology.
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in Fenny
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Also an objectively assessed need for housing is not the
same as a housing requirement. I suggest this is
amended, in both Appendix 5 and the main plan to:
‘The Core Strategy set a housing requirement of 10
dwellings for the settlement of Witherley. However the
subsequent Site Allocations DPD did not allocate a site to
meet this requirement due to Highways England
concerns at the time regarding access and junction
capacity onto the A5. In addition no housing
requirements were set for Fenny Drayton or Ratcliffe
Culey. These settlements were classed as rural hamlets in
the Core Strategy and these are considered as the least
sustainable settlements in the settlement hierarchy set
out in the Core Strategy. Atterton has no settlement
status in the hierarchy and therefore also had no housing
requirement set.
The emerging Local Plan is not sufficiently advanced to
establish a new housing requirement for Witherley Parish
and in the absence of a figure the Borough Council has
recommended an alternative approach based on
apportioning the overall Borough housing need (based on
the latest standard method) against existing population
distribution of the parishes in the borough. This approach
would give a housing requirement figure for Witherley
Parish of 107 dwellings between 2020-2039. In addition it
is recommended flexibility is built into this figure to allow
for future changes to this figure once the local plan is
adopted. A minimum of 10% is recommended which
would provide an overall figure of 118 dwellings.’
The Borough would support the approach set out above
until a figure can be provided through the emerging Local
Plan. However It is for the neighbourhood plan group to
decide whether to use this figure or establish its own
figure. If the group were to choose to establish their own
figure this should be based on sound evidence and

Noted. We will amend the
description in the NP to reflect
the change in approach that has
been adopted by HBBC

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We will make sure that the
approach taken is based on a
proportionate level of evidence,
and it is noted also that the
‘robust justification’ for the
housing requirement was based
on ‘a simple approach of
apportioning the overall
borough housing need to
parishes based on the share of
population in those parishes’.
So – Witherley Parish including
two rural hamlets and a
settlement that has no status
because of its size in the
hierarchy is considered to have
exactly the same housing
requirement as Hinckley itself
with all its resources and
infrastructure.
As a methodology, this is not fit
for purpose.
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justified. For example the neighbourhood plan could use
this approach to establish a baseline housing ‘need’
figure and then undertake a ‘policy on’ assessment of
local factors and constraints – such as any constraints
associated with the A5, physical constraints,
infrastructure needs etc. The Borough Council will do this
through the local plan, but Neighbourhood Plans can
make the case for a different requirement figure on the
basis of local circumstances. But as noted above this
would need to be based on sound and clear evidence.
Para 2.1 states of the HBBC SHELAA: “This exercise was
substantially updated in December 2018 and July 2019”.
The second date is incorrect. The most recently published
SHELAA Report was in December 2018, covering the
2017-2018 period. Then a Local Plan Call for Sites was
undertaken in January 2019 onwards for the preparation
of the Local Plan Review. The SHELAA covering the 2019 –
2020 period will be published early 2021.
Paras 2.2 refers to two allocated sites, this is no longer
the case and only one site has been allocated. Please
amend to reflect this, as has been done in para 2.3.
It’s unclear how each site was assessed against each
criteria, i.e. was a specific methodology followed to arrive
at a certain score. By showing your workings and
evidence behind each score removes the probability of
challenges, particularly regarding those criterion relating
to technical and/or ‘expert’ topics such as heritage
assets, protected species, highway matters, landscape
issues, drainage and contamination. If there has been
input into these assessments by a technical officer (i.e. at
County Council or independent consultant) this needs to
be evidenced so we can see where the information has
come from. Additionally how was landscape character
assessed? Was it just by site visit, or was it using evidence
prepared by experts such as HBBC’s Landscape Character
Assessment or Sensitivity Study (2017)?

Agreed. We will remove this
reference.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The approach taken was
comprehensive and
proportionate to a
neighbourhood plan.

None

It is not an exercise that
requires expert technical input
it is a process that reflects the
suitability of available sites
based on a proportionate and
robust examination of the
available evidence.
The examiner is not required to
test the soundness of the NP
but to determine whether or
482

If the assessments are purely based on local knowledge
and local evidence, then this needs to be made clear and
the Examiner can be assured that it is a local evaluation
rather than a professional assessment of sustainability via
technical assessments.

not the NP meets the Basic
Conditions. If the site selected is
developable and deliverable
then it will meet the Basic
Conditions.

I am concerned that some of the criteria cannot directly
be attributed to ‘sustainability’, especially if this
assessment has been undertaken in a ‘policy off’ manner.
For example, just because a site is over 5 dwellings this
does not mean it is unsustainable.

The criteria were selected
based on local circumstances
and to help meet a local need.
Your concerns are misplaced.

Likewise just because a site is greenfield it does not mean
it is unsustainable if the assessment is ‘policy off’. For
example, in the HBBC SHELAA which is a ‘policy off’
assessment, there are only limited circumstances where a
site can be classed as
unsuitable/unavailable/undevelopable, this can be found
in the SHELAA Methodology 2020 here.

The approach undertaken has
passed examination on more
than 30 occasions without
concerns being raised and it is
not felt necessary or
appropriate to make any
changes at this stage.

Also I’m unclear on whether the housing requirement
was established before a site was chosen, or vice versa. If
a site is proposing 15 dwellings how can it be scored a
red, if that’s how many dwellings the NP is proposing to
allocate?
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Overall, please be clear on how each site was scored
against each criteria, if the assessment is a ‘policy off or
policy on’ evaluation of sustainability, and if technical
documents were used and/or if experts were consulted
on the technical topics.
The site allocated in Fenny Drayton was removed from
the plan prior to the Regulation 14 consultation started.
As far as we are aware, this site has just been
automatically removed from the plan, however it does
not seem there has been further consideration of the
consequences.

HBBC is required to comment
on the Plan submitted for
Regulation 14 consultation, not
on previous versions and
neither is there a need to justify

None
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ogy and
site
assessme
nts

The LPA would have had some concerns with the site at
Fenny Drayton, as the settlement is classed as a rural
hamlet in HBBC’s Local Plan, with little to no services
such as a school, doctors, shop etc. In any case, the site
has now been removed by the Qualifying Body, and there
has been no settlement boundary change at Fenny
Drayton. I am aware that there are many residents of
Fenny Drayton that are concerned with the potential
impacts this plan has on Fenny Drayton, in particular the
allocation of a housing site and as a consequence the
removal of the open space (FEN02 in the SADMP).
However, as the site allocation has been removed and
the plan does not look to change or modify the open
space or the settlement boundary, the Borough Council
has no comments to make on these matters.

HBBC

In the absence of the site allocation at Fenny Drayton,
the dwellings allocated at that site that were meeting
some of the need has now been lost, as there has been
no alternative approach suggested, nor is there any
evidence provided to suggest that a second preferred site
has been considered.
Appendix 5 was amended upon our request to include all
of the site assessments (see comments elsewhere on this
matter). It seems that during the updating of Appendix 5,
one of the scorings of site Witherley 10a has changed. In
the original version of Appendix 5 that I have saved the
site was originally scored +7, however in the updated
version of the document the site scored +8. Please make
clear as to why this has happened.

the changes made prior to
submission as the NP evolved.
But the Borough Council has
commented, although it had no
reason or remit to do so. The
removal of the open space is
merely repeating
unsubstantiated claims from
disaffected members of the
community without checking
the facts It is noted that HBBC
has repeated ill-informed views
whilst also stating ‘However, as
the site allocation has been
removed and the plan does not
look to change or modify the
open space or the settlement
boundary, the Borough Council
has no comments to make on
these matters’. It is hard to see
how comments of this nature
are intended to support the
production of the NP.
When adding the individual site
assessments to Appendix 5, it
was found that the scoring total
on the summary diagram of Site
10a was incorrect (+7). As the
total score on the scoring sheet
for the site was correct (+8), the
summary scoring was amended
accordingly.

None

The Qualifying Body helpfully
included all the site
assessments when asked to do
484

1853

1854

HBBC

Ranking
and
Choice of
Alternativ
e Sites

HBBC

1854

Site Name
and Ref
Number

1854

Witherley
10b
(Witherle
y, Hunt

Numb
er of
Dwelli
ngs
20

There are several instances where the questions in the
methodology have been amended on each site
assessment. For example, in the methodology on pages 3
and 4 one of the questions is “13. Safe pedestrian access
to and from the site”. In the site assessments however,
the question has been changed to “is there an adopted
pavement to and from site?”. Likewise, site 7 has a
different question for question 15 than the methodology
i.e. the methodology question of “Safe vehicular access
to and from the site”, as opposed to the question used
for site 7 “Is a vehicular access available to and from the
site?”. Also in some instances the designated centre of
the village is classed as the church, but in others it’s the
public house. Why is the centre of the village changing?
There is a chance therefore that the scoring for each
question would be different depending on the wording of
the question asked.
There is considerable consistency issues here between
methodology and assessments, and therefore is open to
challenge.
I have re-ordered the ranking of sites so it is clear what
the order of preference of the ‘positively’ assessed sites
are:

so although there is no
regulatory requirement to do so
The assessments will be tidied
up but the
changes will be
so slight as not
to impact on
the scoring.

Noted

None

None

Score

8
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1854

1854

1854

1854

1854

1854

Kennels
Full)
Witherley
10a
(Witherle
y, Hunt
Kennels
Renovatio
n)
Witherley
7
(Witherle
y, Chapel
Lane)
Witherley
5
(Ratcliffe
Culey,
Church
Croft)
Witherley
9
(Witherle
y, Kennel
Lane
upper
ext.)
Witherley
1 (Fenny
Drayton,
opp. The
Royal
Redgate
pub)
Witherley
4 (Ratclife

15

8

14

4

4

=-1

59

104

= -2

94
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1854

1854

1854

1854

1854

Culey,
North
Main Rd)
Witherley
6
(Witherle
y, Church
Road)
Witherley
10
(Witherle
y Kennel
Ln,
middle
ext.)
Witherley
11
(Witherle
y Kennel
Lane,
lower)
Witherley
8
(Witherle
y–
landlocke
d site off
Chapel
Lane)
Witherley
2–
(Fenny
Drayton,
Simpson
Farm)

9

93

-4

64

-5

33

-6

1500

-8
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1854

HBBC

The most positively ranked site is the sites at the Hunt
Kennels (ref 10a and 10b) for 20 dwellings and 15
dwellings respectively, although in the allocation at Policy
H1 only 15 dwellings are allocated. Is there a reason why
the full site that was also ranked top wasn’t chosen? Why
are 15 dwellings deemed more appropriate as opposed
to the full site. The full site would provide 5 extra
dwellings that aren’t provided in any other allocation
now that the Fenny Drayton site has been removed.

20 on this site was considered
too great a number plus the
Prescence of Ridge and Furrow.

None

HBBC

In any case, the second positively ranked site in the site
assessment process is Witherley 7, Chapel Lane, SHELAA
Ref LPR17, to hold around 14 dwellings, as shown in the
SHELAA map of the site below:

Noted

None

HBBC

As the site at Fenny Drayton was removed quite soon to
the start of the Reg 14 consultation, has thought been
given to allocating the third ranked site (Chapel Lane,
Witherley) in the site assessment process for allocation
instead? If it has been considered and not taken forward

NPs are not required to
allocate sites for development
and it is not necessary to
explain why additional sites

None

1855

1856

Ranking
and
Choice of
Alternativ
e Sites

488

1857

HBBC

1858

HBBC

1859

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

1860

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

why is this, and what effect does that have on the overall
housing requirement and sustainability of the plan
overall?
In addition, the policies and strategy of the plan have not
been updated to reflect the withdrawal of this site. It
could be argued that the plan is now contrary to Para 049
of the NPPG, below, as the plan has not given full
consideration to the preferred approach now the second
allocation has been removed.

have not been selected for
allocation.
The second site was removed
prior to Regulation 14
consultation. HBBC is required
to comment on the draft
submitted for consultation, not
on earlier versions.

None

Para 049 below, my emphasis added in bold:
“At what stage does the pre-submission consultation take
place on a draft neighbourhood plan or Order?
Before the formal pre-submission consultation takes
place a qualifying body should be satisfied that it has a
complete draft neighbourhood plan or Order. It is not
appropriate to consult on individual policies for example.
Where options have been considered as part of the
neighbourhood planning process earlier engagement
should be used to narrow and refine options. The
document that is consulted on at the pre-submission
stage should contain only the preferred approach.
Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 41-049-20140306”.
HBBC support the choice of a brownfield site as an
allocation in Witherley Neighbourhood Plan; brownfield
is generally the preferred choice over greenfield if the
site is sustainable and viable.
Do we know that the buildings on site are capable of
conversion? I.e. are the buildings structurally sound. If
not, there is a chance the site would become unviable. Is
there any evidence to support this – that they have
potential to be developed.
The policy must also refer to heritage assets settings also.
Therefore it is recommended the policy is re-worded as
follows: “Proposals will need to avoid harm to the
heritage assets and their setting and are subject to…”

The draft NP only contains the
preferred approach so the
provision of para 049 is met.

None

Noted. The owners have
confirmed their willingness to
renovate the buildings.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

489

Criteria b & c – it is unwise to stipulate in a policy the
phased approach of a development. Likewise to
comments from the Conservation Officer, you could
amend to say the whole development must come
forward, and/or state that the phasing is subject to
further agreement. Alternatively you can remove
reference to the phasing of the development, and include
as an aspiration in the supporting text, and state that you
wish to work with potential developers on this as and
when developability is being discussed. What is an
“advanced stage of construction”? Does this means for all
converted dwelling, or 50%, or otherwise? Please make
clear.
Criteria d – please be more specific, is this the Witherley
Neighbourhood Plan Design Guide? Or the HBBC Good
Design Guide SPD 2020 (here).
Criteria e – If a field is being protected it should be
excluded from the allocated area and settlement
boundary. In any case, it is unclear as to where this ridge
and furrow field is, unless referring to other sections of
the plan and/appendices. A map showing the extent of
the area here would be helpful. See further comments on
criteria e by the Conservation Officer, particularly
regarding the loss of ridge and furrow and conflict with
policy ENV8
Criteria f – No need for the number of dwellings in
brackets, advised just keep at 40%.

1861

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

1862

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

1863

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

1864

Page 16 –
Policy H1

HBBC

Figure 2 – In addition to figure 2, another closer map of
the allocation site would be useful to see the intricacies
of the boundary.

Policy H1.
Allocation
for

HBBC

The allocation of this site has my general support as it
does provide the opportunity to re-use these significant
local buildings, although any proposed scheme must be

1865

Pages 1517
Comment

We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The policy refers to Policy H5
which in turn refers to the NP
design guide. This is clear.
We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated
None

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
This is a repeat of the comment
made at 1860 above.

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
490

s by the
Conservat
ion
Officer

around 15
dwellings
at the
former
Atherston
e Hunt
Kennel,
Witherley
.

sensitive to their significance and their setting (as the
immediate and wider rural hinterland of these buildings
is a critical part of allowing for any understanding of and
appreciating their significance). The policy wording
should be amended slightly to incorporate the word
‘setting’ – I would suggest it is altered to “…Proposals will
need to avoid harm to the heritage assets and their
setting and are subject to the following criteria…”

1866

Pages 1517
Comment
s by the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

1867

Pages 1517
Comment
s by the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

The policy seeks around 15 dwellings on the site with
around four of those being new buildings. The footprint
of the existing buildings (including the kennels, stables,
and cottages) is extensive so it may be possible to
provide around 11 dwellings within these buildings,
however perhaps some feasibility work is required to
determine if the allocation as a whole would be viable
and could actually be delivered, with considerations
being the condition of the buildings and their suitability
for conversion, providing the suggested housing mix and
around six affordable units, meeting the requirements of
policy H5 etc.
Limbs b and c of the policy are understandable in seeking
to ensure the conversion as well as the new build would
be delivered, however the phases specified in the two
limbs could be considered restrictive and again could
make delivering the allocation unviable or unappealing to
many developers. I would suggest the thoughts on the
phasing is also obtained from HBBC Development
Management, but a suitable phasing approach could be
sought and agreed with a development partner as part of
a planning condition or other legal agreement. So
possibly limbs b and c could be amended to a single limb
along the lines of both the conversion and new build
elements of this allocation must be delivered; the
phasing and method of delivery of the allocation is to be

We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

491

1868

Pages 1517
Comment
s by the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

agreed and secured with the chosen developer as part of
any subsequent planning application.
Based on figure 2 it is assumed the position for the
(around) four new buildings would be the rectangular
section of the field directly to the rear (east) of the Hunt
cottages and to the south of the kennel range. In my
opinion this siting of the new development has the
potential to have an adverse impact upon the setting of
the kennels with it being an uncharacteristic projection
into an open field as well as it likely leading to the loss of
preserved ridge and furrow within the field. I understand
there is a difficult balance here is seeking to provide
housing and preserve features within the historic and
natural environment but the loss of ridge and furrow (as
identified within the ridge and furrow section) would
conflict with Policy ENV8. Are the Neighbourhood Group
happy with this? Limb e of Policy H1 refers to the
adjacent and more prominent ridge and furrow field so is
the ridge and furrow present within the allocation less
prominent and worthy or less weight in the planning
balance?

We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

Change to
be made as
indicated

492

1869

Pages 1517
Comment
s by the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

I would suggest an alternative position for the new build
should be explored – marked in red on the screenshot
below. There is a contained parcel of land immediately to
the south of the cottages on Kennel Lane which if
developed would more closely follow the development
pattern of buildings being sited next to the lane. Street
view indicates there is band of mature hedgerow trees
adjacent to the lane but there appears to be adequate
space behind for the four new builds (especially if smaller
house types are being sought as part of desired housing
mix) and retention of the hedgerow. In my opinion
amending the boundaries of the allocation to include
these site and remove the projection into the field would
provide a more appropriate form of development and
retain the setting of the former kennels, so this
amendment should be strongly considered. One positive
aspect to this alternative is that the site in red appears to
form part of the same SHELAA submission suggesting
land ownership remains the same as the allocation?

We will agree the conditions
prior to submission based on
the comments from the land
owner.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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1869

1870

1871

1872

Settleme
nt
Boundari
es
Settleme
nt
Boundari
es
Settleme
nt
Boundari
es

Page 18

HBBC

Criteria b in the settlement boundary methodology states
“b) the residential sites allocated…”. Please amend this to
refer to singular residential site.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Page 18

HBBC

It is clear that the only amendment to the settlement
boundary at Witherley is to include the allocation at the
Hunt Kennels.

Noted

None

Page 18

HBBC

A lot of residents are concerned that the settlement
boundary at Fenny Drayton has been amended. Although
in past versions of the plan the settlement boundary at
Fenny Drayton was amended to include the draft
allocation, this is now not true due to the removal of the
allocation from the plan. There have been no
amendments to the settlement boundary, and therefore
the borough council have no comments to make on this.

But it is noted that HBBC,
whilst not commenting, has still
managed to comment
negatively.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Settlement Boundary is to
be removed.

494

1873

Page 21
and Policy
H3

Affordabl
e Housing
Policy H3

HBBC

This does not comply with paragraph 23 of the NPPG.
You can only require affordable housing for Major
developments (more than 10 or more than 0.5ha in size).
LPA’s can set lower thresholds based on evidence, but is
unclear how this applies to Neighbourhood Plans.

1874

Page 21
and Policy
H3
Page 21
and Policy
H3
Page 21
and Policy
H3

Affordabl
e Housing
Policy H3
Affordabl
e Housing
Policy H3
Affordabl
e Housing
Policy H3

HBBC

On such small sites it can’t be distributed evenly as it is
unlikely this will be taken up by a Registered Provider.

HBBC

There is no reference to off-site contributions and this
should always be an option, please consider amending to
include this.
It is unlikely that Registered Providers will want to take
on sites with less than 5 units so evidence needs to be
provided on how this policy will be delivered.

Page 21
and Policy
H3
Affordabl
e Housing

Affordabl
e Housing
Policy H3
Comment
s from
the
Strategic
Housing
and
Enabling
Officer:
Comment
s from
the
Strategic
Housing

HBBC

Also policy H3 should refer to the Hinckley and Bosworth
Housing Needs Study 2019.

HBBC

Firstly, the Plan does not make reference to the national
guidance superseding our own Core Strategy so that
affordable housing can only be required on sites of 10
dwellings or more.

The reference to 4 dwellings
will be removed from the
policy.

HBBC

Secondly, I’m really pleased they will support 40%
affordable on the Kennels site, but it will not be popular
with social housing providers to take new affordable on
conversions, so it would be helpful if they would add the

This was considered but not
supported

1875

1876

1877

1878

1879

Affordabl
e Housing

HBBC

Core Strategy policy 15 calls for
Affordable Housing on sites of 4
dwellings or more with
justification contained in the
accompanying narrative. This
was confirmed by the DPD. To
avoid doubt we will remove
reference to the minimum
threshold of 4 units.
Noted however it says ‘should
be’ so it remains an objective to
be pursued.
Off-site contributions will be
applied as necessary according
to HBBC policies.
The minimum figure of 4 has
been chosen to conform to Core
Strategy policy but we will
remove reference to it to avoid
doubt.
Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

495

1880

Affordabl
e Housing

1881

Affordabl
e Housing

1882

Affordabl
e Housing
Affordabl
e Housing

1883

use of a rural exception site for affordable if no registered
provider could be found to take converted properties.

and
Enabling
Officer:
Policy H4

HBBC

Policy H4

HBBC

Restricting windfall development to sites of five or fewer
developments would not comply with the NPPFs aim to
boost housing supply. The NPPF states LPAs should
support the development of windfall sites through
policies and decisions – giving great weight to the
benefits of using suitable sites within existing settlements
for homes.
Criteria a & b - Why do sites within the settlement
boundary need to demonstrate a housing need? If they
are in the settlement boundary of Witherley there would
be a presumption in favour of sustainable development,
as per national and local policy.

Criteria c – It is advised that the word overdevelopment is
removed as it is ambiguous
Development should be in keeping with the prevailing
character of the surrounding area.

1884

Affordabl
e Housing

HBBC

Criteria f – this is a requirement of the planning process
in any case, so doesn’t need to be duplicated in this
policy

1885

Affordabl
e Housing

HBBC

Cirteria g – Again this criteria is rather ambiguous; all
residential development should provide gardens that
have an appropriate level of amenity space in accordance
with the Borough Council’s The Good Design Guide.

Limit is reasonable given the A5
restrictions.

None

Noted. The Framework
supports the supply of
sustainable development and
the conditions in this policy
seek to set those parameters.
The NPPF says that Plans should
‘positively seek opportunities to
meet the development needs of
their area’ and this policy helps
to achieve that.
The clause was introduced to
ensure that the density of
development is in keeping with
the area. The suggested words
achieve this.

None

But there is no harm in
reinforcing it. It does not fail to
comply with the basic
conditions.
This criterion has passed
examination in at least 20 other
NPs (including Desford) so the
criterion is already to be taken
into account by HBBC.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

496

1886

Affordabl
e Housing

Page 22

HBBC

There is no reference to the Design Guide at the start of
this section (only in the policy), please refer to Appendix
6 so the reader can refer to the document whilst reading
this section.

There is already reference to
the Design Guide in the
narrative not only in the policy
as suggested.

None

1887

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

HBBC are supportive of a locally specific Design Guide, a
first for Hinckley & Bosworth Neighbourhood Plans.

Noted

None

1888

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

We support the following sentence at the start of the
document: “The Design Guide does not supersede or
replace the suggestions and guidance in relevant national
and local documents but is designed to complement and
augment them.”

Noted

None

1889

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

Would it be useful to include pictures of the various
features of the village and modern design practices you
refer to? Could there also be paragraph numbers for easy
referencing

We are content with the guide
as it stands.

none

1890

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

Page 2, second para, historic and rural character – the
use of the word “concomitant” is not plain English, which
all planning documents must adhere to. Please reword.

Agreed. Replace with ‘in
keeping’

Change to
be made as
indicated

1891

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide
Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide
Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide
Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide
Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

Page 3, vehicular access and parking – should the
standards be a maximum not a minimum?

It needs to be expressed as a
minimum in line with LCC
standards.

None

497

1892

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

Page 5 – It is unreasonable to say no to UPVC windows,
please reconsider this.

1893

Appendix
6 Design
Guide

HBBC

Page 6 – Painting your house or door does not require
planning permission, and therefore it is unreasonable to
restrict this via the Design Guide, or perhaps the Design
Guide could stipulate that it doesn’t require planning
permission, but you would consider this good practice.

1894

Policy H5
Design
and
Appendix
6 Design
Guide
Page 25

HBBC

1895

Page 25

HBBC

In Existing Environmental Designations you state: “…and
in the HBBC Fen Lanes Landscape Sensitivity Character
Area (for renewable energy infrastructure planning). It
includes part of the draft HBBC Green Infrastructure
Strategy (2008) River Sence Biodiversity Improvement
Area.”
The 2017 Landscape Sensitivity Study is the sister
document to the Landscape Character Assessment.
Witherley is situated in area ‘03 Witherley &
Surroundings (south of B5000)’. I’m unsure what is meant
by “for renewable energy infrastructure planning”?

1896

Page 25

HBBC

There is also a new Green Infrastructure Strategy 2020
(which can be found here). Please update to reference
the new strategy.

It is not a blanket ‘no’ as the
policy requires proposals to
demonstrate how they have
taken the guide into account
where appropriate. It is up to
the applicant to demonstrate
why alternative materials are
required.
Agreed

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Noted

None

The primary function of the
landscape sensitivity study as
far as the WNDP is concerned is
is to guide strategic and
planning decisions about the
location and size of renewable
energy generation
infrastructure. It is therefore a
relevant environmental
designation to be considered
when WNDP Policy ENV12 is
applied
Noted – this document was
published after the presubmission Plan was completed.

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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1897

Page 26

HBBC

Figure 5.1 – It’s best to just have the maps of each of the
settlements showing the Local Green Spaces, rather than
the large map of the area, as it’s difficult to see the
boundaries and location of the LGS’s on this overview
map.

1898

Page 28,
Policy
ENV1

HBBC

1899

Page 28,
Policy
ENV1

HBBC

1900

Page 28,
Policy
ENV1

HBBC

1901

Page 28,
Policy
ENV1

HBBC

1902

Page 28,
Policy
ENV1
Page 28

HBBC

The LGS are generally all of merit and we supported the
protection of green spaces most important to the
community that are in line with LGS criteria in NPPF Para
100.
Some of the LGS covered in this policy already have
designations within the Local Plan, for example 555 in
Fenny Drayton covers the Church and Church Yard of St
Michael’s and All Angels. This is designated as an open
space and community facility within the SADMP.
Another example is 305/333/354 in Ratcliffe Culey; some
areas of this site are designated as open space and
community facilities, and contains the scheduled
monument of SMO04 The Moat and Fishponds.
As some of these areas are already covered with
designations in the Local Plan, you will need to ensure
that you have clearly demonstrated that a further
designation of LGS, with a much stronger protective
policy is warranted.
No comments on the policy wording

Page 28 &
29 Policy
ENV2

HBBC

1903

1904

HBBC

‘Important Open Spaces’ section you reference the 2011
Open Space Sport and Recreational Facilities Study,
however there is a newer document, the 2016 version of
the document can be found here. Please check content is
still correct and update references to this document.
The Policy for Important Open Spaces is a weaker policy
than that in the SADMP, Policy DM8.

Updated references will be
made.
The overview map is there to
provide an overview as it says,
and to show the number and
distribution of LGSs across the
Plan area. We will retain it.

None.

Noted

None

Noted. The LGS designation will
provide protection at a higher
level.

None

See also comments at 1906.
Noted

The evidence base does this.

None

Noted

None

Checked and updated as
necessary, and all references to
the 2011 study updated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We disagree and consider the
policy to be locally relevant

None
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1905

Page 28 &
29 Policy
ENV2

HBBC

The Neighbourhood Plan policy will allow development
that result in a loss or adverse effect on open space
unless the open space is replaced, or if the open space is
no longer required. The SADMP Policy DM8 exceptions
include if the open space is replaced by an equivalent
typology, if there is a surplus of that particular typology,
or the development of a small part of a larger site in
recreational use would result in the enhancement of
recreational facilities on the remainder of the site etc.

1906

Page 28 &
29 Policy
ENV2

HBBC

If a site is being covered with LGS designation does it also
need to be covered with an Open Space designation? As
the LGS policy is a very strict policy in its own right,
irrespective of other policies covering a site.

identifying locally appropriate
open spaces.
The NP policy refers to
‘equivalent or better provision’;
we consider this provides
stronger protection of whatever
mix of existing typologies
represented on any OS site.
There is no surplus of OS
typologies in the Plan Area so
this exception is not relevant

Noted - but note
a). that, if rejected as LGS at
Examination, any sites removed
from Policy ENV 2 for this
reason will need their OS
designation to be reinstated to
avoid loss of all protection
b) LGS desigations that include,
but are larger than, features
with other designations (e.g.
OS, Scheduled Monument)
provide protection of a wider
range of different values (as in
the NPPF criteria, para 100, and
the scoring methodology used
in WNDP) than the individual
‘lesser’ designaitons; protection
of the site itself, rather than
features (which may be
replaceable elsewhere, as in
ENV2), is the objective of Policy
ENV1. Omitting otherwise
designated parts of a proposed

None

OS sites
that exactly
coincide
with a site
designated
as LGS in
the NDP
will be
removed
from lists
and maps
in Policy
ENV 2
following
examinatioi
n.
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1907

Page 31 &
Appendix
7

HBBC

1908

Page 31 &
Appendix
7

HBBC

1909

Figure 7,
page 31

HBBC

1910

Policy
ENV3,
page 32
Policy
ENV3,
page 32

HBBC

Policy
ENV3,
page 32

HBBC

1911

1912

HBBC

I commend the hard work that has gone into the
Environmental Inventory, which is no doubt very
comprehensive and a lot of work has gone into assessing
that many sites within the Parish area.
The Parish Council have also undertaken an Ecological
Survey (2019), which is published as Appendix 11, and is
referenced in the Environmental Inventory Appendix 7,
but this has not been referred to in the plan itself until
page 33. Was this survey used to determine the sites
identified in Figure 7 to be protected in Policy ENV3? If
so, reference this in the plan please.

LGS would remove crucial
components of the justification
for its designation as LGS.
Noted

None

The sites were determined with
reference to the environmental
inventory. The NP actually
refers to the Ecological Survey
on page 23 which also explains
that its findings were
incorporated into the
Environmental Inventory.
High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
As above

None

… but some have higher levels
of significance so the statement
is correct. HBBCs response (no.
1925) recommends changing
the words to ‘which have at
least local significance’
SADMP Policy DM6 is a good reference. DM6 requires
In our view, WNDP Policy ENV3
that on locally important sites developers must apply a
is stronger than SADMP DM6
sequential approach when a proposal is likely to result in because it does not allow use of
harm, i.e. seeking an alternative site, mitigation measures DM6 clauses i) and j) – these
on site, and/or compensation measures. Ensure that your can be used by developers to
policy doesn’t leave you in a weaker position than with
justify biodiversity net loss
Policy DM6.
(which is the inevitable

None

Figure 7 is too small and the map and key is unreadable.
Please make bigger, a full A4 page would be useful,
and/or provide a larger high quality map in the
appendices and online.
As above, ensure the map is large enough to successfully
refer to when using this policy.
The policy makes reference to the fact that the sites
identified are at least of local importance. Recommend
rewording the start of this sentence to: “The sites and
features mapped in Figure 7 are of local significance”.

None

None

None
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1913

Policy
ENV3,
page 32

HBBC

1914

Figure 8,
page 33

HBBC

1915

Figure 8,
page 33

HBBC

1916

Page 34

HBBC

1917

Policy
ENV4,
Page 34

HBBC

It also important to reference contribution AND
enhancement to the natural environment. The NPPF
2019 also makes multiple reference to net gains in
biodiversity.
Please check with Leicestershire Ecology that the
locations of Great Crested Newts can be published in the
public domain, as they are internationally protected
species.
If allowed, it might be beneficial to split this map into two
to allow the maps to be a bit bigger for easier
interpretation, i.e. east and west areas of the parish.
You make reference to the draft Environment Bill (2018),
the Bill is now on the 2020 draft, and as such references
should be checked and updated if required.
You could use headings to split the policy into sections,
see Policy DM6 as an example, as this will make it easier
for the reader the refer to the bits of the policy of
significance to them.

outcome of ‘mitigation’ and
‘compensation’).
ENV3 covers sites at all levels of
biodiversity significance
occurring in the Plan Area, as
mapped in figure 7, without
introducing the ambiguity of
DMS6 ‘irreplaceable habitats’,
which is not a formal natural
environment designation.
Only 13% of the open land in
the Plan Area is proposed for
any kind of environmental
protection; this gives more than
adequate opportunity for newbuild targets and local need to
be satisfied without destroying
identified biodiversity sites.
Agreed. Enhancement and
compensation (not
‘contribution’?) will be
incorporated into the policy.
The map provided by LRERC on
which fig 8 is based already has
these locations ‘randomised’

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

High resolution versions of all
figures will be available on
submission.

None

Noted. Updates will be made
where necessary

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change
made as
indicated

We will consider this and
amend as felt necessary
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Policy
ENV4,
Page 34
Policy
ENV4,
Page 34

1918

1919

HBBC

HBBC

1920

Fig 9,
Page 35

HBBC

1921

Policy
ENV5

HBBC

General
Comment
s on
Historical
Environm
ent
Section

HBBC

1922

Historic
Environm
ent
Section
(pages
36-40)
Comment
s from

With reference to Bats, it is recommended that you
remove “independent research” and replace with “a bat
survey by an appropriately qualified person”.
With reference to Great Crested Newts, what is meant by
strategic development? Not sure there is sufficient
justification for asking for GCN survey within the buffer
zones, and in particular there is certainly no justification
for requiring a GCN survey for developments of 5 houses
or more anywhere in the plan area.

Would be beneficial to have Figure 9 as a larger map to
be able to see exactly where these green and blue
corridors cover. Currently it’s hard to see the intricacies,
especially when corridors cover some of the settlements.
The first paragraph: this cannot be enforced as trees can
only be protected in their own right if they are covered
by a Tree Preservation Order or within a Conservation
Area. No plan policy can change that. Please amend.
Subject to some suggested alterations to the wording
(see other comments below) the policies regarding sites
of historical environmental significance (ENV 6) and local
heritage assets (ENV 7) appear to reasonably conform
with and reflect the provisions of Section 16 of the
National Planning Policy Framework and Policies DM11
and DM12 of the Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DPD.

Agreed

Strategic development =
Residential allocations /
highways / other infrastructure.
The fig 8 mapped GCN zones
are indicative.
We believe there should be a
requirement for proposals
within the buffer zone to
include proportionate GCN
protection measures based on
survey results – however we
will remove the reference to a
survey outside of them.
High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
The policy says ‘should’ not
‘must’ and is a form of wording
that has passed examination in
over 20 NPs. It does not conflict
with the Basic Conditions.
Noted

worked
well as is.
Change to
be made as
indicated.
Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

None
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1923

the
Conservat
ion
Officer
Policy
ENV6,
and
Figure 10
Comment
s from
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

1924

Policy
ENV6 fig
10

HBBC

1925

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

Interestingly Examiners for NDPs within HBBC have taken
alternative views on whether a specific policy for nondesignated heritage assets (this would include both ENV
6 and ENV 7 in this plan) is required. For example Sheepy
as a made plan (made in 2019) has a specific local
heritage asset policy, whilst the Examiner’s report for
Burbage requested a similar local heritage asset policy
was removed as it duplicated existing policies. In my
opinion (and subject to suggested minor alternations) I
would suggest retaining these policies and allowing the
Examiner to determine their need in due course. The key
aspect of this Plan is that it identifies local heritage assets
within the Plan area, so if affected by a development
national and local policies will be applied even if a policy
in the NDP is deemed unnecessary in due course.
Would be beneficial to have Figure 10 as a larger map to
be able to see exactly where these sites are. Currently it’s
hard to see the intricacies, especially with the smaller
sites. Again might be beneficial to split the parish in half,
and have ‘east parish’ and ‘west parish’.
It is not explicit within the policy wording that these sites
are considered to be non-designated heritage assets. I
would suggest adding the words: “….In addition to the
Scheduled Monuments (existing statutory protection),
the sites mapped in Figure 10 (details in Appendix 7) are
non-designated local heritage assets which have at least
local significance for their historical features. “

Noted

None

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

504

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

Agree that a a larger scale map of Figure 10 may need to
be made available as it difficult to determine the extent
of some of the identified sites within the document.

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.

None

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

The first paragraph identifies 51 assets but does this
correlate to the number identified within Policy ENV 7
and Appendix 9 (this seems to identify 40 entries)?

The figure will be changed to
40.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

HBBC

Agreed. We will amend to
‘They are important for their
contribution to local history and
to the layout and characteristic
mix of architectural styles in the
Plan area’.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the

HBBC

The second sentence of Policy ENV 7 (They are important
for their contribution to the layout and characteristic mix
of architectural styles in the village) is very specific. There
is a much wider range of reasons as to why the assets are
important, as identified within the main text (on page 38)
and within Appendix 9. I would suggest removing this
sentence or amending it to …. They are important to the
Parish and their features and settings will be protected
wherever possible.
Comments on specific local heritage assets and Appendix
9 are as follows

Noted.

None

1926

1927

1928

1929

1930

1931

HBBC

There are some inconsistencies with suggested entries
Noted
and their identification within the Witherley Conservation
Area Appraisal (2007).

None

HBBC

No.2 – 2 Bridge Lane, Witherley. Although I agree with
this entry as the building is of local interest it is not
identified as an important local building within the

None

It is no. 2 on the map. P.2o0f
the Witherley Conservation
Area Appraisal 2007

505

1932

1933

1934

1935

1936

section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

Conservation Area Appraisal. It should therefore be
moved to section 2 of Appendix 9.
HBBC

No.3 – 3 Bridge Lane, Witherley. Although I agree with
this entry as the building is of local interest it is not
identified as an important local building within the
Conservation Area Appraisal. It should therefore be
moved to section 2 of Appendix 9.

It is #3 on the map. P.2 of the
Witherley Conservation Area
Appraisal 2007

None

HBBC

No.5 – 1 Church Road, Witherley. This is not identified as
an important local building within the Conservation Area
Appraisal. The entry in Appendix 9 is very limited and
does not articulate why the Group consider it to be of
local interest – a justification as to why the building is
identified as being of local interest is required. If justified
the entry should be moved to section 2 of Appendix 9.
No.9 – Witherley Hall Lodge. The last sentence The
farmhouse is illustrative of the social and cultural
development of Witherley as a predominantly
agricultural village is not relevant to the lodge so should
be removed.

It is no. 5 on the map. P.2 of
the Witherley Conservation
Area Appraisal 2007

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

HBBC

No.11 – Home Farm, Hall Lane, Witherley. Although I
agree with this entry as the building is of local interest it
is not located within the Witherley Conservation Area. It
should therefore be moved to section 2 of Appendix 9
with references to the conservation area removed.

It is no. 11 on the map. P.2 of
the Witherley Conservation
Area Appraisal 2007

None

HBBC

No.13 – Old Rectory, Church Road, Witherley. I would
suggest reference is also made in this entry to the
detached linear outbuilding range located adjacent to the
Rectory (this appears to be a possible former functional
range associated with the rectory). This building range
(now known as Old Rectory Cottage, 17 Church Road) is
identified as an important building within the
Conservation Area Appraisal.

This can be added in.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

HBBC
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1937

1938

1939

1940

1941

1942

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

No.21 – The Royal Red Gate, Watling Street, Fenny
Drayton. The pub is located on the opposite side of the
A444 so the position of the red dot on Figure 12 needs
amending.

Noted. Figure to be amended

Change to
be made as
indicated.

HBBC

No.22 – Red House Farm, Main Road, Ratcliffe Culey. Do
the photos need updating now the farm house has been
demolished? I think the references to the pictures in the
text need altering to reflect their actual position on the
page (top left and top right, etc.).

Noted. Photos to be updated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

HBBC

No.23 – Wisteria Cottage, 23 Main Road, Ratcliffe Culey.
This entry is located within the historic core of Ratcliffe
Culey so full reference to the HER listing (MLE8928)
should be added to the entry.

MLE8928 does not refer to this
building

None

HBBC

No.24 – K6 Telephone Kiosk, Main Road, Ratcliffe Culey.
This entry is located within the historic core of Ratcliffe
Culey so full reference to the HER listing (MLE8928)
should be added to the entry

MLE8928 does not refer to this
structure

None

HBBC

No.27 – Bank House Farm, Sibson Road, Ratcliffe Culey.
The paragraph regarding enclosure is interesting but it
may be better placed as historical context within the
main body of the Plan.

It is considered that this
narrative adds context.

None

HBBC

No.28 – Atherstone Hunts Kennels and Stable, Kennel
Lane, Witherley. The articulation of significance is key for
this entry as this will influence the design and delivery of
the housing allocation on the site In my opinion these
building also have architectural interest so I would
suggest this is added to the entry. I would also suggest

Not in the Leics HER list
provided (Jan 2020). We will
update.

Change to
be made as
indicated

Add the MLE references and
Move entries #28and #29 from
507

reference is made to their setting and relationship with
the surrounding countryside. The references to the HER
listings should be provided in full for consistency: MLE
24332 - Atherstone Hunt Kennels, Kennel Lane, MLE
24331 Hunts Cottages, 57-59 Kennel Lane.
No.29 – Hunts Cottages, 57-59 Kennel Lane, Witherley. In
my opinion these cottages are of architectural and
historic interest so this should be clearly articulated in
the entry. There are some minor inconsistencies and
duplication in the references to Siegfried Sassoon
between the entry for the kennels and the cottages
(no.28 and no.29) so I would suggest the text in both
entries is revised.
No.30 – Woodbine Cottage, 1 Atterton Lane, Witherley.
This entry is located within the historic core of Witherley
so full reference to the HER listing (MLE8929) should be
added to the entry.

list 2 to list 3 in App9, and ditto
in the list with Policy ENV7

HBBC

1943

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

1944

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat

HBBC

1945

1946

1947

Review and revise description
Move entries #28and #29 from
list 2 to list 3 in App9, and ditto
in the list with Policy ENV7

Change to
be made as
indicated

MLE8929 does not refer to this
structure

None

No.32 – The Gate Inn, Main Road, Ratcliffe Culey. For
consistency the reference that this entry is located within
the historic core of the of the village should follow the
format of the other HER references within the Appendix.

MLE8928 does not refer to this
structure

None

HBBC

No.33 – 23 & 25 Atterton Lane, Witherley. This entry is
located within the historic core of Witherley so full
reference to the HER listing (MLE8929) should be added
to the entry.

MLE8929 does not refer to this
structure

None

HBBC

No.35 – Bridle Cottage, Church Lane, Fenny Drayton. The
cottage is located slightly further to the north along
Church Lane so the position of the red dot on Figure 12
needs amending.

Noted. We will amend figure 12

Change to
be made as
indicated
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1948

1949

1950

1951

1952

pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer
comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

No.37 – Walter Leith Memorial, Main Road, Ratcliffe
Culey. This entry is located within the historic core of
Ratcliffe Culey so full reference to the HER listing
(MLE8928) should be added to the entry.

MLE8928 does not refer to this
structure

None

HBBC

No.38 – War memorial, Witherley. This entry is located
within the historic core of Witherley so full reference to
the HER listing (MLE8929) should be added to the entry.

MLE8929 does not refer to this
structure

None

HBBC

When providing advice to the Group during 2019 I did
suggest that the two buildings listed below were very
strong candidates for identification as local heritage
assets but I note they are not included within the Plan. In
my opinion these buildings are likely to be included
within the draft HBBC Local Heritage List so there is no
definite need for them to be included within the Plan but
they could be considered again by the Group for their
Inclusion
·
The Bull Inn, Watling Street – Historic coaching inn?
Now has the appearance of a mid-19C building. Is under
threat due to closure. Historic and possible aesthetic
interest. Possible age and integrity, landmark quality.

Noted

See below

We will include this

Change to
be made as
indicated

·
Manor Farm complex, Main Road, Ratcliffe Culey –
Victorian farm house likely pre-dated by existing and
former farm buildings. The adjacent Manor Barn and
Winnowing Barn are also of interest. The complex has
historic and aesthetic value. Age, integrity, landmark
quality and group value

The owner declined

None

HBBC

HBBC

509

1953

1954

Local
Heritage
Assets
section,
pages 38
– 40
Figure 12,
page 39

comment
s from
the
Conservat
ion
Officer

HBBC

One final comment is that the order of entries is perhaps
a little scattergun, particularly in section 2 of Appendix 9
where the entries move between the villages rather in
any clear geographical order.

Noted

None

HBBC

I note that in the header for Figure 12 a bigger version of
the map is available, which is great, but I still think it
would be beneficial to split the map into east and west
parish within the plan itself. If a reader just wanted a
quick reference to the plan to check something this
would be beneficial, instead of downloading the
supporting documents and looking for it there.
As the policy states that ridge and furrow in the parish
are a local heritage asset, does this mean ridge and
furrow comes under Policy ENV7 Local Heritage Assets
also? Please make this clear if so.

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.

None

Protection of ridge and furrow
has been given its own policy
because of its arguably higher
(national) significance, and
because it is a landscape
feature occupying mappable
land parcels (not a building
subject to planning control)
Noted

None

We consider the Community
Actions are appropriately
located at the end of the
document which has been a
requirement in a number of
examination reports.

None

1955

Policy
ENV8

HBBC

1956

Policy
ENV9

HBBC

Although this policy is admirable, please be mindful that
this policy could not prevent works being undertaken by
a Statutory Undertaker e.g. LCC Highways, as these do
not require planning permission.

1957

Policy
ENV11,
page 45

HBBC

I commend the Neighbourhood Plan group for
considering an extension to the footpath network. This is
something that developers could contribute to or help
with in future planning proposals. Consideration should
be given to this further, maybe putting the Community
Action in the plan itself next to this policy will help
developers see your wants for a new connected walking
route and could propose something in future planning
applications to help meet that aim.

None

510

1958

Policy
ENV11,
page 45

HBBC

Can the clarity of Figure 16 be improved please?

1959

Policy
ENV11,
page 45
Page 64

HBBC

You refer to ‘the school’, is this a specific school i.e.
Witherley CofE Primary School?

HBBC

You refer to the Local Plan document as “HBBC
Settlement Site Allocations 2016”, please amend to Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD
2016, for clarity.
Could this map be made a bit clearer please? In particular
it’s hard to read the key.

1960

1961

Figure 17,
page 47

1962

HBBC

HBBC

Page 47 &
48
1963

1964

HBBC

Page 47 &
48
Policy
ENV12

HBBC

1965

Policy
ENV12

HBBC

1966

Page 50

HBBC

You state that “…The Plan Area falls entirely within HBBC
Landscape Sensitivity Area G Fen Lanes (HBBC Renewable
Energy Capacity Study 2014)”. The table on the follow
page also refers to the 2014 study. Are you referring to
the Landscape Character Study or the Renewable Energy
Capacity Study? Witherley
Please check this section’s references against the newest
Landscape Character Study, which was published in 2017.
Witherley is now situated in LCA Area G Sense Lowlands,
and Landscape Sensitivity Area ‘03 Witherley &
Surroundings (south of B5000)’.
Final para it is recommended it is reworded as follows: “…
and supported by relevant documentation, for example
impact assessments covering archaeology, landscape…”
These studies are not required for all types of renewable
energy development and therefore providing it as an
example provides that flexibility.
You refer to ‘Local Plan policies EN8, EN11 and EN12’. Are
these meant to be Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies DM8, DM11 ad DM12? If so, please
update reference.

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
Yes – the only school in the
Parish
Note, this refers to page 46 not
64.
Agreed.
High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
As noted on p. 47 of the NDP
(para headed ‘turbines’) the
reference is to the 2014
Renewable Energy Capacity
Study (figures 5.2 – 5.4 and
table on p.58).
The reference to LSA G Fen
Lanes will be updated to G
Sense Lowlands.

Agreed

Noted

Agreed

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated

Change to
be made as
indicated
None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

511

1967

Policy
ENV13
page 50

1968

HBBC

This policy could be seen as unreasonable, for example
would change of use developments be included? One
change to the policy could be attaching a floor area
trigger for example. Flooding is viewed through the EA
and LLFA flood maps and what therefore what is required
to be submitted depending on the flood zone area. This
policy applies plan area wide.

HBBC

The policy numbers jump from ENV13 to ENV15, with
ENV14 missing. Please amend.
The Areas of Separation Review referred to in this section
is a HBBC Local Plan document from 2012. This was
prepared as an evidence base for the Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies DPD (SADMP), with a
look to replace the old Local Plan 2001 policy NE4 Areas
of Separation.
Within the SADMP, our current policy on the countryside
is Policy DM4, which helps prevent the merging of
settlements. Of particular note is criteria ii): “It does not
undermine the physical and perceived separation and
open character between settlements;”.
The supporting text for this policy includes the following:
“This policy reinforces the value of maintaining the
physical and perceived separation between settlements
across the entire borough, rather than a selective
approach singling out certain sites as has previously been
used. This is in recognition of the importance placed by
communities on their individual, separate settlement
identities across the borough, as evidenced through the
Areas of Separation Review (March 2012). In addition this
approach ensures parity for all and consistency in
application and decision making and ensures that
communities retain their sense of place and identity
through the prevention of settlement coalescence.”

1969

Policy
ENV15

HBBC

1970

Policy
ENV15

HBBC

1971

Policy
ENV15

HBBC

Noted. Will amend para 1 to
say ‘Proposals for new
development affecting an area
larger than 9m2 in flood risk
zones 2 and 3 and within the
areas of surface water flood risk
indicated in Figure 18 will be
required …
Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

Noted

None

Noted

None

512

1972

Policy
ENV15

HBBC

1973

Policy
ENV15

HBBC

1974

Policy
CA1

HBBC

Therefore as per the above in the SADMP, the Areas of
Separation weren’t carried forward into specific
designations of ‘protected land’, but a more generic
approach was taken by including criteria ii in Policy DM4.
We still use the Area of Separation Review from time to
time as evidence to detail what exactly about certain
areas should be protected through applying criteria ii in
Policy DM4. We also have extra evidence in the
Landscape Character Assessment and Landscape
Sensitivity Study to refer to when determining planning
applications, which is a more up to date evidence base by
landscape professionals, rather than the Areas of
Separation Review which is now 8 years old. This is the
most used evidence base when determining what is
‘special’ about a certain area of landscape.
Does Policy DM4 (in particular criteria ii) adequately
cover what you would like from a policy to protect the
merging of settlements? If so, Policy ENV15 is not
needed, and is a duplication of Local Policy. Policy ENV15
does not offer anything locally specific or additional to
DM4

Ensure that this policy isn’t weaker than SADMP Policy
DM 25.

Noted

None

Unless supported by locationspecific mapping, Policy DM4 (ii)
does not add to the generic
protection provided by the
‘countryside’ designation, which
is itself only meaningful locally
when delineated by one or
more Settlement Boundaries.
Prevention of coalescence
requires a different approach
(covering more than control of
the types of development
permitted).

None

In our view a criteria based
policy such as DM4 is not
appropriate
CA1 adds local detail by
specifying the facilities to which
the policy is to apply.

None

513

1975

Policy
CA1

HBBC

1976

Policy
CA1

HBBC

1977

Policy
CA2

HBBC

1978

Policy TR1

HBBC

1979

Policy TR1

HBBC

1980

Policy TR2

HBBC

The SADMP policy covers similar things to the NDP policy,
but also covers circumstances such as there being a
surplus of the facility type, if the facility has been
proactively marketed, if it has been offered to the local
community etc.
If the policy is to remain in the plan, the existing facilities
should be mapped and a cross-reference to the map or
final policies map should be included (see Witherley
Allocation map in the SADM as an example).
Again see above, SADMP Policy DM 25. Does this policy
cover everything you need? If so, duplication of local plan
policy unless made locally specific.
Policy is a bit vague around what type of development
this applies to, i.e. you make reference to all housing
development, which could mean anything from large
sites to house extensions. For example, how would you
minimise movement through the village from a single
house? Also you would want any local residents to be
able to use village services and enter/exit the
estate/driveway which would require movement through
the village.
This is also a matter covered by Highways and/or
Leicestershire County Council as part of any planning
application.
This policy could been seen as very specific and
potentially inflexible. I agree that it is important to
encourage electric vehicle use, however the policy may
need amendment to become deliverable. Does the policy
mean that every building/dwelling will be required to
have an electric car charging point? Or can there be a
shared point as per the second part of the policy? Make
this policy more flexible; it’s unwise to impose
unreasonable burdens on applicants or make it harder for

If the facility has been offered
to the local community then it
hasn’t been lost ….
We are confident that the policy
is appropriate as worded.
It is not usual practice to map
the existing facilities.

None

None

We are happy to retain policy
CA2

None

If it is a single house then the
traffic generation will already
be minimised.

None

The policy seeks to support
additional footpaths to ease
traffic flows and is already in a
neighbourhood plan in the
Borough that has passed
examination (Desford).
Noted

Its purpose, as it says, is to
provide cabling to facilitate
charging and is considered
reasonable and clear.

None

None
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them to bring forward viable development, and we need
deliverable, sustainable schemes to come forward.
This is duplication of Local Plan Policy and much less
robust, please see SADMP Policy DM19.
It also doesn’t take into consideration permitted
development within the new use class order.

1981

Policy BE1

HBBC

1982

Policy BE2

HBBC

This is similar to Local Plan policy, SADMP Policy DM20. Is
this needed in addition? No locally specific elements and
therefore a less robust duplication of Local Plan policy.

1983

Policy BE3

HBBC

1984

Policy BE3

HBBC

It is suggested that this policy is removed, as most of this
would fall under permitted development and does not
require planning permission. If we grant consent for an
extension or outbuilding, it is classed as residential, and
not more specific like a home office.
Alternatively it could be amended to state that where
businesses are being run from a residential property
which requires planning permission… etc.

1985

Policy BE5

HBBC

Criteria a – “scale appropriate to the settlement”, please
be clearer on what this means.

1986

N/A

HBBC

As per the new Accessibility Act, all documents published
on publically accessible websites must comply with the
Website Accessibility Directive (2018).
The Borough Council now has to comply with this
directive, and this means that’s all council websites (and
documents on that website available for download) must
be accessible to customers who may have a disability.

1987

HBBC

The policy will not apply to
permitted development – it will
only apply with a planning
application as with all NDP
policies.
The policy is considered to be
locally distinctive and
appropriate. It is noted that
similar comments were made
by HBBC in relation to the
Desford NDP and the Examiner
passed the policy without
amendment
This is likely to be an increasing
area of activity and whilst some
development may be covered
by permitted development
rights, not all will.
Noted. It is also noted that
HBBC made similar comments
in relation to a similar policy in
the Desford NDP and the
Examiner passed the policy
without amendment.
It means of a scale in keeping
with the size of the settlement
in which the proposal is made.
We will address this issue on
submission
As above

None

None

None

None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated
Change to
be made as
indicated
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These disabilities include: hearing impairment/deaf,
visual impairment/blind, mobility issues, dexterity issue
(for example difficulty using their hands), cognitive
disability (for example: dyslexia or autism). This means
that all PDF, Word and Excel documents published on our
website after Sep 2018 must comply. Overall all the
documents on our website must comply by the end of
2020. We have been working hard over the past few
years to ensure all the documents we already have on the
website meet the Directive, but also we now need to
make sure any new documents meet the criteria, and it is
the responsibility of the author to create an accessible
document.
First things first, an easy way to check accessibility in a
word document is as follows, however this only applies if
you have Microsoft Word 2016 or newer. Click on File in
the top left corner, go to Info, and click on Check for
Issues under the Inspect Document function. You can
then click on Check Accessibility. This will scan the
document for any areas that may be difficult for people
to read if they are using specific software to read the
document out loud etc.
I have also attached a guide below that the HBBC IT team
have provided in ensuring that the document complies
with the Directive.
Unfortunately we do not have the resources to amend
documents for you, so please ensure that all
neighbourhood plan documents, including the plan itself,
comply with the accessibility standards before submitting
the plan to the LPA at Regulation 15 ready for the
Regulation 16 Consultation. If we find that there are
extensive parts of the plan that have not been checked
for their accessibility, the plan will be returned to the
group.

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated
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HBBC

1991

4

HBBC

1992

10

HBBC

1993

N/A

HBBC

1994

N/A

HBBC

Prior to formal submission (Reg 15) it is wise that the
group sends the document to the Local Planning
Authority to do an initial check that the document is
accessible. The LPA can then raise any further areas for
amendment with the group before it is formally
submitted.
Foreword is written by Kay Conway, does this need to be
changed with the change in Chair? Or be signed by
multiple people as a collective foreword?
Figure 1 Designated Area isn’t very clear and perhaps
could be provided in a larger format in an appendix.

Noted

Change to
be made as
indicated

Kay remains a key member and
the foreword will remain in her
name.

None

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.
We have discussed this and will
put forward arguments that the
constraints to development in
Witherley remain and the
housing requirement of 118 is
undeliverable.

None

Plan period and housing numbers.
Neighbourhood Plan groups in Hinckley & Bosworth have
been advised about the changes in the plan period at
Local Plan level.
Neighbourhood Plan groups will be aware that the
housing figures set out in the adopted Core Strategy are
out of date (as established in recent planning appeals)
and can no longer be relied upon for neighbourhood plan
purposes. The emerging HBBC local plan will set out new
housing figures for parishes however the plan is not at a
sufficiently advanced stage to do this yet. In the
meantime we have encouraged groups to explore options
to set their own housing figures and provide the evidence
for doing so. One option we have previously suggested to
groups following the Burbage Neighbourhood Plan
Hearing is a simple approach of apportioning the overall
borough housing need to parishes based on the share of
population in those parishes. Until the local plan is able
to set a figure we would support this approach in
principle.
Noted. The Plan period will be
Borough Council Members have recently agreed to
amended to say 2039
amend the plan period for the emerging local plan to
2020-2039 (previously the plan was proposed to cover

Change to
be made as
indicated

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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1995

1996

N/A

N/A

HBBC

HBBC

the period 2016-2036).
For groups currently preparing or reviewing a
neighbourhood plan we would recommend assessing the
potential to align plan periods with the local plan 20202039. Aligned plan periods mean there should be closer
conformity between the local plan and neighbourhood
plans which should help neighbourhood plans progress
through examination and meet the basic conditions. This
should help minimise the risk of neighbourhood plans
being out of date once the local plan is in place.
The amended plan period impacts on the suggested
calculation of housing figures. It is important to ensure
plans contain flexibility should circumstances change.
Through the local plan it is likely we will be expected to
identify sufficient land for an additional 10-20% on top of
our housing need figure to allow for sites that do not
come forward for development etc. We would
recommend neighbourhood plans plan for flexibility too
as this will reduce the chance of plans becoming out of
date quickly. This is increasingly important in Witherley,
as the second allocated housing site in the plan (Fenny
Drayton) has been removed from the plan and no
alternative or justification has been given as to why that
housing requirement is being met in a different way than
originally intended.
There is nowhere in the plan that sets out what
form/type of development is acceptable in the
Countryside (outside of settlement boundaries), similar
to DM4 of the HBBC SADMP. The only reference to
development outside of the settlement boundary is in
the second half of Policy H2, but this doesn’t list specific
development types and refers to national and local
policy. In this case, in the absence of a policy of this type,
any application would be assessed against DM4 (and
national policy), not a locally specific countryside policy.
Are you happy with this approach

There is a difference between a
housing requirement and
housing provision.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The housing requirement taking
account of any constraints will
be described in the NDP
submission version.
Comments were sought on the
pre-submission version of the
NDP and not on earlier versions.

Yes – that is why the policy H2
states that ‘Land outside the
defined Settlement Boundaries
will be treated as open
countryside, where
development will be carefully
controlled in line with local and
national strategic planning
policies’.

None
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1997

All figures
maps

1998

Extra
HBBC
evidence in
appendices

1999

HBBC

2000

2001

Consultatio
n Practices

Consul
tation
Practices

HBBC

HBBC

HBBC

Clarity of maps is vital throughout the document,
especially where a designation or allocation is being
shown. Intricacies of boundaries must be clear, so please
try to insert the best quality maps as possible, and/or
provide higher quality maps in an appendix and online.
I am pleased to see the extra evidence provided in the
appendix documents to support the proposals within the
draft plan. Of particular note is the Environmental
Inventory, which is extremely detailed. I’d also like to
commend the inclusion of a design guide, and the detail
included in the local heritage assets log.
A key element to a sound and sustainable policy is the
evidence to support it, so as you go through the process
please ensure that all policies and proposals in the plan
has the accompanying evidence to support those key
aims and objectives.
Over the course of the consultation period, and prior to
the consultation starting, the Borough Council have been
made aware of residents’ concerns surrounding the plan
itself, but also consultation practices undertaken by the
Parish Council. We wanted to state in our Regulation 14
response that emails and letters received from concerned
residents have been noted and filed, although the
Borough Council are not the lead authority on the plan at
this consultation stage and therefore cannot comment on
individual representations. If submitted to the Parish
Council during the consultation, the Qualifying Body will
need to respond to these comments in their Consultation
Statement, which is a requirement at submission to the
Borough Council at Regulation 15.
We encourage all residents to continue involvement in
the neighbourhood plan process, and residents should
continue to engage and submit comments during the
Regulation 16 consultation stage if they still have
outstanding or new comments to make or wish to
register their support or objection to the emerging plan.

High resolution versions of the
figures will be available on
submission as it says on page 10
of the NDP.

None

Noted

None

It is deeply offensive and in our
view completely unprofessional
of the Borough Council to share
the unsubstantiated views of a
small number of members of
the community and to record
them publicly through
Regulation 14 consultation.

None

Private emails to the Chair of
the NDP Committee from the
Planning Policy Officer
explaining that these comments
do not reflect HBBCs views but
are merely being passed on to
the Qualifying Body so that they
can be considered, and from
the Director of Planning saying
that HBBC has ‘no concerns
over the consultation process’
mean absolutely nothing when
the community read the
comments made and take
strength and comfort that their
views are endorsed by HBBC,
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Consultation Period: In terms of the consultation
practices itself, the Borough Council were initially
concerned that we didn’t receive notification of the
consultation until the 25th November, five days after the
official consultation start date of the 20th November. I
am unaware if this is the case for all stakeholders who
were emailed/written to informing them of the
consultation. The Parish Council confirmed that they had
added an extra week to the consultation to cover the
Christmas/New Year period, which is regarded as best
practice to allow extra time for those who may not be at
work/otherwise engaged over the festive period.
However this doesn’t cover for the lost five days at the
start of the consultation period. Again, I can only speak
for the Borough Council on this matter.
Acceptability of Comments Made: At the beginning of the
consultation it appeared that the PC would only accept
comments where they were submitted via a dedicated
Response Form and that they would not accept
anonymous correspondence. HBBC liaised with the PC to
clarify that we didn’t think it was their intention to
restrict comments on the plan, but advised that there
was no requirement within the neighbourhood planning
regulations that required comments to be submitted in a
particular way. HBBC further advised that there were
instances where anonymous responses may be
acceptable. The PC clarified on their web consultation
page that comments in other forms were acceptable but
they would not accept anonymous comments and may
not accept those that they considered contained
inappropriate language, defamation or are deemed
offensive.
Availability of Supporting Documents During
Consultation: Another matter the Borough Council
discovered whilst analysing the plan was that Appendix 5
did not contain the full site assessments for each of the
considered housing sites. On the 15th December the

which they have said privately
that they are not. The Borough
Council has let Witherley Parish
Council down badly.
It is hard to see what the
purpose is of making these
comments is other than to
undermine the process of
preparing a NDP for Witherley
and calling its validity into
question.
Members of the community
that have spent countless hours
on providing the evidence for
the policies in the NDP deserve
better from their local planning
authority.
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Borough Council sent a request to the Clerk and Chair
that Appendix 5 be looked at to include all the site
assessments.
The email from ourselves to the clerk stated :
“The site assessments themselves haven’t been provided
for the public to comment on. I think it would be really
useful to publish the site assessments in addition to the
overall scoring in Appendix 5, so that we can see how
each site has been assessed against each criteria. For
previous neighbourhood plans they have published the
assessment of each site so we could see how the group
arrived at the overall score. Eventually the Examiner will
want to see more detail so they can determine whether
the allocation(s) is a sustainable choice. It’s important the
public, stakeholders and the landowners/site agents are
given the opportunity to see the assessments so that the
process is open and transparent and they are able to
comment at both consultation stages.”
Appendix 5 was then updated on the website, although
the PC did ask why the site assessments needed to be
published. We advised the PC on the 17th December the
following:
“The Examiner will need to see how the allocated site
was assessed against national sustainability principles
(environmental, economic, and social) and the
assessment provides evidence that this has been applied
consistently to all sites considered. Other than a site visit
to the area during the examination, the Examiner will not
know the site, and will need to be confident in the
allocation process. Without seeing how each site was
assessed against the methodology provided at the start
of Appendix 5 (the sufficient and proportionate evidence
referred to in [NPPG Para 072]) the Examiner won’t be
able to determine whether the site is a sustainable
option alongside the plan policies to deliver a sustainable
plan overall meeting basic condition D. A robust
proportionate evidence base (including the site
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assessment process) will help the Examiner make sure
that a neighbourhood plan is based on a proper
understanding of the area and of the views, aspirations,
wants and needs of local people.”
Although I thank the Parish Council for providing the site
assessments in Appendix 5, I would suggest it is worth
considering whether the public, consultees and other
stakeholders have had adequate opportunity to
comment on the new information contained in this
document, especially as housing is one of the main
contended topics across the planning system. In addition,
as one of the housing allocations was removed from the
plan, it is important to be able to scrutinise alternative
sites. Overall the public will have only had around 3
weeks to comment on the site assessments, and no
update was provided on the website to state that the
Appendix 5 document had been updated. It is worth
considering whether this has been an adequate time
period for the public and stakeholders to comment.
Consultation For All Members of The Community: One
key aspect of the planning system is that plans and
policies are built on providing the community with
opportunities to help shape their local areas, and it’s vital
to create a transparent, fair and open planning process.
This includes consulting all members of society, and
making the process accessible to those groups in the
community who may be disadvantaged in any way or
vulnerable.
This consultation has taken place during the Coronavirus
pandemic, however the Government put in place
arrangements for the planning system to continue during
this timeNew Paragraph 107 of the NPPG states:
“Public consultation: The Neighbourhood Planning
(General) Regulations 2012 require neighbourhood
planning groups and local planning authorities to
undertake publicity in a manner that is likely to bring it to

Noted. The PC through its NDP
Steering Group has far
exceeded the minimum
requirements for engaging the
community.

None

Noted

None

522

2009

HBBC

2010

HBBC

the attention of people who live, work or carry on
business in the neighbourhood area at particular stages
of the process. It is not mandatory that engagement is
undertaken using face-to-face methods. However, to
demonstrate that all groups in the community have been
sufficiently engaged, such as with those without internet
access, more targeted methods may be needed including
by telephone or in writing. Local planning authorities may
be able to advise neighbourhood planning groups on
suitable methods and how to reach certain groups in the
community.”
Due to these new arrangements and the rules regarding
social distancing etc, the Borough Council updated their
Statement of Community Involvement, and in July 2020
provided all of our neighbourhood plan groups with new
guidance on best practice and suggested methods of
consultation during the pandemic.
It has been brought to our attention that some members
of the community do not have access to the internet and
therefore would require a paper copy of the plan.
Normally hard copies would be available and accessible
through local libraries, parish council offices and the
borough council offices. During the pandemic all social
distancing rules apply and the need for good hygiene
practices concerning the handing over of documentation,
however as long as these rules are followed paper copies
of plans could be provided to residents to ensure they
can have their say.
The ICO states that a public body can charge for the costs
of sending information to a member of the public, such
as photocopying and postage of larger documents. The
Parish Council have published on their website (here) a
Table of Information Available and Accessibility. In this
table it states that the Parish Council will charge 10p per
A4 sheet, and postage costs if applicable. Although the
Neighbourhood Plan isn’t specifically mentioned in this
table, it is reasonable to assume that the cost to print and

Noted. Hard copies of the NP
were made available on
request.

None

No charge was agreed or levied
by the Parish Council for a hard
copy of the Draft Plan and
associated documents. This
comment is based on hearsay
for which HBBC has since
apologised for including it.
Despite the apology, HBBC has

None
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post this document would be similar in cost. The
Neighbourhood Plan itself is 68 pages long, and therefore
it is reasonable to assume a cost of £6.80 for the printing
would be appropriate. The Borough Council were
informed that the Parish Council were intending to
charge £70 for providing paper copies of the plan, and I
believe this to be inappropriate and against the spirit of
community engagement in planning and may fall foul of
relevant accessibility, discrimination and equality
legislation. HBBC contacted the Parish Council and
suggested a solution might be to prepare a few hard
copies of the consultation documents and lend these out
to residents on request. I understand this was done but
again it was part way through the consultation process
which may impact on the ability of interested parties to
engage effectively during the consultation period.
Steering Group and the level of scrutiny and consultation
leading up to Regulation 14
We’ve been made aware that Steering Group minutes
have not been published until 13th January 2021, four
working days after the original close date of the
consultation, and seven working days before the new
close date. We have also been made aware that full
disclosure and scrutiny of the neighbourhood plan work
has not been made available to the public/all past &
present steering group members/all Parish Councillors on
the lead up to Regulation 14. For example this includes
the minutes of any sub-committees, some meetings were
not held publically, items were not taken to full Parish
Council (only to the NDP committee) etc. HBBC
understand that there have been several key events
Witherley Parish Council have undertaken prior to the
first official consultation i.e. questionnaire to all residents
and younger population, public drop in events, and then
the Regulation 14 consultation. This is the process most
neighbourhood plan groups take on the lead up to the
first official public consultation, although groups may

declined to retract this
comment from its submission.
It is inevitable that if hard
copies of the NP were
requested during the
consultation period, people
would have less than the full 6 week period to respond.
In fact the timescale was set at
7-weeks from the outset and
was extended further to
accommodate late returns,
including from HBBC.
This is a confusing comment
and it is not clear what point
HBBC is trying to make,
especially as it has since
confirmed in writing that it has
no concerns over the
consultation process.

None

Regular reports were provided
from the Steering Group to
Parish Council meetings which
were duly recorded in minutes
that were made available to the
public.
This is an unhelpful comment
designed to undermine the NP
processes based on hearsay.
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choose to do more engagement to demonstrate
sufficient public consultation to meet the basic condition.
When a completed neighbourhood plan is submitted for
independent examination, it will have to be accompanied
by a consultation statement, demonstrating that the legal
requirements for consultation have been met, and all
members of the community have had sufficient
opportunity throughout the process to comment,
contribute and scrutinise.
It is clear in legislation that the Qualifying Body of a
neighbourhood plan, in this case Witherley Parish
Council, are the responsible authority until the plan is
‘made’ and adopted as part of HBBC’s Development Plan.
HBBC have advised our neighbourhood plan groups that
any subcommittees for the drafting of a neighbourhood
plan are a group of volunteers from the community
(whether that be the members of the public or Parish
Councillors) but they must report back to the Parish
Council, as it is the Qualifying Body who have final sign
off at key stages of the process, for example before
progressing to Regulation 14, Regulation 15 and so on. If
the Parish Council (and the public) have not had access to
minutes or haven’t been allowed to scrutinise and
contribute, then it’s unclear how the PC would have
sufficient information to confidently progress the NDP.
It is clear in legislation that the Qualifying Body of a
neighbourhood plan, in this case Witherley Parish
Council, are the responsible authority until the plan is
‘made’ and adopted as part of HBBC’s Development Plan.
HBBC have advised our neighbourhood plan groups that
any subcommittees for the drafting of a neighbourhood
plan are a group of volunteers from the community
(whether that be the members of the public or Parish
Councillors) but they must report back to the Parish
Council, as it is the Qualifying Body who have final sign
off at key stages of the process, for example before
progressing to Regulation 14, Regulation 15 and so on. If

It is unclear why this comment
has been made as it merely
repeats NP regulations.

None

All PC minutes have been
available for scrutiny and all PC
meetings open to the public, as
were all Steering Committee
meetings, other than those
containing sensitive agenda
items which were closed
meetings.
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Page 6

Stake3

the Parish Council (and the public) have not had access to
minutes or haven’t been allowed to scrutinise and
contribute, then it’s unclear how the PC would have
sufficient information to confidently progress the NDP.
The Qualifying Body now have time between the close of
this consultation and the submission of the plan at
Regulation 15 to ensure full transparency and openness.
As stated above, the Parish Council must sign off the
neighbourhood plan before it is submittedto the Council
at Regulation 15, and HBBC will require a copy of thefull
Parish Council minutes signed by the Parish Council
Chair.
Without this confirmation of sign off, and the Consultation
Statement, the LPA cannot progress the plan to
Regulation 16consultation.
HSL acknowledge the role that neighbourhood plans can
play as a tool for local people to shape the development
of their local community. However, it is clear that in its
current form the DWNDPis in conflict with the basic
conditions set 2015out in the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), the NPPF and the
PPG.
Before considering the DWNDP’s conformity with the
relevant legislation, policy and guidance it is considered
relevant to summarise some of the key objectives set
out within the DWNDP aswell identifying the evidence
base set out within it. The evidence base on housing
need is the starting point for drafting policies
relating to housing, including any proposed allocations.
states that the neighbourhood plan and the policies it
contains are consistent with the NPPF, the Hinckley and
Bosworth Local Plan andEU legislation. It goes on to state
that the plan is in accordance withthese legislative
requirements with reference made to a Basic Conditions
Statement (which will be included with the Submission
version of the DWNDP).

This is just repeatingNP
Regulations – what is the
purpose of stating this?

None

Noted. We disagree with this
judgement.

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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Page 7

Stake3

relates to the vision and aims of the DWNDP and states
that the Parish Council will ensure that development
takes place in the mostsustainable locations and
encourage the right type of developmentsto meet local
needs as well as facilitate employment opportunities.

2018

Page 11

Stak
e3

states that there is evidence of a higher than average representation
of older residents living in the local area with over 28% of residents
aged 65+ which is higher than the Borough, Region and National
averages.

Noted

None

2019

Page 11

Stake3

Noted

None

2020

Page 14

Stake3

states that home ownership levels are very high with around 85% of
households owning their homes outright or with a mortgage or loan
and at 5% the share of households living in social rented
accommodation is very low when compared with Borough, Regional
and National rates. Additionally, there are indications that some
residents may find it difficult to access owner-occupation or access
the private rental market.
refers to ‘Meeting Future Housing Needs’ and states that the
Leicestershire HEDNA report revealed an increase in housing need
which has since been increased further by local issues.

Noted

None

2021

Page 14

Stake3

states that it is accepted and agreed that there are gaps in the
Noted
current residential provision and standing still is not an option. So, to
identify the future housing needs of the Parish within the Plan
period any assessment of need must be based upon evidence.

None

2022

Page 14

Stak
e3

There was an under representation of housing for single people with
just 1.6% of dwellings having one bedroom.

None

Noted

None

Noted
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Page
14/15

Stake3

2024

Page 15

Stake3

Stak
e3

states that in early 2016, on behalf of Hinckley & Bosworth Borough
Council, a Housing Needs Survey of the Parish was carried out by
Midlands Rural Housing. This demonstrated a need for 11 open
market dwellings varying between 1 and 3 bedrooms, 7 of them
bungalows. It also showed that 9 affordable houses were required
ranging from 1 to 3 bedrooms, mainly houses.
In March 2020, the HBBC Strategic Housing & Enabling Officer
updated the 2016 housing need statistics for Witherley Parish. The
current need derived from the Housing Register is for 54
households, made up of 29 requiring 1-bed properties, 16 for 2-bed
properties, 6 for 3-bed properties and 3 for 4 or more bed
properties.
2018 survey of residents showed that there was a clear preference
for smaller homes specifically homes for local people both starting
on the property ladder and seeking retirement accommodation was
supported

Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

2025

Page 15

Stake3

2026

Page 15

Stake3

concerns raised regarding the future of Witherley C.E Primary school
and not having enough young families in the catchment area to
justify its continued operation.

Noted

None

2027

Page 16

Stake3

Allocation for around 15 dwellings, 6 being affordable within
Witherley Parish up to 2036.

Noted

None

2028

Page 20

Stake3

states that no affordable housing has been built in the Parish since a
number of council houses in the 1960s.

Noted

None

Policy H1
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2029

Page 21

Stake3

2030

Stake3

2031

Stake3

states that house Prices are generally high across the Plan area and,
couple with a disproportionately high level of larger dwellings,
makes it hard for young families to enter the housing market locally,
or for older people to find suitable accommodation when
downsizing.
In summary the DWNDP identifies that; there is a significant housing
need, an ageing population, house prices are high, there is very
limited stock of affordable housing, a shortage of one bed houses
and lack of opportunity for the elderly to downsize. The DWNDP
confirms that there are gaps in the housing market and that
“standing still is not an option”.

Noted

None

Noted

None

The first step in identifying the extent of these issues is to
understand the housing need for the area so that the DWNPD can
plan to address any shortfall in provision. According to the latest
evidence (a 2020 update to the 2016 Housing Needs Survey) there is
a need for 54 households across the parish. We would therefore
anticipate that the DWNDP would allocate in the region of 54
dwellings to meet this identified need. The 2020 update to the
Housing Needs Survey (2016) has not been made available by the
Parish Council, despite the 2016 Housing Needs Survey and various
other evidence base document forming appendices to the DWNDP.
For the purposes of transparency, and to allow a proper assessment
of the evidence base we would respectfully request that the Parish
Council make this document publicly available.

This was included to Change to
provide context. The be made as
housing requirement indicated.
is as proposed by
HYBBC, taking known
constraints into
account.
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2032

2033

Policy H1

Stake3

identifies a single residential allocation for around 15 dwellings (a
minimum of 6 being affordable) at the former Atherstone Hunt
Kennels site, located off Kennel Lane. Given that the Parish Council’s
own evidence suggests a need for 54 households across the plan
period this allocation fails to address the identified housingneeds of
Witherley.

Stake3

Effectively the DWNDP allocates housing for approximately 28% of
its need across the plan period to 2036. This just about equates to
delivering one dwelling a year overa 16 year period in a location with
serous and increasing local housing issues. It is therefore considered
that the Parish Council are expecting in the region of 39 units tobe
delivered on windfall sites. The approach is in direct conflict with the
Parish Council’s own evidence and the objectives of NPPF. We refer
to Policy H2 which states that:

During the
preparation of the
NDP, the HBBC
housing requirement
for the Parish was 0.
This changed
immediately prior to
Regulation 14
consultation to a
figure of 118 which is
being challenged. A
revised housing
figure will be
provided in the
submission NDP.
The NDP seeks to
contribute to the
housing requirement
and will demonstrate
conformity given the
constraints that are
in place in the parish.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

“Land outside the defined Settlement Boundaries will be treated as
open countryside,where development will be carefully controlled in
line with local and national strategicplanning policies.”
Reference should then be had to Page 16 of the NPD which states
that: “While the Household Survey showed much support for infilling (42%), such sites within Witherley have all but been
exhausted.”
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2034

Stake3

2035

Stake3

2036

Policy H1

Stake3

The DWNDP therefore not only fails to allocate sites to meet its
housing need, but it also goes on to restrict further development
coming forward on windfall sites by essentially seeking to prevent
development outside of the settlement boundaries. The only
possible outcome of this is stifling development and failing to deliver
sufficient housing in Witherley. Once the Neighbourhood Plan has
been made the Parish Council are in full knowledge that any
planning applications that come forward in locations outside of the
settlement boundary would be in direct conflict with the
development plan, and that the five-year housing land supply test
would be reduced to three years. Given that infill development is
not possible, the Parish Council are consciously engineering a
situation which means their identified housing need cannot be met.
Whilst the evidence set out in the DWNDP suggests an overall need
of 54 dwellings, it does not identify tenure split. However, the 2016
Survey suggest there was a need for 20 dwellings in Witherley
including 9 affordable properties, equating to approximately 45% of
the overall provision. Given the issues identified in the DWNDP
around an ageing population and a lack of affordability, it is
reasonable to assume that a greater proportion of affordable
housing is now required in the borough. Even if an assumption is
made that 40% of overall housing provision is to be affordable this
would equate to a requirement of 22 properties.

The DWNDP at Policy H1 requires around 6 properties to be
affordable, leaving a shortfall of 16. It is therefore unclear as to how
and where the Parish expect the remaining shortfall of affordable
housing to be delivered. There are well known difficulties around

The NDP doers not
None
seek to prevent
development outside
of the settlement
boundaries. As is
said at 2033 above,
the approach to
development outside
of the settlement
boundary is in line
with existing
strategic policies.
It is considered that
None
specifying a precise
tenure mix will be
unnecessarily
prescriptive. The
policy H3 requires
housing mix to meet
the evidence
contained within the
most up to date
housing need
reports.
Policy H2 states that None
development outside
the settlement
boundaries will be
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Stak
e3

2037

Policies
H1/H2

Stake3

2038

Stake3

2039

Stake3

affordable housing, particularly when it comes to its long-term
management and maintenance. There is no evidence to suggest that
the Parish Council have engaged with any Registered Social
Landlords (RSL). We consider that it would have been good practice
to open discussions with potential providers regarding how
affordable housing can be delivered and how long-term
management arrangements can be secured. It is concerning that the
overall housing need for Witherley will not be met through this plan,
but also that there is little chance of adequate levels of affordable
housing coming forward given the restrictive nature of the Plan
particularly when the evidence base on affordable housing need is
clearly exceeds the total number of dwellings allocated in the DNDP
for Witherley.
It can be reasonably asserted that Policies H1 and H2 effectively act
as a barrier to meeting housing need within Witherley. This is even
before the deliverability of the Kennels site itself is assessed. Policy
H1 states that:
“A sympathetic development of the buildings of the former
Atherstone Hunt Kennels site on Kennel Lane, Witherley (Figure 2)
will be supported for around 15 dwellings in total. The total includes
a limited new build of around 4 dwellings and is based primarily
upon the renovation of the existing redundant buildings…The limited
new build element of the scheme will be undertaken as a second
phase of works and will commence on site once the renovation of
the existing buildings is at an advanced stage of construction.”
Again, this approach seems overly restrictive and commercially
naïve. Firstly, requiring the renovation of existing buildings does not
appear to have taken account of potential hurdles such as viability,
structural issues, design and market attractiveness. This is before
any thought is given to the mix and tenure of properties and how
they can be accommodated within the above confines.
Furthermore, it is not clear how the Parish Council thinks that it can
address the identified issues relating to housing mix and affordability
by only allocating 15 dwellings. This could be rectified by increasing

dealt with in line
with local and
national strategic
policies, that
includes exception
site policies for
affordable housing.
We disagree
therefore that ‘there
is little chance of
adequate levels of
affordable housing’
coming forward.
We disagree that
they are barriers to
development.
H1 positively
identifies a site for
development whilst
H2 updates existing
HBBC settlement
boundaries and
follows local and
national strategic
planning policies.
Discussions have
taken place with the
owner and viability is
not in doubt.

This contribution
fails to acknowledge
the severe

None

None

None
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Stak
e3

the size and number of the proposed allocations, providing greater
flexibility, and therefore increasing the chances of housing need
being met. Such a restrictive policy, which also requires an onerous
phased approach to development is likely to stifle developer interest
and may well lead to an allocation which cannot be delivered.

constraints to
development in
Witherley, which has
led HBBC to
determine that the
housing requirement
for the parish should
be ‘0’ and has
recently
acknowledged that
the current
indicative housing
requirement is
before consideration
of the constraints
that remain.

2040

Stake3

Noted

None

2041

Stake3

In summary the DWNDP conflicts with its own evidence base and
does not plan sufficiently to meet identified need. The draft policies
are overly restrictive and in its current format the DWNDP does not
address the key issues that it aims to address, namely, a lack of
affordable housing, a lack of one bed properties and an ageing
population. Indeed, planning positively to deliver new dwellings can
free up existing stock on the housing market, allowing existing
residents choice and the ability to downsize. The current allocation
would not facilitate such a situation.
Having determined that the DWNDP conflicts with its own evidence
base it is now considered appropriate to assess whether it complies
with the relevant legislative and policy requirements that
neighbourhood plans should follow. This is analysis can be most
clearly demonstrated by quoting relevant sections of the PPG (HSL
emphasis in bold):
Paragraph 103 (Reference ID: 41-103-2019509) states:
“Where neighbourhood planning bodies have decided to make
provision for housing in their plan, the housing requirement and its
origin are expected to be set out in the neighbourhood plan as a

We disagree that the
NDP conflicts with its
own evidence base.

None

The
housing
requirement is set out
in section 7.1.
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basis for their housing policies and any allocations they wish to
make.”
Neighbourhood planning bodies are encouraged to plan to meet
their housing requirement, and where possible exceed it. A
sustainable choice of sites to accommodate housing will provide
flexibility if circumstances change, and allows plans to remain up to
date over a longer time scale.

2042

2043

Stake3

Stake3

The DWNDP is in complete conflict with Paragraph 103 of the PPG as
it does not come close to meeting its housing requirement, yet alone
exceeding it. Furthermore, the NDP does not provide a choice of
sites to accommodate housing, it seeks only to allocate one site,
removing any flexibility and further reducing the chances of
sufficient development coming forward. As set out in this statement,
the PPG provides the clarity that allows the objectives of the NPPF to
be delivered. The DWNPD is not only in conflict with the PPG, but
the principles of the NPPF relating to neighbourhood planning,
particularly Paragraph 29 which is intended to ensure that
neighbourhood plans meet the identified need for their area. It
logically follows that the DWNDP is in direct conflict with the basic
conditions set out in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended), particularly “part a” which states that neighbourhood
plans should have regard to national policies and advice contained in
guidance issued by the Secretary of State.
A recent appeal decision issued in November 2020 (appeal ref.
3253661) provides further clarity on how the housing requirement
for a neighbourhood plan should be derived, with particular
reference to the importance of the PPG.
This case law reinforces the view that the approach taken thus far by
the Parish Council is not robust or indeed compliant with the
relevant guidance and therefore legislation. Paragraphs 41 and 42 of

The allocation in the
NDP exceeds the
minimum
requirements when
constraints to
development are taken
into account.
Numerous sites were
considered before the
allocation was
assessed as being the
most suitable.
The housing
requirement is set out
by HBBC and is a
different figure to the
one that is quoted
here which is an
indication of housing
need.

None

The NDP has regard for
these national policies
and regulations.
Its housing
requirement needs to
be seen in the context
of the constraints in
place in the parish.
The housing need for
Witherley has been
identified by HBBC as a
proportion of the
Borough-wide
requirement.

None
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2044

Stake3

2045

Stake3

2046

Stake3

the appeal decision are of particular relevance (HSL emphasis in
bold):
“In such circumstances, the PPG says that relevant policies, existing
and emerging spatial strategy, and characteristics of the
neighbourhood area can be taken into account, yet it appears that
the CNP considered only the requirements of Cressing Parish as a
proportion of the whole District’s housing need, without clear regard
to the wider needs of the District. In this context, the PPG refers to
the use of the neighbourhood planning toolkit on housing needs
assessment, but it appears that that toolkit was not used for the
CNP.”
The Parish Council’s identified housing requirement has parallels
with the case law referenced above as it appears to look only at the
Parish in isolation rather the wider needs of the borough. The
development plan does not seek to distribute housing requirement
on a settlement-by-settlement basis across the borough, rather it
has consideration to the role that tiers of settlement can play
according to their position in the settlement hierarchy. In this
instance the role of Rural Villages within the borough. Similarly, little
consideration has been given to the requirement for Hinckley and
Bosworth to accommodate a proportion of Leicester City Councils
unmet housing need.
It is telling that the DWNDP makes a point of highlighting that the
Borough Council has not identified any residential allocations within
the parish, as if this is a means of justifying a low housing
requirement for the area. Indeed, the lack of an allocation in the
current development plan does not mean that there is a housing
requirement of zero within the parish. The Core Strategy is quite
clear that Rural Villages, of which Witherley is one should be the
focus of limited development.
Indeed, large parts of the development plan (including the Core
Strategy) are now out of date and therefore policies in relation to
housing are of reduced weight. This is combined with the fact that
the emerging Local Plan has not been sufficiently progressed as to
confirm the Councils approach to spatial distribution and new
housing allocations. As the Parish Council are proposing to include

The NDP is able to
consider this figure,
and is encouraged by
the Borough Council,
to set its own housing
requirement taking
into account the
constraints on the
parish.

It does not look at the
parish in isolation from
the rest of the
Borough.

None

The figure is that
identified by the
Borough Council as a
proportionate share of
the Borough-wide
target.
Indeed … as the
windfall policy
confirms.

None

There are many ways
to assess potential
development sites and
a comprehensive and
independent process
has been followed.

None
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housing allocations within the DWNDP the burden of responsibility is
on them to properly scrutinise evidence to determine an
appropriate housing requirement. Finally, contrary to
recommendations within the PPG, the Parish Council appear to have
had no regard to the neighbourhood planning toolkit as part of their
evidence gathering process.
2047

Stake3

The concerns raised above add to the sense that the Parish Council are
looking to restrict development within the Parish without due
consideration to the relevant legislation and guidance.

2048

Stake3

2049

Stake3

The Sustainable Site Assessment forms an appendix to the DWNDP and
uses a scoring matrix to assess sites put forward for development, before
identifying one for allocation. The scoring matrix utilises a traffic light
system for scoring development sites against various criteria. A green score
is positive, an amber score neutral and a red score negative. In principle
this is an appropriate system, however the application of it is severely
flawed.
For example, against the “site area and capacity” criterion, sites with
capacity of up to 3 dwellings receive a green score, up to 5 dwellings an
amber score, and 5 or more dwellings receive a red score. Firstly, this is
completely at odds with the Witherley Parish Landowner Questionnaire in
which the first question asked whether the land being promoted could
accommodate three or more units, those that were not of sufficient scale
to do so were disregarded from the process. The two approaches
completely conflict with one another, one is seemingly promoting sites
with a capacity of 5 or more dwellings and the other deeming them
unsuitable.
Secondly, the Parish have identified a housing need of 54 dwellings, yet
sites with a capacity of 5 or more dwellings receive a negative score. The
criterion is therefore fundamentally flawed as it would require the
allocation of at least 11 sites (with capacity of 5 or less) to meet a need of
54 dwellings. Clearly, given the lack of infill opportunities and the size of
the settlement this is not feasible. This is just one obvious example of a
flawed scoring system which appears to have been manipulated to arrive at
a pre-determined outcome. At this stage we do not consider an in-depth
interrogation of all of the sites put forward for development appropriate as
the scoring matrix used to assess them is not fit for purpose.

The NDP seeks to
shape development,
not restrict it, and this
is an important
distinction.
This is not the case –
development of 1 or 2
dwellings would fall
within the windfall
policy.

None

This is just one of a
large number of
criteria and reflects the
wishes of the local
community for smaller
development sites.

None

None

It cannot be the case
that the scores were
manipulated to arrive
at a pre-determined
position when the
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allocated site delivers
in excess of 3
dwellings.
2050

Stake3

2051

Stake3

2052

Stake3

More generally the Sustainable Site Assessment makes an assertion that
there is a housing need of 0 dwellings across the plan period up until 2036,
based on “agreed population and economic development increase in
numbers and activity”. This statement is not support by any reference
evidence and therefore in isolation is meaningless and not justified.
The Assessment goes on to state that the proposed allocation for 15
dwellings exceeds the housing requirement set out in the emerging local
plan. Again, this is confusing as the housing requirement has not been
confirmed, neither has the approach to spatial distribution. Even if this
information were available it would only direct housing requirement to the
Rural Villages as a whole, not specifically to Witherley. This is just another
example of unsubstantiated evidence and a lack of consistency within the
Parish’s consultation documents. We strongly recommend that the Parish
Council provide further clarity on the evidence which underpins their
identified housing requirement. Once this has been established
consideration can then be given to the most appropriate sites to
accommodate this need. We would also recommend that the Parish
Council actively engage with landowners throughout this process.

Summary & Conclusions
HSL recognises the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to
shape the development of their local community. However, it is clear from
national guidance that these must be consistent with national policy and
legislation. Through this consultation response, HSL has sought to clarify
the relationship of the DWNDP as currently proposed with the
requirements of national legislation and national policy to ensure the
DWNDP remains positive, robust and flexible change throughout its
lifetime.
HSL is concerned that the plan in its current form does not meet the
requirements of legislation or national policy. Specifically, the plan fails to
meet the housing need that its own evidence based identifies. On this basis
the DWNDP is not fit for and should be redrafted by the Parish Council as a
matter of urgency. Key to making the DWNDP sound is to sufficiently plan

The housing
requirement at the
time that the SSA
process was
undertaken was 0.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

An updated figure has
since been suggested
by HBBC but the
development
constraints have not
changed.
Further narrative will
be provided in relation
to the housing
requirement in the
submission version
given the updated
recommended
approach identified by
HBBC.
Noted

Noted. The site
assessment process
has identified the most
suitable site for
development.

None

None
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for the identified need for Witherley, this should include revisiting the
suitability of those sites previously submitted to the Parish Council as part
of their Landowner Questionnaire process.

2053

Stake3

2054

Stake3

2055

2056

General

General

Parish
59

Parish
59

HSL continues to retain an interest in two parcels of land either side
of the proposed allocation at the former Kennels, both of which
were assessed under references Witherley 9 and Witherley 11 in
Appendix 5 (Sustainable Site Assessment). Currently we are focusing
are promotion on the northern parcel through the neighbourhood
plan process. It is considered that this parcel of land represents a
logical extension to the proposed allocation and would help to
address the identified housing need for Witherley.
The land could also help the Parish to secure several benefits which
were identified as part of the Parish’s Household Need Survey (2018)
including land for recreational use (e.g., allotments, playing fields), a
community hub building and improved public transport. Further
detail is set out within the accompanying Neighbourhood Planning
Vision Statement.
Modification — an Open Countryside Policy needs to be added to
Witherley Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan. The Parish is
92% Open Countryside and this policy would help to protect these
features that characterise the Parish. Evidence from the Household
Survey states '98% of respondents agree or strongly agree that we
should value and work towards preserving the natural landscape'.
This is obviously a serious concern to Parishioners.

As the Parish is 92% 'Open Countryside' I think for clarity there
should be a definition in the NDP. The word 'Countryside' is used
numerous times and covers agricultural fields, both pasture and
arable, woodlands, ponds, paddocks and roadside grass verges.

Noted.

None

Noted

None

See policy H2.

None

HBBC already has
Policy DM4
Safeguarding the
countryside and
settlement
separation. There is
no need for the NDP
to duplicate this
The NDP defines
‘open countryside’
for planning
purposes as ‘land
outside the defined
settlement
boundaries’ in policy
H2

None
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2057

Page 23

Parish
59

Environmental Protection as part of Sustainable Development.
Where has the data in the unnamed table come from on page 23?
Where has 13% come from, first paragraph?
The calculation is not clear, an explanation is needed. A modification
is the inclusion of the Pie chart of land use instead of this table on
page 23. All the data on the different types of land use shows our
Parish is 92% Open
Countryside, the chart is an excellent visual way of illustrating this
and supports the inclusion of an Open Countryside Policy within the
Plan and Policy BE4 Farm Diversification. Councillor Flude or Kay
Conway have the original chart, the chart below is just a visual
reminder.

The table shows land
area (hectares) in
the three headings,
as measured on
Google Earth. 13% is
the proportion of
1523ha which the
NDP protects
(200ha) through its
environmental
policies (this figure is
the total combined
area of parcels of
land mapped
throughout chapter
7.2 and/or
specifically identified
– e.g. LGSs – in the
Policies)
The point being
made is that all the
land identified as
having
environmental
significance is
‘only’13% of the
total and that the
NDP is therefore in
conformity with the
NPPF requirement
for ‘sustainable
development’, i.e. it
is not ‘unduly
restrictive on
development’.

None
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2058

2059

2060

2061

Page 16

Policy H1

Parish
59

'around 15 new dwellings' The word 'around' is too vague, is this 12
dwellings or 19 dwellings? The sentence needs to be more
prescriptive.

Parish5 ‘'new build of around 4 dwellings'. The word 'around' is too vague, is
9
this 1 dwelling or 9 dwellings? The statement needs to be more
prescriptive.
Parish c) 'existing buildings is at an advanced stage of construction'. This is
59
too vague, what is an advanced stage of construction? What is 'a
second phase of works'? When the builders have ordered some
materials? When the builders have been working for 4 weeks, 8
weeks, 3 months, 6 months? Or is it when the first unit in the Hunt
buildings has been sold? When 50% of the units have been
renovated and sold? I can see a scenario when the builders start
renovating the Hunt buildings and suddenly the renovation is too
expensive so the builders decide to build the 'around 4 new build
dwellings' and use these funds to continue the renovation work.
However, 4 dwellings will not raise the desired funds so the 'around
4' becomes 9 units all built on the paddock field destroying the ridge
and furrow. The result will be a mini-development of 9 houses and
an incomplete renovation of the Hunt Buildings. The policy needs to
be more prescriptive and clearly define an 'advanced stage of
construction' and the 'first and second phase of works'.
Parish The 2 Victorian cottages, to the south of the Hunt Kennels, 57-59
59
Kennel Lane are both located within the Settlement Boundary, these
cottages have a HER reference and are listed in the NDP Local
Heritage Assets (Appendix 9). These cottages are not mentioned in
Policy H1 and yet they are within the allocation in Figure 2, page 17.
Details need to be provide within the NDP as to the fate of these

It is not felt
necessary to go into
further detail about
this as it would
confuse the
message.
It cannot be too
prescriptive.
‘Around’ enables
flexibility which is
required.
As above.

None

None

The precise wording
of the policy will be
confirmed taking
comments from the
landowner’s agent
into account.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

They are to be
retained

None
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cottages. Are they to be renovated along with the main Hunt
buildings or knocked down to create access for the 'around 4 new
builds'? I
'Proposals will need to avoid harm to the heritage assets'. This is too
vague, what does 'avoid harm' mean? This needs to be more
prescriptive. Which heritage assets are being referred to? The 2
Victorian cottages, the ridge and furrow? Will the ridge and furrow
area of the paddock to the south of the buildings be fenced off to
avoid construction traffic?

2062

Parish
59

2063

Parish
59

in previous versions of the plan the word 'brownfield' is included?
Why has it been removed? It used to be in this sentence 'A
sympathetic development of the brownfield buildings of the former'.
The word 'brownfield' needs to be added to Policy H1.

2064

Parish
59

2065

Parish
59

previous versions of the Plan have specified development of the
Hunt Kennels would be subject to the meeting the criteria of:-'the
whole of the site is to be built as one carefully designed scheme. The
residential development will be considered as one project submitted
as one planning application and the site cannot be developed
through more than one planning application. The site cannot be
subdivided in development or planning terms'.
Why have these 2 criteria referencing the number and type of
planning applications been deleted from the NDP?
e) 'adjacent and more prominent ridge and furrow field'. How
'prominent' is 'prominent'? What is the definition of 'prominent'? Is
it the height between ridge and furrow? Is there a map of the site
showing the exact location of the 'prominent ridge and furrow'?
Who decides 'prominent', the NDP or the developer? Why is it even
being considered that the 'less than prominent' ridge and furrow is
destroyed? How will the construction vehicles be prevented from

It is not helpful or
appropriate to be
overly prescriptive.
The nature od f any
harm caused will be
determined at
planning application
stage and will relate
to the structure in
question.
It has been removed
because existing
buildings are by
definition on
brownfield land. It is
therefore
unnecessary.
Because it is
considered
unnecessary and an
impediment to
development.

None

The development is
adjacent to the field
but is not included in
the proposal.

None

None

None
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Parish
59

2066

2067

Appendix
5

Parish
59

2068

Parish
59

2069

Parish
59

2070

Page 18

Parish
59

driving on the ridge and furrow? This is an important heritage asset
that appears to be 'disposable' in terms of new builds. Surely the
aim of the NDP is to protect heritage assets. If there is no room on
the field for the new builds then this SSA site appears to be
unsustainable, if the site does not meet the Basic Conditions it
should be removed as a site allocation from the NDP.
where is the SSA site number that has been chosen for development
included in this Policy? There were 14 sites assessed, 3 of these
involved the Hunt Kennels, Witherley. Which site 10; 10a or 10b was
selected? As sites 10a and 10b get the same score in version one of
Appendix 5, the site needs to be clearly identified.
could a map(s) be included that shows the exact area of
development of each individual site at the Hunt Kennels, sites - 10;
10a and 10b? The details in the Plan are confusing, residents are
being asked to comment on development without all the facts, a
map is essential.
Policy H1 f), '(about 6 units)'. This is too vague, this part of Policy H1
needs to be more prescriptive. Should a minimum number of
affordable homes be stated, to avoid confusion?
Where in Policy H1 is the provision for biodiversity net gain?
Biodiversity net gain, in accordance with the Draft Environment Bill
of 10% gain needs to be included here. For example, reference to
habitat creation, water features, bat & bird boxes should be
included in this Policy. Whilst the 10% Biodiversity Net Gain should
be included in the Design Guide it is not adequate to rely on this
solely.
First paragraph — the meaning of 'or outside the envelope in certain
prescribed circumstances (for example, to provide affordable
housing or for agricultural purposes).' This sentence is unclear - how
far out from the
settlement boundary will development be permitted? What size and
scale of development? This sentence could be interpreted by a
developer as unlimited development outside the envelope. The
sentence is too vague, it needs to be more prescriptive.

The site boundary
does this.

None

As above.

None

The policy does state
that the minimum
number is 40%.
This is covered in the
environmental
policies, but we will
add in a condition
here too.

None

The circumstances
are described in
HBBC and NPPF
strategic policies. It
is unnecessary to
describe it further
here.

None

Change to
be made as
indicated

Development that
meets the criteria
542
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2072

2073

2074

2075

2076

2077

Parish
59

first paragraph, 'unwanted encroachment'. Evidence from the
Household Survey should be added '98% of respondents agree or
strongly agree that we should value and work towards preserving
the natural landscape'. Should this evidence be included in this
paragraph?
Parish second paragraph the text needs to be put into the single form as
59
the Fenny Drayton site has been withdrawn. The phrase 'settlement
boundaries' as only one settlement boundary is being changed it
needs to be corrected to 'settlement boundary'. The phrase 'site
allocations' needs to be changed to 'site allocation'.
Parish fourth paragraph. The sentence needs to be in single form as the
59
Fenny site has been withdrawn, it should be changed to 'Focusing
development within the revised settlement boundary of Witherley
village will support the existing services and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from inappropriate
development'.
Parish fifth paragraph. The sentence needs to be in single form as the
59
Fenny site has been withdrawn, it should be changed to 'In revising
and designating one settlement boundary, the following
methodology has been applied:'
Parish part b) needs to be changed to the single form as the Fenny site has
59
been withdrawn, it should be changed to 'the residential site
allocated within the Neighbourhood Development Plan has been
included within Witherley village boundary'.
Parish5 part c) delete the word 'allotment'. Witherley Parish does not have
9
any allotments.
Parish5 part d) 'ridge and furrow' needs to be added. The word paddock
9
needs to be deleted -the new build at the Hunt Kennels is on the
paddock.

described in HBBC
policy and the NPPF
will be considered
suitable, as
explained in policy
H2.
We believe that the
wording is
appropriate as it
stands.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.
Change to
be made as
indicated.

We will add in the
words ‘where
appropriate’.
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2079

2080

Pages 21

Policy H3

Parish
59

2081

Parish
59

2082

Parish
59

2083

Parish
59

the policy needs to be changed to the single form as the FD site was
withdrawn. 'Development proposals will be supported on the site
within the settlement boundary where the proposal complies with
the
policies in this Neighbourhood Development Plan'.
The exact SSA site needs to be specified. In the second version of
Appendix 5, the version with the SSA forms, 2 sites have the same
score. SSA sites 10a — Witherley Hunt Kennels renovation & SSA site
10b — Witherley Hunt Kennels full redevelopment both score Green
eight. Which of these sites has been chosen to be in Witherley NDP?
The SSA site needs to be stated. The current wording is too vague,
the wording needs to be more prescriptive.
The local housing needs have not been identified. The Midlands
Rural Housing Survey (Appendix 2) states 9 dwellings and HBBC
Enabling Officer states 54 households. Which is correct as the
difference is 45 dwellings?

1st paragraph, last sentence — what are these documents 'or more
recent documents updating these reports'. If additional evidence
that is more recent has been considered in deciding the housing
needs of Witherley Parish, these 'recent documents' need to be
named in this Policy and added as Appendices.
3rd para - the percentage of affordable housing, either 40% or 50%,
has been removed, a percentage was included in earlier drafts of the
NDP. The policy is too vague, the percentage needs to be added, it
needs to be more prescriptive to avoid confusion. At a Steering
Group meeting, dated on 5th Feb 2020, minuted Councillor Brian
Conway stated 50% on all sized developments. In Policy H1, f) it
states 'a minimum of at least 40%'. The Steering Group agreed to
50% affordable.
The title of this section needs changing to 'Windfall & Brownfield
Development' as this section of the NDP covers brownfield sites. The
title is too vague, it needs to be more prescriptive.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The site boundary
for the allocated site
is identified in the
NDP.

None

The figure of 54 is an
update on the earlier
Midlands Rural
study. Both are
accurate at the time
they were
undertaken.
The phrase ‘or more
recent documents …’
allows for updates
over the lifetime of
the NDP.
A figure of 50%
affordable housing
without strong
justification is likely
to be classed as
unviable.

None

The title covers
unplanned
development, which
is what windfall is,

None

None

None
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2086

Policy H4

Page 22

Page 21 'of 5 dwellings or fewer'. It needs to be 2 or 3 dwellings or
fewer. A development of 5 dwellings is a third of the housing
allocation of the Plan, if you take 15 dwellings, as stated in Policy H1,
as the allocation (ref point
6.1). A Windfall Site should take only 2 or 3 dwellings as a maximum.

Parish
59

what is a redevelopment site? Is this a Brownfield site? The wording
is too vague, it needs to be more prescriptive, so it is clear to
planners and developers.

Parish
59

Criteria b) 'adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed
development is on previously developed land'. This could be
interpreted by developers as a development of any size and scale.
This part of the sentence needs to be deleted and replaced with the
following — 'the development should be limited to the existing
building footprint and not encroach into the Open Countryside'.

Parish5 e) 'historical features' should be added to the list to be retained.
9

2087

2088

Parish
59

Page 13

7.1

Parish
59

Introduction, 1st paragraph — the northern and eastern borders
need describing for completion.

wherever it is
located.
Reducing the limit to
2 or 3 dwellings is
likely to be
considered
unreasonable and
restrictive.
This is a recognised
planning term
meaning
development of
previously
developed land.
Development of any
size and any scale
would have to meet
the policies in the
NDP and other local
and national
planning policies.
The policy refers to
development on
previously
developed land so it
is not necessary to
refer to the existing
footprint.
Policy Env 7 covers
this.
This is not
considered
necessary.

None

None

None

None

None
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Parish
59

Introduction, 2nd paragraph — what is the % of residents who value
the views and vistas in the Household Survey?

2090

Parish
59

Introduction, 3rd paragraph, there needs to be a complete definition
of a 'Rural Village' as there is a complete definition for a Rural
Hamlet'. For the sake of completion.

2091

Page 14

Parish5 2nd paragraph, the description of Witherley does not mention the
9
Parish Rooms.

2092

Parish
59

2093

Parish
59

2094

Parish5 last paragraph, first sentence, is the Housing Needs Survey by
9
Midlands Rural Housing Appendix 2? If it is this appendix reference
needs adding to this sentence for clarification.
Parish 1st paragraph — the data provided by the HBBC Strategic Housing &
59
Enabling Officer needs supporting evidence. Did the Officer visit the
Parish? If the Officer visited the Parish who did he meet? Is there a
site visit
report? How did the Officer update the housing need statistics?
What evidence was used? This evidence needs to be provided as
part of the NDP especially as the updated report states 54
households.
Parish Housing Allocations, 2nd sentence. Feedback from the community
59
consultations shows that. ... Which feedback does this statement
refer to? Where is the report? Which community consultations,
there have been several:- the Nov 2017 dropins; the Stakeholders
event Feb 2018; both Household Surveys 2018; Housing Group

2095

2096

Page 15

3rd paragraph — the text states 'A range of information has been
scrutinised, including the Neighbourhood Development Plan
Consultation Process' ....For clarification what is
the Neighbourhood Development Plan Consultation Process and
where will I find details of this, I can't find a report with this title in
the Appendices or Supporting Evidence?
3rd paragraph — as this evidence has been used in the Plan to
support housing should the HEDNA be an appendix for completion?

It is not necessary to
refer to specific
percentages.
Both ‘rural village’
and ‘rural hamlet’
are already
described in para 3.
Parish Rooms to be
added in.
The Consultation
Statement will be
made available on
submission of the
NDP.

None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

No – in the same
way as the NPPF and
Core strategy are not
appendices.
Noted. Reference to
the report has been
removed
This question should
be addressed to
HBBC.

None

The report will be
referenced in the
Consultation
Statement made

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

546

update Dropins, July 2019 and /or February 2020 dropins? Where is
the evidence? Should another evidence document be added to the
Supporting Information? The resident feedback at the February 2020
dropin in Fenny Drayton did not support the housing allocations
Parish5 Housing Allocations, 2" paragraph, 1st sentence — One of the key
9
areas it sets out to address ... what is 'it'? Is this a report? A
document? Could this be clarified.
Parish Housing Allocations, 2 paragraph, last sentence — 'for the reasons
59
stated above'. Which are these reasons? The reasons should be
listed very clearly so all residents understand.
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2099

2100

Page 16

Parish
59

Parish
59

available on
submission.

We have reworded
this paragraph.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

This refers to the
preceding narrative
from the sections
headed ‘meeting
future housing
needs’ and ‘the
evidence’. We do not
believe this needs to
be specified more
clearly.
2nd paragraph, the text in bold needs inserting as:- this is the
The figure of 40%
None
reflects HBBC’s
amount specified in the Call for Sites letter; this is the amount of
Affordable Housing
dwellings stated in the Housing Group minutes; this is the amount
policy and will be
agreed by the Steering Group. — The invitation to respond made it
clear that sites should be able to accommodate up to 10 dwellings of subject to a viability
assessment.
which 50% are affordable units.
3rd paragraph, last sentence. 'in satisfying the locally identified
The NDP is not able
None
housing need'. This sentence needs to be more prescriptive. On page to meet the 54
14, the housing allocation stated 9 affordable houses ranging from
Affordable Housing
1-3 bedrooms. Yet on the following page the Enabling Officer stated units through
the Housing Register is for 54 households. Could more information
appropriate
be provided on the allocation in the Housing Needs Report 2018
allocations and is
(Appendix 4) and the
reliant on HBBC
HEDNA (no appendix). No figures for these documents are provided. strategic policies to
determine
applications if bids
for exception sites
come forward.
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Page 23

2102

Page 23

2103

Page 26

2104

7.2

Parish
59

Introduction. 1st paragraph. Last sentence. It also deals with broader
environmental issues of concern to the community, including
protection and enhancement of local biodiversity and planning for
resilience to climate change. There are only 2 sections of the Plan I
can see that would contribute to 'resilience to climate change', I am
taking this resilience to mean helping to prevent climate change by
contributing to carbon sequestration. These are, firstly, Policy ENV
4.4 (numbering has been deleted) that states 'a demonstrable net
gain in hedgerow length' with no specifications as to the length of
additional hedgerow planted, it could be 3 whips. The second
contribution to reducing climate change is Policy ENV 5, it states
'developers will be required to plant replacement trees or
woodland', again there are no specifications as to the number of
trees, ratio or if the species are native. If an extra hedgerow of
undefined length and some, perhaps, non-native replacement trees
are this NDP's contribution to the NPPF environmental agenda of
sustainable development and resilience to climate change I think
perhaps some policies should be reconsidered.
Parish5 2nd paragraph the Witherley Parish Ecological Survey 2019 is
9
Appendix 11, not Appendix 10.

Noted. The NDP
contains a range of
policies that tackle
climate change from
policies on flooding
to home working to
support for electric
car charging.

None

Agreed

Parish
59

the correct name of this document is 'Natural & Historic
Environment Inventory' as stated when the documents were sent to
John Martin and all, on 1st May 2020.

Parish
59

the document Residents' Wildlife Recording Sheet — needs capital
letters. This document should be included in the Supporting
Evidence, I can't find it.

The title is
Environmental
Inventory as stated
in the list of
appendices on the
contents page.
This is a matter of
style and different
people have
different
approaches.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

None

All supporting
information will be
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Page 26

Parish
59

The Inventory section needs to be expanded considerably to make it
very clear to the Examiner where all the wildlife and historic
evidence has been collected from. At the Steering Group meeting,
05/02/2020 it was agreed the text in blue below should be included,
however the minutes do not include this agreement. All the text in
blue below needs to be inserted to support the Environmental
Policies.
The evidence base on which the policies are based has 4 elements:Firstly, a commissioned Ecological Survey 2019 was produced by the
Ecologist Dave Nicholls in consultation with the Principle Ecologist
from LCC, from June to October 2019. This is a bespoke
environmental study of the most vulnerable areas of the Parish. The
survey identified 36 habitat areas, recorded over 1,800 records of
448 different species and additional Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) have
been identified that meet the LWS criteria. A species of snail has
been confirmed as the first recorded for Leicestershire. The Survey
allocates a Parish Biodiversity Score to each habitat compared to the
Parish baselevel to aid identification of biodiversity-rich areas. This
Survey forms the bedrock of the Environmental Inventory database.
Secondly, all the sites from the Phase 1 Habitat Survey 2011 data
from LCC have been rechecked and all existing designations have
been reviewed where access was possible.
Thirdly, the Parishioners completed the 'Residents Wildlife
Recording Sheet' during the Summer 2019 and along with local
knowledge this has added a substantial amount of data to the Plan.
This data has proved to be invaluable especially when determining
the Bat Foraging Areas. Advice was obtained from Dr S Bodnar, Bsc
(Hons) PhD MCIEEM NE, Bat class license. He advised as the bat
roosts are protected by law he recommended the only way to
protect the 'Bat Foraging Area' was to have recorded resident
sightings. Data has been collected from the Residents Wildlife Sheets
and verbal information to determine where the bats forage.
Finally, during the Summer 2019, approximately 12 volunteers
carried out extensive fieldwork to identify sites and features of

available on
submission.
This was not agreed
at the Steering
Group meeting.

Bat maps
will be
included in
the NP

Including this makes
no difference to the
effectiveness of the
Policies or to the
briefing the
Examiner may seek
to inform their
decisions about the
conformity etc. of
the Plan and its
Policies.
The reference to
Appendix 7 is
enough to direct the
Examiner to the
evidence.
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Parish
59

natural and historical environmental significance in the context of
the Plan Area. In total 386
fields/habitats were assessed against National Planning Policy
Framework criteria.
All the data has been entered into the Inventory database and the
complete Inventory has an associated map so a person can match
the field's description with the exact location. The Natural & Historic
Environment Inventory
has been cross referenced against• Dave Nicholls Ecological Survey 2019
• Phase 1 Habitat Survey 2011 data, LCC and Environmental Records
Centre
• Natural England Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats
• Joint Nature Conservation Committee UK Biodiversity Action Plan
species & habitats
• Leicester, Leicestershire & Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan species
& habitats
• Witherley Parish BAP list (a bespoke list of plant and animal
species plus habitats that have been identified as rare within our
Parish)
• Historic England
• Leicestershire Historic Environment Records (HER)
• Environment Agency Flood Risk map — for flooding
• Environment Agency Flood Risk map — for surface water flooding
• Natural England Agricultural Land Classification (Provisional)
2019— Land grade
• DEFRA
In total between the 4 sources of evidence listed above there are
approximately 8,000 individual pieces of environmental and historic
data, this information forms the bedrock of evidence to support the
Environmental and Historic Policies within Witherley Parish NDP.
The NPPF form given to Environment & Historic Group members by
Cee Martin on 07/04/2019 provided the criteria for the assessment
of each field in the Parish. The fieldwalkers used this set of criteria to
assess all 386 plots. Appendix 7 Environment Inventory does not list
5 of these criteria, (found in the purple columns) the missing criteria
are as follows:-

As was explained at
the time, the
supplementary
criteria in YL’s
standard inventory
template are

None
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Legal access rights Y/N
Already LGS Y/N
Viewpoint Y/N
Practical Accessibility Score /2
Educational Value /Use Score /3
Optional TOTAL /5 (others)
The Legal Access Rights — this column was used to inform Dave
Nicholls with regard to the Ecological Survey 2019;
Already LGS — in April 2019 there were no LGS (Local Green Spaces)
designated;
Viewpoint — this column was used to inform Policy ENV 10
Protection of Important Views;
Practical Accessibility — I have searched the NDP and Appendix 6
Design Guide and there is no reference to individuals with
disabilities. Are we really contemplating producing a Plan that lasts
for 16 years without a NDP Policy on individuals with disabilities and
Accessibility? Consideration should be given to the design of the
access features that allows residents access to the countryside, ie
the stile design. The Design Guide needs to include design features
that support individuals with disabilities living in newly built houses
within the Plan period, for example the size of doorways
for people in wheelchairs;
Education Value —the educational value of the 386 sites surveyed is
not mentioned in the Plan. There should be a NDP Policy listing the
sites that provide an opportunity to educate and how this
opportunity can be utilised. For example, the Gravel Pits, Ratcliffe
Culey, have been discussed as developing into a Nature Reserve, this
could be a Community
Action.
Optional TOTAL score out of S. This extra 5 points would make a
difference to the ranking of all 386 sites. These extra 3 criteria and 5
points should be included in the NDP as this is all additional evidence
the fieldwalkers recorded and it is of value to the Plan.

optional, for
modification or
omission by client
environment theme
groups; and that
these supplementary
criteria (because
they are not
specified in the
NPPF) are not used
to evaluate or justify
LGS and other site
designations.

As above. These
columns are optional
and not part of the
NPPF criteria so their
scores cannot
change the ranking
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Where in the NDP are the policies that fulfil the following NPPF
section 174:-b) promoting the conservation (restoration) and
enhancement of priority habitats?
The Gravel Pits, Ratcliffe Culey have been identified in the Ecological
Survey 2019 as having the potential for a Nature Reserve. Where is
the policy that promotes this sites conservation and enhancement?
Where is the Community Action for the Parish Council to protect this
site and investigate the possibility of developing a Nature Reserve
with local agencies, for example the Leicestershire & Rutland
Wildlife Trust?

2108

Parish
59

NPPF, 174 b) pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains
for biodiversity?
Policy ENV 5 Trees & Woodland, last paragraph. If destruction of
trees and woodland by new development is unavoidable, developers
will be required to plant replacement trees or woodland on the site
or to make provision for an equivalent or greater compensatory area
of planting elsewhere in the Parish.
This policy is too vague, it needs to be more prescriptive. 'an
equivalent or greater compensatory area' is not detailed enough,
the HBBC replacement policy of a 1:1 ratio should at least be stated
as a minimum requirement. The word 'greater' could mean 1 tree.
The Policy needs to be more ambitious the Woodland Trust state a
replacement ratio of

This may be a
misunderstanding of
the relationship
between promotion
of habitat
restoration, net
biodiversity gain, etc.
and Planning policies
in NDPs. Such
promotions/gains
etc. can only be
required of
developers when
sites and habitats are
adversely affected or
destroyed by new
development
proposals. A NDP
cannot require land
that is not being
proposed for
development to be
improved for wildlife
– who would do it?
We will state a
Change to
replacement ratio of be made as
at least 1:1. Beyond
indicated.
this the policy would
not be deliverable if
3 replacement trees
were required for
each tree lost.
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1:3. This 1:3 ratio should be added to Policy ENV 5 as our Parish has
less than 1% woodland cover and Ash Dieback and the Oak
Processionary Moth are found locally.
Policy ENV 4 Hedgerows section (the numbers have been removed,
previously ENV4.4) states 'replacement planting of locally
appropriate native species'. This phrase needs to be added to Policy
ENV 5.
Policy ENV 5 should include a reference to NPPF, 175 c) the majority
of our standard trees are either ancient or veteran, these are
classified as irreplaceable habitats. The Policy is too vague, it needs
to be more prescriptive towards protecting all trees within the
Parish.
NPPF, 175 (c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or
veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists;
and…

Modification to the NDP
The NPPF, 174, a) states the creation of Nature Recovery Network
(ref 57). A Nature Recovery Network, (source NPPF, Glossary) is:Nature Recovery Network
An expanding, increasingly connected, network of wildlife-rich
habitats supporting species recovery, alongside wider benefits such
as carbon capture, water quality improvements, natural flood risk
management and recreation. It includes the existing network of
protected sites and other wildlife rich habitats as well as and
landscape or catchment scale recovery areas where there is
coordinated action for species and habitats.

Policy ENV5 is not
about Hedgerows –
covered in ENV4

None

The NDP cannot
protect all trees in
the parish – only
those affected by
development
proposals.

None

Ancient/veteran –
these are specific
categories in
planning terminology
which are already
protected.
Establishment of
None
Nature Recovery
Networks is not
within the powers of
a NDP

To improve the current level of biodiversity protection and
enhancement to achieve NPPF, section 174 a) could the NDP
recognise the Biodiversity Improvement Area as a Nature Recovery
Network? I believe this is a valid point worth investigating further.
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(NOTE - NDP, page 35, Figure 9, Wildlife Corridors, names the blue
river corridor the `Anker-Sence Wildlife Corridor'. The correct name
for this area is the Biodiversity Improvement Area, as clearly defined
in HBBC Adopted Core Strategy 2009, map of evidence below).

Biodiversity
Improvement Areas
are partnerships of
Local Authorities,
Natural England and
landowners aimed at
funding and
implementation of
projects. They are
separate from the
Planning system (no
protection of
habitats etc against
development).
Wildlife corridors do
provide some
protection so this is
the designation
appropriate for the
NDP

The sites were assessed and scored using 6 criteria not 7.

The 7 criteria are
•
Local,
bounded (must be
‘yes’ to qualify for
LGS
•
Proximity
•
Beauty
•
Tranquility
•
Recreational
value
•
History
•
Wildlife

None
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There is no reference to Figures 5.1 -5.4 in the text or Policy ENV 1.

2114
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What are individual or composite sites?

2115

Page 27

Parish5 Are there 486 inventoried sites or 386 inventoried sites?
9

2116

Page 27.
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Page 28
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ENV 1

There are 11 sites in the Inventory that score 72% (18/25 or over)
not 5 sites as stated. Of the sites listed in the NDP Cottagers Piece,
site 603 has a score of 16/25 (64%) so therefore does not qualify for
designation
as a LGS. The following sites in Appendix 7 do have a score of 18/25
or over and do qualify for Local Green Space
designation but are not included in the Plan — 201; 202; 203; 205 &
338. These sites need to be included in the Plan for consistency.
Parish5 The wording is too vague. The word 'designated' needs to be added
9
to the Policy. The Policy needs to be more prescriptive:- 'or have an
adverse effect on, the following designated Local Green Spaces'.
Parish the last part of the policy before the list of sites - What are 'very
59
special circumstances'? What are 'very special circumstances'? Who
decides the 'very special circumstances'- the NDP, HBBC, the
developer? This is not a quantifiable statement. These words are far
too vague, the wording needs to be considerably more prescriptive.
The wording of Policy ENV 2 could be used for reference:'Development proposals that result in their loss, or have a significant
adverse effect on them, will not be supported unless the open space
is replaced by equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable
location,…..’

See Policy ENV1:
“details in Appendix
8; maps Figures 5.25.4”. Fig 5.1 provides
an overview
305/333/354 is a
composite site (3
numbered parcels),
the rest are
individual (one
parcel). This will be
clarified in the text
386 is the correct
number

None

To qualify as LGS
sites must score
18/25 or more and
“meet the essential
requirements for
designation”. Only
five sites do this and
score 18+.
Inclusion in the NDP
designates them as
Local Green Spaces
The wording is taken
from the NPPF. You
cannot identify every
‘special
circumstance’ so this
has to be left to
HBBC to determine
at planning
APPLCIATION STAGE.

Change to
be made as
indicated

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None
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The decision on which sites are included in this designation is
confusing. There appears to be two different criteria. Firstly, all the
sites designated by HBBC Open Space, Sport and Recreational
Facilities study, (PPG17), 2011
are included. These are plots 645; 601; Witherley churchyard is
number 642 not 644; the school, this is number 644 not 642; the
Fenny Drayton sites are 554; 555; 557 and the Ratcliffe sites are 354
& 333.
Secondly the text states 'A group of sites scored highly in the
inventory (scoring at least 75% of the possible total under the
relevant criteria) for their outstanding community value'. The
relevant criteria needs to be specified. If the relevant criteria are the
6 criteria listed in Appendix 7 which at 75% gives a score of 19/25
only 3 sites out of the HBBC list qualify, these are 642, 555 & 354 —
the 3 churchyards. For example, site 644, the school has a score of
17/25 and would not qualify.
The exact criteria for this designation needs to be explained in more
detail. If both the HBBC and 75% are to be used this needs to be
made clear. If the 75% is included along with the HBBC list there are
2 extra sites:- 305 & 470 that need to be included in the Plan.

The form of words
proposed would
weaken the
protection offered
by allowing a
developer to develop
the site and provide
a replacement site.
The maps show both
HBBC and locallyidentified open
spaces – they get the
same policy
protection and the
NDP provides the
single point of
reference for the
Planners when
determining
development
applications in
Change to
Witherley NP Area
be made as
indicated.
The ‘relevant
criteria’ are those for
proximity and
community value,
i.e. columns 2 to 5.
This phrase has
passed Examination
in 30+ NDPs
List to be checked
with the 2016 Open
Space update
556
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The Dot Map produced at the November 2017 Public Consultation
Dropins (see Supporting Information, RCC report) should be included
in this section as this is vital evidence that supports Policy ENV 2.

Parish5 Important Open Space, second paragraph - the words community
9
action should be changed to Policy.
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2nd paragraph, a) in brackets (Natural England and National Forest).
National Forest needs adding.
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2nd paragraph, there needs to be another phrase added (text in
bold) for completion b) including Local Wildlife Sites both current &
historic.
2nd paragraph, there is another criteria linked to BAP species that
has been included in previous drafts of the NDP, and included in
Policy ENV 4, it makes no sense for this criteria to be deleted as this
map is linked to this Policy ENV4. The following needs adding:- d)
where biodiversity action plan (BAP) species have been recorded as
breeding or as regular visitors.
2nd paragraph, for completion add to last sentence 'or subsequent
legislation following Brexit'.
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Page 31,

Parish
59

The phrase
‘community
consultations’ on
p28 covers this
element of the
evidence, the report
on the community
event at which the
maps were dotted is
in the NDP
submission package.
Agreed

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None
National Forest
Inventory is surveyed
and mapped by
Natural England as
part of its priority
habitats notification
obligation. (it is not
the National Forest)
None
This is not
considered
necessary.
Change to
Agreed
be made as
indicated.

This paragraph will
be updated to reflect
the situation at the
date of submission
of the NDP to HBBC

Change to
be made as
indicated.

557

Noted

None

As I was responsible for writing this section of the NDP I cannot
confirm the accuracy of Figure 7, page 31. The map is too small to
see if all LWS and hLWS are included. There are no full resolution
maps provided in the Supporting Information as stated on pages 5 &
10 of this NDP. Could full resolution maps be added to the
supporting information on the Parish Council website so I can inform
the NDP Committee on the accuracy
of Figure 7.
Parish5 Species protection: bats — last sentence before bullet points
9
'addressing the three factors'. There are 4 bullet points.

Figure 7 does include
LWSs and hLWSs.
High resolution
versions of the maps
will be made
available on
submission.

None

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Parish
59

Agreed. This issue
will be addressed
prior to submission.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Biodiversity Action
Plan (BAP) species
are noted as being
among the entities
used to score
inventory parcels
(p.26) and for
protection under
policy ENV3 (p31).
‘Space for Wildlife’
provides access to
the list of Leics. BAP
species but does not
publish site-specific
sightings in the Plan

None
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4th paragraph, Policy ENV 4 is on pages 34-35.

The Policies were obviously numbered in previous versions of the
NDP, as there is reference to ENV 4.2 & ENV 4.3 in this version of the
NDP. This numbering system needs to be reinstated to aid
referencing.
Policy ENV 4 is too vague without the correct numbering. Policy ENV
4 should have ENV 4.1; 4.2 Bat Foraging Areas; 4.3 Great Crested
Newts; 4.4 Hedgerows and 4.5 Wildlife Corridors.
There is no mention in the NDP of the 'Space for Wildlife, Leicester,
Leicestershire and Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan, 2016-2026, 2n d
Edition: December 2016' produced by LCC. This document provides
invaluable information specific to Leicester, Leicestershire and
Rutland on the species and habitats to protect.
This document was fundamental in guiding and providing evidence
to support the Environmental Policies and populating the Inventory
with BAP Species and Priority Habitats. This document should be
regularly
referenced in this section of the NDP.
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There were 4 Bat Foraging Maps, one for each settlement, in the
version of the NDP the public were consulted on at the Public
Consultation February 2020 dropins. The comments from residents
on these maps were extremely positive, bat foraging areas were one
of the topics I discussed the most during these 3 dropins.
The foraging areas seemed to really engage the children of the
Parish who were particularly excited and interested to see how far
the bats foraged. The comments from residents are in RRC Dropin
Events, February
2020 report (the report should be in the supporting evidence). These
maps are of 21importance to the residents who spent a lot of time
and effort completing the Residents Wildlife Recording sheets during
Summer 2019,
this data needs to be utilised. Dr Stefan Bodnar, Bsc (Hons) PhD
MCIEEM NE, Bat class license, was consulted on the best way to
record this data, his advice was followed. Why have these 4 maps
now been deleted? Maps
provided below. Policy ENV 4 states 'development proposals should
use independent research to determine the presence or absence of
bat roosts and commuting /foraging habitat in and adjacent to the
development
site'. The residents have already completed this independent
research and all the necessary evidence is already available. The Bat
Foraging Maps need to be reinstated in this version of the NDP to
provide evidence to the hedgerows/ watercourses /areas used by
bats to forage. This will ensure the correct habitats, in particular the
hedgerows, are protected.

Area, so is not a
direct source of data
used in the NDP.
Inclusion of the Env
Group’s observations
of BAP species in
individual inventory
entries is sufficient
Change to
Foraging maps will
be made as
be included in the
indicated
NP
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2nd paragraph, while some agricultural land use change. The word
'some' needs inserting, not all changes in agricultural land use will
result in putting the GCN at risk.

Parish
59

Mira have constructed a track and buildings of a similar size to the
rural hamlet of Fenny Drayton. The track is located in one of the
richest concentrations of GCN, if this site increases in size more of
this valuable
2134habitat will be destroyed resulting in a risk to the population of
GCN. This sentence has been removed from this version of the NDP.
Also significant is any future expansion of the Mira site into the Plan
area is likely to be of a scale and type to make standard mitigation
difficult, the aim being overall net biodiversity gain. This sentence
needs to be re-inserted and included in Policy ENV 4.
Below is the correct map for Figure 8.

The meaning is clear None
from the complete
sentence – ponds
and connectivity are
affected by
agricultural land use
change
The NDP cannot base None
policies on negative
predictions about
future development
in specific areas of
the parish (the Plan
Area) based on
events outside it.
The map appended
appears to be the
same as figure 8
except for the way
the legend is
arranged
561
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Page 34

Parish5 The title should be Hedgerows, and for each subsequent mention.
9

OK

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Parish
59

Does not extend the
scope or add to the
weight of this Policy.
We believe there is
no need to
complicate the map
and policy by
splitting Green Lane
into two.
The Biodiversity
Action Area status
(this is for rewilding
and agricultural
initiatives, not about
protection in
planning) is not

None

Habitat Connectivity, this needs adding to the paragraph: Four
wildlife corridors (Figure 9 - the version below demonstrates all
corridors) have been identified during the preparation of this Plan.
The blue wildlife
corridor along the River Anker Valley is confirmed as the AnkerSence Wildlife Corridor and Biodiversity Improvement Area (as
stated in HBBC Adopted Core Strategy 2008). The 3 green corridors
are:- Green Lane East
Wildlife Corridor; Atterton Lane Wildlife Corridor and Ratcliffe House
Lane and Green Lane West Wildlife Corridor.
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Pages
34/35

ENV 4
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The numbering of each topic needs to be reinstated, from 4.1-4.5. It
makes the Policy harder to use without the numbers, I do not
understand why every other Policy is broken down and numbered
and this one which is one of the longer Policies isn't.
Parish5 Policy ENV 4, section 4.1 (when numbers reinstated). Add this to the
9
end of the paragraph 'in line with NPPF, paragraph 175.
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The Bat Section of the Policy 4.2 b) in known or potential bat habitat
areas, do not remove trees or hedgerows unless... add in the word
'hedgerow'. Some species of bat follow the hedgerows through their
foraging area.
Add to the Bat section, 4.4 of this Policy 'd) in all locations,
incorporate integral or external bat boxes in an agreed ratio of boxes
to number of buildings or site size'. This will contribute to the Draft
Environment
Bill of 10% biodiversity net gain if the boxes are provided.
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Great Crested Newt section, ENV 4.3 (numbering needs reinstating).
The current wording is:- 'development of any size, and for residential
development of any size in the buffer zones shown on Figure 8 and
of five or more houses anywhere in the plan area'.
This needs amending to:- 'development of any size, and for
residential development of any size anywhere in the plan area,
(Figure 8)'
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Great Crested Newt section, ENV 4.3 (numbering needs reinstating).
This sentence needs inserting after the GCN Survey. 'There is an
expectation that such surveys are carried out by a qualified
ecologist'.

relevant to a Wildlife
Corridor designation
and policy
Agreed. This issue
will be addressed
prior to submission.
Not necessary for
the policy to be
applied
Agree

A number of houses
must be given,
otherwise the policy
applies e.g. to
porches, extensions,
etc. and could be
deemed overly
restrictive and
undeliverable.
Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

ENV4 (b)
becomes:
‘in known or
potential bat
habitat
areas, do
not remove
trees or
hedgerows
unless
demonstrabl
y essential,
and…’
None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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Great Crested Newt section, ENV 4.3 (numbering needs reinstating).
The current wording is:- This should identify the appropriate survey
avoidance and mitigation measures.. Add the word 'survey'.
Hedgerow section of Policy ENV 4.4. The policy states replacement
planting is needed but does not provide any specifications, a ratio
needs to be included, for example 1 metre of hedgerow destroyed
results in 3 metres of replacement planting. A 1:3 seems reasonable
considering how valuable this habitat is within the Parish and would
contribute to how the NDP addresses the environmental agenda as
described in the NPPF, page 5.
The map below is the correct version to use in the NDP.

This is already in the
policy.

None

The policy requires
‘demonstrable net
gain’ – this is the
most that can be
expected of a
developer

None

It is not felt
necessary to change
the map.

None

Page 37 - Statutorily protected heritage assets - it states 17 total. I
have used the list below which has 3 Scheduled Monuments, 17
listed buildings and a battlefield, I think that makes 21 statutorily
protected heritage
assets. (This needs correcting on page 25)

Agree. The correct
number is 20 as
Historic Battlefields,
although registered
and a material
consideration in the

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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Parish5 Which 17 sites and features have relevance to this Plan? Could a list
9
be provided for clarity.
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This is the correct table for protected heritage assets. The document
in the Supporting Information, title Statutorily Protected Heritage
Assets is incorrect - the battlefield is not included. The information
needs replacing with the table below.
List Entry Heritage Category Grade Description Settlement
1010198 Scheduled
Monument
Bowl Barrow at Fenny Drayton, Fenn Lane Fenny Drayton
1010480 Scheduled
Monument
Moat and Fishponds at Ratcliffe Culey,
South and East of the Church Ratcliffe Culey
1017585 Scheduled
Monument
Manduessedum Roman villa and settlement with associated
industrial complex, Watling Street (Roman Occupation Clst-4th)*
Witherley
Regulation 14, Witherley Neighbourhood Development Plan,
Comments &
1074190 Listed Building II Hall Farmhouse, Atterton Road (Circa
1700)
Atterton
1074184 Listed Building II Lodge Farmhouse and attached stable and
barn, Burton Road (Late C18) Atterton
1361313 Listed Building II* Church of St Michael and All Angels,
Church Lane (C12) Fenny Drayton
1074186 Listed Building ll The Firs, 11 Church Lane (Formerly The
Rectory) (early C19) Fenny Drayton
21491074189 Listed Building II Hill Farmhouse, Fenn Lanes (late C18)
Fenny Drayton

Planning system, is
not a statutory
designation
This is part of the
supporting
information
See above

None

See above
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1188518 Listed Building ll George Fox Monument, George Fox Lane
(Memorial dated 1872) Fenny Drayton
1188508 Listed Building II* Church of All Saints, Church Lane (early
C14) Ratcliffe Culey
1361316 Listed Building II Ratcliffe Bridge, Main Road (C18)*
Ratcliffe Culey
1188486 Listed Building I Church of St Peter, Church Road (early
C14)
Witherley
1361315 Listed Building II Memorial approximately 10 metres south
of tower of Church of St Peter, Church Road (C17) Witherley
1361314 Listed Building II The Blue Lion Inn, 8 Church Road (late
C18) Witherley
1294701 Listed Building II Mythe Lane Cottage, Mythe Lane (C17)
Witherley
1034755 Listed Building II Witherley Lodge, 12 Watling Street (C19)
Witherley
1185459 Listed Building II The Old House (Formerly known as Ivy
Cottage), 30 Watling Street (early C18) Witherley
1299679 Listed Building II Witherley House (formerly Bridge House)
2 Watling Street* Witherley
1185449 Listed Building II Railings to the left of Witherley Lodge, 12
Watling Street* Witherley
1034756 Listed Building II Railings to the right of Witherley Lodge, 12
Watling Street* Witherley
1000004 Battlefield Battle of Bosworth Field, 21 August 1485*
Atterton/
Fenny Drayton
Ridge & Furrow, this section of the NDP should be replaced with the
following section:
Ridge and Furrow
The medieval townships of Atterton, Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey
and Witherley were primarily agricultural and, beginning in the 7" or
8t h century AD, were farmed using the Open Field system. All the
open land, other than small fields (closes) backing onto the villages,
meadows in stream valleys and a few patches of woodland or waste,
was worked in a seasonal and yearly rotation of arable crops

This narrative, whilst
technically correct,
adds little to the
justification for the
policy, but, along
with other additions,
extends the size of
the document
significantly.

None
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Parish59 (cereals, beans), grazing and fallow. Medieval ploughs were pulled
by oxen and because they were not reversible, the soil was always
turned rightwards as the plough team progressed up and down the
furlongs, to produce a corrugated pattern of ridges and furrows
whose dimensions increased with every season. The difference in
height between ridge crests and furrows could be as much as 2-3
metres; this had real advantages in the heavy claylands of the
Midlands, with ridges remaining dry and the furrows acting as
drains. The normal arrangement was to have three large open fields,
and this is confirmed in Witherley itself, with its Moor, Middle and
Mythe Fields.
The open field system was practised in the four townships for most
of the medieval period until changes in land ownership and use,
beginning in the Tudor period, and an 'agricultural revolution' in the
18 th century, gave rise to a change from large communal open
fields to enclosed, privately-owned small fields with hedged
boundaries, and a change from arable to pastoral (livestock)
farming. In the Parish, enclosure started by religious houses and
single landowners (for example 1550 in Ratcliffe Culey and as early
as 1674 in Fenny Drayton) and continued by private Agreements
with landowners culminating in Parliamentary Enclosure in
Witherley in 1765 and Ratcliffe Culey in 1766 when several large
ancient enclosures were also subdivided by the Commissioners.
The result of Enclosure, although socially disruptive, was to 'fossilise'
the ridges and furrows under grass and hedgerows, and this
situation persisted until the mid-20t h century, when a second
agricultural revolution after the
Second World War effectively reversed the first one. British
Governments, later the European Union, encouraged
farmers, mainly through subsidies, to plough the pastures and turn
them over to intensive arable production.
Wherever this happened, modern reversible ploughs quickly
obliterated the ridge and furrow. In most English open
field Parishes, the loss of ridge and furrow since 1947 has been over
85%. In the 1990s, English Heritage (now Historic England), realising
the scale of this destruction, undertook the first of a series of
Surveys ('Turning the Plough') across the Midlands, including
567
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Leicestershire, and made recommendations for protection and
management.
Wide areas of ridge and furrow in the Parish have been clearly
recorded on RAF vertical photographs taken in 1948. A study of the
1948 photographic evidence was published by Robert F Hartley in
2008 (see Figure xx) and showed ridge and furrow to be present in
approximately 74% of the Parish.
Figure xx Surviving Ridge and Furrow in Witherley Parish circa 1947
Map adapted from The Medieval Earthworks of South-West
Leicestershire, Robert F Hartley and Leicestershire Museums
Archaeological Fieldwork Group, 2008

The circa 2000 Turning the Plough Survey (Historic England and
Northamptonshire CC) Survey was used as a baseline for a new
Survey, undertaken as part of the Inventory for this Plan in 2019.
Despite the rediscovery of just over 30 hectares of ridge and furrow,
shows the situation remains critical with an 85% decline since the
1947 findings.
Figure 11.2 Surviving Ridge and Furrow in Witherley Parish circa
2000
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Courtesy of Leicestershire CC Historic Environment Records Officer:
Map compiled from data obtained from TheTurning the Plough
Survey conducted by Hall, David et al, for Northamptonshire CC and
English Heritage

Figure 11.3 Surviving Ridge and Furrow in Witherley Parish 2020
Results of a new study undertaken for the Neighbourhood Plan
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Figure xx Decline in Ridge and Furrow in Witherley Parish 19472020

In English legislation ridge and furrow fields (except for the few that
are Scheduled Monuments) are not statutorily protected, despite
recognition that "as the open field system was once commonplace in
570
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NW Europe, these surviving sites take on an international
importance" (English Heritage, 2001). It could also be argued that
ridge and furrow is as important as ancient churches for connecting
us to English common medieval people.
While the individual fields with surviving ridge and furrow in the Plan
Area are not claimed to be of international importance, the
relatively coherent Groups (showing how the ploughlands were laid
out and worked) and their rarity across the Midlands means that any
further, avoidable, loss would be highly detrimental. In conformity
with paragraph 194 of the NPPF (including Footnote 63), supported
by NPPF 2019 paragraph 135 and following the recommendation of
Historic England, all surviving ridge and furrow within Witherley
Parish should now be regarded as a non-designated heritage asset
and taken into account in the planning system as the visible
evidence of a component of national heritage comparable in
significance to that of surviving medieval buildings.
POLICY ENV x: RIDGE AND FURROW - The areas of ridge and furrow
earthworks mapped in Figure xx are non-designated
local heritage assets.
Development proposals that adversely affect or remove surviving
areas of ridge and furrow earthworks or a change of land use
requiring planning permission will not be supported, unless a full
archaeological appraisal is conducted which
justifies such impact and where necessary provides an effective
mitigation strategy, which includes water
management systems to replace those which naturally exist.
The significance of the ridge and furrow features as heritage assets
must be balanced against the benefits of such
development.
The area of Cottagers Piece, Witherley does not need to be
designated as an Area of Separation as the area has 2
designations already; as a Local Green Space and in the Biodiversity
Improvement Area. The majority of Cottagers
Piece is in Flood Zone 3, this area will not be developed. This
designation is not appropriate at this location.

Removing Cottager’s
Piece from the A0S
would create an
unusual donut
effect. A biodiversity
Improvement Area

None
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Regulation 14, Witherley Neighbourhood Development Plan,
Comments & Modifications by Helen Bullivant.
Why has the Area of the church car park fields, SHELAA 2018, As582
and field to the south been included in the Area
of Separation. The field to the south is being developed into an
overflow graveyard. The church fields should be
removed from the Area of Separation. Are the criteria met for this
designation?
The Area of Separation covers land within Witherley Hall and Church
land. Does a letter need to be sent out of courtesy
to the landowners of Witherley Hall and the church car park fields of
this designation, similar to Heritage letter?
Could it be considered that the Area of Separation be reviewed.
Foreward, 3rd paragraph. It was not a Committee of Councillors. Kay
Conway is not a Councillor.
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Page 5

Parish5 last sentence; pg 10, first paragraph — there are no full resolution
9
maps are available in the supporting information.
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Page 9

3rd paragraph, last sentence, could the latest evidence supporting
the Local Plan please be listed.

Parish59 last bullet point, where are the improved pedestrian connections
going to be located? The 2 pavements that have been suggested to
the Parish Council in the last 12 months have both been rejected.
These were a
pavement to The Bull, Witherley and The Red Gate, Fenny Drayton.
Parish5 last bullet point, there are no off road cycle paths currently in the
9
Parish. How exactly will the Vision achieve improving cycle
connections?
Parish5 5th /6oth paragraph the February 2020 dropins — where is the RCC
9
report from these 3 dropins? The November 2017 dropins had a

has no relevance to
an AoS.

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated

These will be made
available on
submission.
This evidence is
available on the
HBBC website. It is
not necessary to
replicate it here.
The NDP supports
the provision of
additional footpaths
that connect
facilities in the
Parish.
By supporting new
ones.

None

None

None

None

It is on the website
and will be included
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Page 11

2157

2158
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Page 12

report, I would assume the February report would be in the
supporting evidence.
last paragraph — there is no record of a Parish Council meeting on 5
th May 2020

in the Consultation
Statement
Correct. It took place
on 14th May 2020.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

1st paragraph, last sentence. 90% of Witherley Parish is not
agricultural land. The Parish is made up of 92% Open Countryside
and 86% is agricultural land. The land use pie chart might be a good
insertion here to support the high levels of agriculture within the
Parish.
Parish5 Witherley Parish Today — first paragraph the numbers are wrong,
9
6% is not 12 people.

It is not necessary to
include pie charts in
the NDP to reflect
this. We will amend
the text.
The correct figure is
58 people

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Parish5 Witherley Parish Today — second paragraph the number of
9
residents aged 65+ rose by 56%. It is not a 56%
rise. Maths needs checking.
Parish Witherley Parish Today — 4" paragraph, the under representation of
59
housing for single people is 1.6% What are the Borough, Regional and National rates?

The correct figure is
28%

Change to
be made as
indicated.

It is not possible to
provide every
statistic in the NDP.
The comparison is
made on page 6 of
the Housing Needs
Report.
The spacing is
justified.

None

Parish
59

Parish
59

first paragraph — spacing all wonky.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

2161

Parish5 b) environment, 2nd bullet point, historic assets need adding to this
9
sentence

Agreed

Change to
be made as
indicated.
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This will be
dependent on
planning
applications. The
NDP supports
improvements and
has a community

None

b) environment, 3rd bullet point, where are the improved
pedestrian facilities going to be located? The 2 pavements that have
been suggested to the Parish Council in the last 12 months have
both been rejected. These
were a pavement to The Bull, Witherley and The Red Gate, Fenny
Drayton, as the minutes state.
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2nd paragraph — last sentence — this is a repeat. This sentence was
written on page 11.
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3rd paragraph An important part of the Housing Theme Group vision
... I believe the vision for younger
residents and older people to remain in the community was the
vision of all Steering Group members.
The NPD paragraph describing the watercourses needs to be
reworded to illustrate the extensive network of watercourses found
in our Parish. This will support Policies ENV 4.5 and Policy ENV 13
Flood Risk Resilience.
See the suggested rewording below;The River Tweed forms the northern border, the river flows
westwards to join with the River Sence at Ratcliffe
Culey, forming the NW border, the river continues in a southwesterly direction until the confluence with the
River Anker at King Dick's Hole. The River Anker forms the southwesterly border and continues to flow in a
westward direction towards Tamworth, in total 58% of the Parish is
bounded by a water course.
last paragraph, 1' sentence — there are no Old English place-names
in the Supporting Evidence.
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Figure 9, Wildlife Corridors, names the blue river corridor the 'AnkerSence Wildlife Corridor'. The correct
name for this area is the Biodiversity Improvement Area, as clearly
defined in HBBC Adopted Core Strategy 2009.

action to consider
further.
It is not on page 11

None

Will remove
reference to the HTG

Change to
be made as
indicated.

This introductory
narrative is not
intended to provide
detailed evidence in
support of policies
later in the
document. The maps
throughout this
chapter (specifically
fig. 18) show the
watercourses where
relevant to policies

None

Place-names textbox
was removed after
draft #2.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We will reinstate
them
Biodiversity
Improvement Areas
are not designations
that NDPs can make.
We are designating
the area as a Wildlife
Corridor which

None
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,Renewable Energy Generation Infrastructure.
The map showing areas suitable for wind turbines. The wind turbine
map seems to be conflicting with the wildlife corridors map, fig 9,
p35. On page 47 just under the table the sentence reads:Within the areas of high social, landscape, historic and biodiversity
value indicated in blue in figure 17, Figure 9 showing the wildlife
corridors clearly shows the area across the middle of the Parish is an
area with a high level of biodiversity, these corridors should be
shaded in blue.

Parish
59

The residents responded to the Household Survey, this is not called
a questionnaire, for consistency.
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Pages 5257
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list of Community Facilities and Assets - this list is not needed in the
NDP. Could these 5 pages be used for something more useful such
as showing the designation of Local Green Spaces or Important
Views, these demonstrate the real flavour of Witherley Parish. This
list should be in the Supporting Information, where the Statutorily
Protected Heritage Assets are found.
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The track built by Mira in the Enterprise zone is 17.4 hectares (a
slightly smaller site than Fenny Drayton Village). This makes a
positive contribution providing employment, career development
and business opportunities. It is not mentioned in this section.
More than 86% of land in the Parish is farmed in a traditional
manner with a cereal/rape crop or livestock grazing. The farming
community maintains the landscape the resident's value. Should
there be more in the NDP to support farmers? Furthermore our
farmers are members of our community. Every effort should be
made to support the farming community.

happens to coincide
with the BIA
Figure 17 shows the
HBBC mapping of
areas suitable for
turbines for the
Settlement Site
Allocations 2016
(Policy DM2).
We will remove the
map
Reference is to a
questionnaire
throughout the NP
so we think it is best
to keep it for
considtency.
The difference is that
the NDP can list the
community facilities
to protect, whereas
the listed buildings
are not subject to
specific NDP policies.
We will reference it.

There is a policy on
farm diversification
which supports
farmers.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None
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Page 67

Parish5 Monitoring and Review - middle paragraph - what is the core
9
monitoring activity? How we it be decided if a policy has been
successful?
Parish What does the term 'relevant to the delivery' mean? If volunteers
59
decided to collect data, on for example notable trees, who decides if
this data is used or not? Who decides what is and is not relevant?

2175

Tourism — should Twycross Zoo be added to local attractions?

Parish5 CA — to continue to survey and record habitat features... What will
9
happen to the data collected? Who decides if the data can be added
to the Inventory?
Parish5 The photo of Ratcliffe Culey on the front cover is uncomplimentary.
9
It needs to be changed
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Page 69
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Page 1
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Page 2

Parish5 The name of the school is 'C of E' not 'C E'
9

2179

Page 3

Parish
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Contents page — the numbers are out of line, number 2 & 9 are not
correct

2180

Parish5 Section 7, 7.2 —the title is the Historic, not Historical
9

2181

Parish5 Appendix 1 the title is Census Data 2011
9

2182

Parish5 Appendix 4 the title is Parish Housing Need Report July 2018
9

2183

Parish5 Appendix 5 the title is Sustainability Assessments, this is the title on
9
the document

We will add it in but
it does not add to
the policy.
This is a matter for
the Parish Council.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The Parish Council,
whose decision it is
as to whether or not
to undertake a
review.
This is a matter for
the PC to decide.

None

If a better image can
be supplied we will
incorporate it.
The school logo says
‘Witherley C. E.
School’
This will be updated
following
amendments prior to
submission.
OK.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

We do not believe
that these are
significant issues but
we will make the
changes as
proposed.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

None

None

None

Change to
be made as
indicated.
Change to
be made as
indicated.
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2185

Parish5 Appendix 8 —title is different from the document
9

2186

Parish5 Appendix 9 —title is different from the document
9

2187

Parish5 Appendix 19 the title is Important Views
9

2188

Page 4

Appendix 7 the title is Natural & Historic Environment Inventory

Parish5 Foreward —the word `wish/es' is written 3 times, another word is
9
needed

2189

Parish5 Foreward — the word 'contribution' is written twice, another word
9
is needed

2190

Parish5 Last sentence should there be a comma after Chairman,
9

2191

Page 5

Parish5 Paragraph 5, last sentence, there is a gap after the word 'submitted'
9

2192

Page 6

Parish5 Third paragraph, 3rd sentence ends in the word 'with'. This needs
9
amending

2193

Parish5 Third paragraph, 3rd sentence a semi colon after the word 'habitats;'
9

2194

Parish5 Third paragraph, 4th sentence, starts with 'The Neighbourhood
9
Development ' what does this
sentence mean, out of context.
Parish5 5th paragraph, 1st sentence we are no longer in the EU
9

2195

Minor typographical
errors will be dealt
with prior to
submission, however
many of these
comments relate to
questions of style
which will very from
person to person.

Changes to
be made
where
appropriate.

No – but the
legislation still refers
to this.

None
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Page 7

Parish
59

First paragraph, 1st sentence, funny spacing between words

2197

Parish5 First bullet point, should be singular, 1 development site allocated
9

2198

Parish5 List of vision statements — 6th bullet point spacing of greenspaces:
9

2199

Parish5 List of vision statements — 7th bullet point, historical features need
9
including in the sentence

2200

Page 8

Parish5 5th paragraph, houses for renewable energy. This doesn't make
9
sense
Parish5 5th paragraph, footpath and bridleway and lastly flooding. First 'and'
9
needs replacing with a comma

2201

2202

Page 9

Parish5 Confusing sentence — list 'speeding traffic' as a surprise — yet listed
9
as top issue on p8

2203

Page 11

Parish5 2nd & 3rd should be joined together
9
Parish5 Witherley Parish Today, 1st para, full stop last sentence
9

2204

2205

No – it says there
were few surprises

Page 14

Parish5 2nd paragraph —self-sufficient has a funny gap
9

2206

Parish5 Meeting Future Housing Needs, 3 rd paragraph, both the words Data
9
needs a capital letter D

2207

Parish5 Meeting Future Housing Needs, 3rd paragraph, the word Survey
9
needs a capital letter S
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Page 15

Parish5 6th paragraph, The name of the school is Witherley C of E Primary
9
School

2210

2211

Meeting Future Housing Needs, 3 ' paragraph is the title of the
report, Appendix 4, Housing Needs or
Housing Need?
Parish5 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence - this doesn't make sense.
9

Page 16

Parish5 1st paragraph, the word re-using has a funny gap
9

2212

Parish5 1st paragraph, last 2 sentences do not make sense / flow /link
9

2213

Parish5 Policy H1: Residential site allocation. Remove the 's', this is one site
9

2214

Parish5 Policy H1: c) there is a funny gap near the word commence
9

2215

Page 19

Parish5 Figure 3b —Settlement boundary Fenny Drayton — needs removing
9

2216

2217

Parish5 Figure 3a should now be Figure 3
9

Page 20

Parish5 Figure 3b map of Fenny Drayton needs removing as Fenny site
9
withdrawn from the Plan

2218

Parish5 Housing Mix, 1st paragraph, last sentence — words all squashed
9
together

2219

Parish5 Housing Mix, 1st paragraph, last word 1960's. a comma is needed
9
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2221

Page 21

2222

Page 22

Housing Mix, 2nd paragraph, last sentence - non-pensioner— has a
funny space

Parish5 Policy H3 the names of some of these documents are different to
9
the ones in the Appendices. Could the document titles match for
clarity.
Parish5 Policy H4, c) the total number of dwellings. The word 'number' is
9
missing.

2223

Parish5 Design Guidance. 2nd paragraph, buildings which make the
9
settlements within the Plan. The text in bold should be amended.

2224

Parish5 Design Guidance, 3rd paragraph, there is a funny gap in day-to-day
9

2225

Page 25

Parish5 Sence is spelt with a letter 'c'
9

2226

2227

Parish5 Natural Environment, last sentence, funny gap in (Sence Brook)
9

Page 29

Parish5 Witherley list of sites HBBC is written HBC
9

2228

Parish5 The name of the school is Witherley C of E Primary School
9

2229

Parish5 The plot number for the school is 644
9

2230

Parish5 The plot number for St Peter's church is 642
9

2231

Page 32

Parish5 Species protection: Bats, middle of paragraph funny symbol In
9
general, the potential foraging.,
roosting. There is a full stop.
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2233

Pages
19/28/37
/39

2234

2235

Pages
23/41/48

Parish
59

For consistency - Could the capitalisation of the following words be
decided and the NDP amended.
1. Plan Area or Plan area
2. HBBC or 37&BBC
3. The name of the Policy - either in caps or not, the ENV policies are
all in capital letters the other policies are different.
4. Lane Setting
5. Gravel Pits
6. Plan
7. Parish
8. Figure
9. Appendix
10. Group
11. Borough
12. Regional
13. National
14. Grade
15. Settlement boundary(ies)
16. Census
17. Lcc
18. Leics CC
19. Church
20. Flood Risk Zones
21. Ecological Survey 2019
22. Phase 1 Habitat Survey
The following Figures are not referenced in the text — 3(3a) p19; 4 page 24; 5.1 - page 28; 11 - page 37; 12 - page -39;

Parish
59

Could the text in brackets, for consistency, be either all (see Figure
xx) or (Figure xx). The same for Appendices.

Parish5 The tables on pages 23, 41 & 48 have either no title and /or
9
reference in the text.
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28/31/64

Parish
59

2237

Parish
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2238
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2239

The titles of each section some have every word starting with a
capital letter, some don't eg Important Open Space, p28, Sites and
features of natural environment significance, page 31 and Support
for new businesses
and employment, page 64.
Justification of the whole document. There are too many sections to
list that are not fully justified to the margin, eg page 5; 8; 9 (twice);
11 (twice); 14 (twice) and so on 58; 60; 61; 65; 66; 67

The subsequent mention of the following words do not need to be in
full:1. NPPF, first mention page 6
2. HBBC, first mention page 5
3. Leicestershire & Rutland
4. LCC
5. HEDNA, found 3 times on page 14
Parish5 The name of the Environment Theme Group is the Environment &
9
Historic Group (E&H Group)

2240

Parish5 The title of the Inventory is Natural & Historic Environment
9
Inventory as stated when this was emailed to all 1st May 2020.

2241
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2242

Parish5 For consistency could the order of the 4 settlements, where
9
appropriate, be in alphabetical order and their full name. (p24,

2243
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For consistency could all 4 digit numbers either have a comma or not
eg 4,000 or 4000.

New Policies
Below is a list of suggested policies to add to Witherley NDP:
Policy A Industrial / Warehouse Units
Of the SSA sites in Appendix 5, second version, the SSA site at
Redgate has the option of business use and I imagine the SSA site 2,
Simpson Farm when assessed may have business use allocated as
well.

There is a policy on
new business
development (Policy
BE2) which covers
these issues.

None

582

Would it not be prudent to have a policy on New industrial /
warehouse style buildings. The policy should include the blending of
the building with the surroundings, grey water waste systems, roof
solar panels, recycling facilities, swift & bat boxes, along with a
policy on 3 new trees planted for every xx tonnes of concert used to
compensate for the carbon footprint.
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B Farming & Trees
Below is an example of a policy that help to address the resilience to
climate change objective of the NPPF.
Another policy could be added /linked to this that focuses on
protecting the valuable mineral deposits found within the Parish —
the richest mineral area is designated a Mineral Safeguarding Area.
The NPPF, paragraph 170, states: Planning policies and decisions
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment
by: b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside and the wider benefits from natural capital and
ecosystem services — including the economic and other benefits of
the best and most versatile agricultural land and of trees and
woodland.
The NDP aims to positively support farmers to accommodate more
tree planting in ways which contribute to the farmer's objectives, for
example using trees to intercept and capture ammonia emissions
from livestock, reducing soil erosion and support crop pollinators,
this will help to increase the overall soil quality of agricultural land.
The majority of the land as classified by Natural England is Grade 3
Good to Moderate, the Parish Council aims to assist farmers with
the following community actions.

Minerals are a
County planning
responsibility which
are excluded from
NDPs. Not a NDP
policy area.

None
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Community Actions
The Parish Council aims to support farmers with the following :- To promote and investigate agroforesty, whereby trees are
integrated into farming systems and hedgerows with the overall aim
to improve soil quality and structure, to reduce soil erosion due to
surface water flooding and to contribute towards versatile
agricultural land;
- To promote commercial plantations to aid economic benefits;
- To combine forestry and woodland strategies alongside agriculture
in an overall land-use strategy that enables new land for trees as a
priority;
- To promote farmers to investigate the diversification into native
tree nurseries.
- To support the proposed Government / Defra Environmental Land
Management Scheme or equivalent as appropriate, currently, Defra

The Community
Actions were
agreed
during the
preparation
of the NP.
Further
possible Cas
will be
considered
on review.

None
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favour a whole farm plan based approach covering both production
and environment, further details and trials are being considered.
Below is the list of agreed policies by the E&H Group to be included
in the NDP. Consideration to these policies should be given to
support the NPPF, resilience to climate change
Trees and Woodland
The current percentage of woodland cover in England stands at 10%.
The independent Committee on Climate Change, which advises the
UK Government on emissions targets, recommends increasing
woodland cover in the UK from 13% to a minimum of 17% by 2050,
and ideally to 19% to ensure the whole country achieves net zero
carbon emissions.
Trees have many important roles. Trees and soil act long-term to
lock up carbon dioxide and absorb highly damaging pollutants, such
as sulphur dioxide and nitrous oxides, the greenhouse gases. Trees
in public areas provide shade, reduce air and ground temperatures,
reduce air pollution and improve mental and physical benefits. Trees
support biodiverse habitats, connect wildlife corridors, improve
water quality, help to retain soil to reduce surface water flooding.
Finally, trees are important to cultural heritage and produce forest
products such as timber.
Much of the UK's woodland wildlife is entirely dependent on native
woods and trees. For example, there are 2,300 species dependent
on Oak for at least part of their life, 326 of which are only found on
Oak, and a further 229 species which are rarely found on any species
other than Oak.
The policies within this Plan aim to support trees and woodlands to
become resilient to projected local climate conditions. The evidence
shows that the majority of native tree species hold a high proportion
of genetic diversity. If
trees are supported to self-seed and spread, this can allow genetic
mixing and the natural selection of the fittest, so each successive
generation of tree can become better adapted to the changing
climate conditions.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 175c)
states: When determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should apply the following principles:

General points:
None
•Policies in the presubmission draft are
already as locallydetailed and strong
as possible
•Policies for gardens,
street trees, tree
roots, TPOs and
trees and farmers
are variously not
policies (some may
be community
actions),
unenforceable or not
relevant in the Plan
Area.
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c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees)
should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a
suitable compensation strategy exists, and... Footnote 58 states "For
example, infrastructure projects (including nationally significant
infrastructure
projects, orders under the Transport and Works Act and hybrid bills),
where the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss of
deterioration of habitat".
The following policies aim to support the NPPF.
EN1: Single Lone Trees, Trees within Woodlands and Standard Trees
within Hedgerows
There is evidence that large, old trees fix significantly larger levels of
carbon compared to smaller trees. A single big see can add the same
amount of carbon to the forest within a year as is contained in an
entire mid-sized tree. This is one of many reasons why development
that damages or results in the loss of ancient and veteran trees or
trees of good arboricultural and amenity value will not normally be
permitted. Proposals should be designed to retain ancient and
veteran trees or trees of arboricultural and amenity value. Proposals
should be accompanied by a tree survey thatestablishes the health
and longevity of any affected trees and hedgerows. Replacement
planting or financial compensation is not an option for the
replacement of ancient woods or ancient trees.
There is no clear cut criteria that determines an ancient tree from a
veteran tree. All ancient trees are veteran trees. Not all veteran
trees are old enough to be ancient but are old relative to other trees
of the same species, these veteran trees have decay features, such
as branch death and hollowing, these features contribute to its
biodiversity, cultural and heritage value. Very few trees of any
species reach the ancient life-stage. The Leicester, Leicestershire and
Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) 2016, Space for Wildlife
report and the Witherley Parish BAP states the protection of Mature
Trees as an objective.
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Policy Env 5 covers
EN2: Hedgerows
The Witherley Parish Ecological Survey 2019 stated 'a key feature in
this area
the landscape is the widespread network of nature hedges, many of appropriately.
which are associated with a wet ditch. Typically these hedges are
large and dense and with a good diversity of species and collectively
represent a very important biodiversity asset... Such high quality
hedges are lacking in much of the county so they provide not only a
strong visual landscape feature (in a relatively flat area) but are also
of crucial importance as habitats in their own right and also in
providing connectivity for wildlife to move around the landscape... In
general the hedge network appears to be amongst the best in
Leicestershire and should be a priority for conservation.
Developments that damage or result in the loss of old, species-rich
hedgerows will not be supported. Proposals should be designed to
retain, protect and incorporate all hedgerows. Developments that
seek to enhance the biodiversity of the Parish by creating native
hedgerows as part of landscaping will be encouraged. The planting
will be native, from English stock to avoid disease transfer, the
planting will be 5 hedgerow species with a standard tree within a
30m stretch. Joint Nature Conservation Committee & Witherley
Parish have identified Hedgerows as a Biodiversity Action Plan
Priority Habitat.
Community Action - to identify old, species-rich hedgerows with
veteran trees to assess against Local Wildlife Site criteria. The aim is
for the hedgerows to be identified in the Plan as, of Biodiversity
Significance and non-designated heritage assets.

None

EN3: Woodlands and copses (spinneys)
There is only 0.54% woodland within Witherley Parish, as there is so
little of this type of habitat with such a high level of biodiversity all
woodlands and copses of whatever size should be recognised at a
Parish level of significance. Many of the copses have a good variety
of species and would probably qualify as a Local Wildlife Site if
larger. These small dense copses and woodlands act as wildlife
corridors to improve the connectivity. Natural England, Joint Nature
Conservation Committee, Leicester, Leicestershire & Rutland County
Council & Witherley Parish have identified
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Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland /Broadleaved Woodland as a
Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Habitat.
To Plan should promote the natural regeneration of woodland to
provide a variety of different habitat structures to support a range of
wildlife. Natural regeneration supports genetic mixing which aids
adaptation to climate conditions and threats such as tree disease.
Development proposals that damage or result in the loss of
woodland or copse, of whatever size, of arboricultural, landscape or
ecological significance and amenity value will not be supported.
EN4: Trees and New Developments
A minimum of 3 trees should be planted for each new residential
property. Trees should be native broadleaf trees raised from seed
sourced and grown solely within the UK. Any development resulting
in the loss or significant harm to any existing tree will require
mitigation on a 3 to 1 basis. Any development should include urban
street trees within - the design. All development should result in an
overall net-gain of biodiversity through native planting. Where trees
are required to be planted the replacement planting will occur on
site or to contribute to compensatory planting
elsewhere in the Parish.
The Plan has an aspiration to ensure all development land includes a
minimum of 30% tree canopy cover.
EN5: Gardens
Development which results in the loss of or significant harm to the
ecological or landscape value of private residential gardens will not
normally be permitted.
EN6: Street Trees
The Local Authority including the Parish Council should avoid the
removal of any tree on their land in non-woodland areas, unless
there are overriding arboricultural or health and safety needs for
felling. If a tree is felled then a 3:1 will be replaced. These new trees
should be located as close to the original location as possible and be
the same type of planting ie. street trees replaced by street trees.

Covered by Policy
Env 5.

None

It is considered that
this would be an
unreasonable
planning condition:
New development in
the Plan Area will be
controlled by
existing
Development Plan
policies being
applied locally, e.g.
Settlement
boundary,
distinguishing
between where
development is
acceptable in
principle and the
countryside, where it
is to be controlled.

None

Covered by ENV5

None
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EN7: Biodiversity
Proposals which result in a loss of biodiversity will not be permitted.
The Biodiversity Improvement Area, Green Lane Wildlife Corridor
and Atterton Lane Wildlife Corridor illustrated on Map xx will be
protected. Development that is likely to have either a direct or
indirect adverse impact upon other areas of local biodiversity
importance should demonstrate that appropriate mitigation and/or
compensation be provided. The aim of the development is to
achieve a net enhancement to the biodiversity within the Ward, for
example, by creating new wildlife habitats. Where a development
proposal will affect a species listed on the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee & Witherley Parish Biodiversity Action Plan, such as the
Bat Foraging Areas and Great Crested Newts Zones a suitable survey
should be undertaken prior to development.

Covered by Policy
Env 4

None

EN8: Tree Root Protection Area (RPA)
The current British Standard, BS5837:2012, Root Protection Area
aims to provide adequate tree and root protection around a tree
during development, this is a buffer area around a tree that cannot
be disturbed by construction machinery or be built on, it includes
the tree canopy as well as the root system. This RPA should be a
minimum of 15 times the diameter of the tree trunk or 5 metres
beyond the canopy, whichever is the greater. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan aims to increase the RPA to a minimum of 20
times the diameter of the tree trunk or 10 meters beyond the
canopy, whichever is the greater.
EN9: Tree Preservation Orders (TPO's)
To support the LA to record (digitised) and administer laws for
protecting trees with preservation orders. The Plan supports the
introduction of TPO to protect trees of appropriate arboricultural,
ecological (mature, veteran and ancient trees) or amenity value.

Covered in all new
development by the
quoted Standard.
The NDP cannot
impose stricter rules.

None

EN 10: Trees and farmers
Farms could accommodate more tree planting in ways which
support farming objectives, including using trees to intercept and
capture ammonia emissions from livestock, reducing soil erosion
and supporting crop pollinators.
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To promote:- agroforesty whereby trees are integrated into farming
systems and hedgerows;
- To promote commercial plantations;
- To combine forestry and woodland strategies alongside agriculture
in an overall land-use strategy that enables new land for trees as a
priority;
- To promote the diversification into native tree nurseries.
could a map(s) be included that shows the exact area of
development of each individual site at the Hunt Kennels, sites - 10;
10a and 10b? The details in the Plan are confusing, residents are
being asked to comment on development without all the facts, a
map is essential.

None

We will make this
change

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

Note on the scoring score for HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE
Score of 3 & 2 — the score sheets used by Witherley Parish residents
to fieldwalk the Parish fields had an extra word in the criteria details.
The criteria specified 'VISIBLE' features. The entire Inventory of 386
sites has been assessed on the basis of VISIBLE features, could the
form in Appendix 7 be amended to include the word 'visible' so the
scoring will be in conformity.

Parish5 Plot 603 Cottagers' Piece — is not in the settlement boundary, not a
9
5 should be scored 4;

2249

Parish5 Plot 603 — is not a 2 for beauty it is opposite Atherstone Industrial
9
estate. The site should score zero.

2250

Parish
59

2251

The site boundary,
development
proposals and
conditions are all
described in the
NDP.

Plot 603 — the site scores a zero for tranquillity as it is opposite
Atherstone Industrial estate with considerable noise at all hours and
bright industrial spot lights when dark. The score for this site should
be 14.
Parish5 Below is the list of agreed policies by the E&H Group to be included
9
in the NDP.

Potential revisions
will be considered on
review of the NDP
Potential revisions
None
will be considered on
review of the NDP
Potential revisions
None
will be considered on
review of the NDP
Duplicate of 2245

590

2251

Parish59 Consideration to these policies should be given to support the NPPF,
resilience to climate change
Trees and Woodland
The current percentage of woodland cover in England stands at 10%.
The independent Committee on Climate Change, which advises the
UK Government on emissions targets, recommends increasing
woodland cover in the UK from 13%to a minimum of 17% by 2050,
and ideally to 19% to ensure the whole country achieves net zero
carbon emissions.
Trees have many important roles. Trees and soil act long-term to
lock up carbon dioxide and absorb highly damaging pollutants, such
as sulphur dioxide and nitrous oxides, the greenhouse gases. Trees
in public areas provide shade, reduce air and ground temperatures,
reduce air pollution and improve mental and physical benefits. Trees
support biodiverse habitats, connect wildlife corridors, improve
water quality, help to retain soil to reduce surface water flooding.
Finally, trees are important to cultural heritage and produce forest
products such as timber.
Much of the UK's woodland wildlife is entirely dependent on native
woods and trees. For example, there are 2,300 species dependent
on Oak for at least part of their life, 326 of which are only found on
Oak, and a further 229 species which are rarely found on any species
other than Oak.
The policies within this Plan aim to support trees and woodlands to
become resilient to projected local climate conditions. The evidence
shows that the majority of native tree species hold a high proportion
of genetic diversity. If
trees are supported to self-seed and spread, this can allow genetic
mixing and the natural selection of the fittest, so each successive
generation of tree can become better adapted to the changing
climate conditions.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraph 175c)
states: When determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should apply the following principles:
c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees)
should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a
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suitable compensation strategy exists, and... Footnote 58 states "For
example, infrastructure projects (including nationally significant
infrastructure
projects, orders under the Transport and Works Act and hybrid bills),
where the public benefit would clearly outweigh the loss of
deterioration of habitat".
The following policies aim to support the NPPF.
EN1: Single Lone Trees, Trees within Woodlands and Standard Trees
within Hedgerows
There is evidence that large, old trees fix significantly larger levels of
carbon compared to smaller trees. A single big see can add the same
amount of carbon to the forest within a year as is contained in an
entire mid-sized tree. This is one of many reasons why development
that damages or results in the loss of ancient and veteran trees or
trees of good arboricultural and amenity value will not normally be
permitted. Proposals should be designed to retain ancient and
veteran trees or trees of arboricultural and amenity value. Proposals
should be accompanied by a tree survey that establishes the health
and longevity of any affected trees and hedgerows. Replacement
planting or financial compensation is not an option for the
replacement of ancient woods or ancient trees.
There is no clear cut criteria that determines an ancient tree from a
veteran tree. All ancient trees are veteran trees. Not all veteran
trees are old enough to be ancient but are old relative to other trees
of the same species, these veteran trees have decay features, such
as branch death and hollowing, these features contribute to its
biodiversity, cultural and heritage value. Very few trees of any
species reach the ancient life-stage. The Leicester, Leicestershire and
Rutland Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) 2016, Space for Wildlife
report and the Witherley Parish BAP states the protection of Mature
Trees as an objective.
EN2: Hedgerows
The Witherley Parish Ecological Survey 2019 stated 'a key feature in
the landscape is the widespread network of nature hedges, many of
which are associated with a wet ditch. Typically these hedges are
large and dense and with a good diversity of species and collectively
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represent a very important biodiversity asset... Such high quality
hedges are lacking in much of the county so they provide not only a
strong visual landscape feature (in a relatively flat area) but are also
of crucial importance as habitats in their own right and also in
providing connectivity for wildlife to move around the landscape... In
general the hedge network appears to be amongst the best in
Leicestershire and should be a priority for conservation.
Developments that damage or result in the loss of old, species-rich
hedgerows will not be supported. Proposals should be designed to
retain, protect and incorporate all hedgerows. Developments that
seek to enhance the biodiversity of the Parish by creating native
hedgerows as part of landscaping will be encouraged. The planting
will be native, from English stock to avoid disease transfer, the
planting will be 5 hedgerow species with a standard tree within a
30m stretch. Joint Nature Conservation Committee & Witherley
Parish have identified Hedgerows as a Biodiversity Action Plan
Priority Habitat.
Community Action — to identify old, species-rich hedgerows with
veteran trees to assess against Local Wildlife Site criteria. The aim is
for the hedgerows to be identified in the Plan as, of Biodiversity
Significance and non-designated heritage assets.
EN3: Woodlands and copses (spinneys)
There is only 0.54% woodland within Witherley Parish, as there is so
little of this type of habitat with such a high level of biodiversity all
woodlands and copses of whatever size should be recognised at a
Parish level of significance. Many of the copses have a good variety
of species and would probably qualify as a Local Wildlife Site if
larger. These small dense copses and woodlands act as wildlife
corridors to improve the connectivity. Natural England, Joint Nature
Conservation Committee, Leicester, Leicestershire & Rutland County
Council & Witherley Parish have identified
Lowland Mixed Deciduous Woodland /Broadleaved Woodland as a
Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Habitat.
To Plan should promote the natural regeneration of woodland to
provide a variety of different habitat structures to support a range of
wildlife. Natural regeneration supports genetic mixing which aids
adaptation to climate conditions and threats such as tree disease.
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Development proposals that damage or result in the loss of
woodland or copse, of whatever size, of arboricultural, landscape or
ecological significance and amenity value will not be supported.
EN4: Trees and New Developments
A minimum of 3 trees should be planted for each new residential
property. Trees should be native broadleaf trees raised from seed
sourced and grown solely within the UK. Any development resulting
in the loss or significant harm to any existing tree will require
mitigation on a 3 to 1 basis. Any development should include urban
street trees within the design. All development should result in an
overall net-gain of biodiversity through native planting. Where trees
are required to be planted the replacement planting will occur on
site or to contribute to compensatory planting
elsewhere in the Parish.
The Plan has an aspiration to ensure all development land includes a
minimum of 30% tree canopy cover.
EN5: Gardens
Development which results in the loss of or significant harm to the
ecological or landscape value of private residential gardens will not
normally be permitted.
EN6: Street Trees
The Local Authority including the Parish Council should avoid the
removal of any tree on their land in non-woodland areas, unless
there are overriding arboricultural or health and safety needs for
felling. If a tree is felled then a 3:1 will be replaced. These new trees
should be located as close to the original location as possible and be
the same type of planting ie. street trees replaced by street trees.
EN7: Biodiversity
Proposals which result in a loss of biodiversity will not be permitted.
The Biodiversity Improvement Area, Green Lane Wildlife Corridor
and Atterton Lane Wildlife Corridor illustrated on Map xx will be
protected. Development that is likely to have either a direct or
indirect adverse impact upon other areas of local biodiversity
importance should demonstrate that appropriate mitigation and/or
compensation be provided. The aim of the development is to
achieve a net enhancement to the biodiversity within the Ward, for
example, by creating new wildlife habitats. Where a development
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proposal will affect a species listed on the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee & Witherley Parish Biodiversity Action Plan, such as the
Bat Foraging Areas and Great Crested Newts Zones a suitable survey
should be undertaken prior to development.
EN8: Tree Root Protection Area (RPA)
The current British Standard, BS5837:2012, Root Protection Area
aims to provide adequate tree and root protection around a tree
during development, this is a buffer area around a tree that cannot
be disturbed by construction machinery or be built on, it includes
the tree canopy as well as the root system. This RPA should be a
minimum of 15 times the diameter of the tree trunk or 5 metres
beyond the canopy, whichever is the greater. The Neighbourhood
Development Plan aims to increase the RPA to a minimum of 20
times the diameter of the tree trunk or 10 meters beyond the
canopy, whichever is the greater.
EN9: Tree Preservation Orders (TPO's)
To support the LA to record (digitised) and administer laws for
protecting trees with preservation orders. The Plan supports the
introduction of TPO to protect trees of appropriate arboricultural,
ecological (mature, veteran and ancient trees) or amenity value.
EN 10: Trees and farmers
Farms could accommodate more tree planting in ways which
support farming objectives, including using trees to intercept and
capture ammonia emissions from livestock, reducing soil erosion
and supporting crop pollinators.
To promote agroforesty whereby trees are integrated into farming
systems and hedgerows;
To promote commercial plantations;
To combine forestry and woodland strategies alongside agriculture
in an overall land-use strategy that enables new land for trees as a
priority;
-To promote the diversification into native tree nurseries.
Strategic Site Assessment — second version of this Appendix
This section of my comments is based on the Strategic Site
Assessment (SSA) forms on Witherley Parish Council website,
Appendix 5, second version, dated December 2020.

Noted

None
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There are 3 sections of this document covering Appendix 5. Firstly,
general queries about the process, SSA questions and general points
to note. Secondly, each site has been analysed and the queries listed
or additional information is provided. Finally, on page 8, a table
summarising the scores for each site compared to the Regulation 14
scores.
Section 1 - Questions on SSA form:1. Could maps be included to show the exact location of
development within SSA Sites 7 & 8 plus 10, 10a & 10b. The
Parishioners are being asked to comment on development in Policy
H1 when the exact location of the new builds are not specified. All
the required information to make an informed opinion needs to be
provided.
2. The first version of Appendix 5, placed on Witherley Parish Council
website on 20/11/2020, (7 pages in length), has a different score for
SSA site 10a. The first version of Appendix 5 SSA site 10a score is
'Green Seven'. The second version of Appendix 5 SSA site 10a score
is 'Green Eight'. These scores have been changed mid-consultation.
(Regulation 14 consultation should be extended due to this
interference with Appendix 5).
3. page 2, point 2.2, first sentence. In total 14 sites were assessed
not 12 as stated in the document, some sites were divided into
several. The 14 sites assessed were 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
10a, 10b & 11.
4. page 2, point 2.2, last sentence. The two sites were NOT
supported by the local community at the Public Consultation dropin
events held in February 2020. The Fenny Drayton site caused huge
upset and anger from Fenny Drayton residents, possibly the reason
the site was subsequently withdrawn.
5. page 3, Table 1 SSA framework for Witherley. The questions on
pages 3 & 4 are different to the questions in the SSA forms. There
are 3 questions with different wording but unlikely to change the
scores, these are questions 7, 19 & 20. Question 13 on page 4 states
'Safe pedestrian access to and from the site'. On SSA forms Question
13 states 'Is there an adopted pavement to and from the site?'. This
changes the score for SSA sites 7 & 8, Chapel Lane, large and small
sites.

This is not an
essential
requirement

None

When adding the
individual site
assessments to
Appendix 5, it was
found that the
scoring total on the
summary diagram of
Site 10a was
incorrect (+7). As the
total score on the
scoring sheet for the
site was correct (+8),
the summary scoring
was amended
accordingly.
Everyone has had
ample opportunity
to comment and
further opportunities
are available at
Regulation 16 stage.
Appendix to be
updated following
the withdrawal of
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the site at Fenny
Drayton.
6. The Red score for Question 1 needs altering. The NDP in Policy H1
is proposing 'around 15 units'. How can a site receive a red score for
question 1 if it is delivering the number of units stated in the NDP?
7. page 5, has the following statements. There are issues with these
statements:7.1 There were issues with transparency and requests for additional
information, eg site maps continuously through the assessment of
sites. The minutes of numerous Housing Group minutes state in bold
'It was
agreed that the reports are CONFIDENTIAL to HTG members'. The
issues are minuted in several E&H Group meetings. The scores for all
sites were never agreed by the E&H Group members.
7.2 I do not know if all parties have responded to the drafts.

Because this is one
of a number of
questions each of
which scored equal
weight.

7.3 The Landowner response forms were never shown to E&H Group
members. They have never been discussed.

This was not the role
of the ETG.

7.4 All Councillors of Witherley Parish Council were not informed of
the sites selected to be in the NDP, see minutes 14/02/2020. The
first time the Councillors and most members of the Steering Group
found out which sites were in the NDP was at the first Public
Consultation Event in February 2020 at Witherley Parish Rooms.
Councillor Conway gave a presentation to Steering Group members
on 05/02/2020 on some SSA sites. The minutes state the sites to be
in the NDP were agreed. They were not agreed — no discussion took
place. The minutes of the Steering Group meeting on 09/03/2020
state clearly not all members agreed with the sites.
The SSA outcome
5.1. The SSA's were considered at a number of meetings of the HTG
with active support from ETG members to ensure that

Noted. This still
provided ample time
to comment.

Matters were
confidential hence
the need to restrict
circulation. Noted. It
was the remit of the
HTG to recommend
the preferred sites.

Noted

None
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adequate local knowledge was central to the process. This led to a
reassessment of some sites by the YourLocale Consultant with
amendments subsequently agreed with the HTG members to ensure
an objective and transparent approach prior to the assessments
being agreed for presentation to the community.
5.2. The assessments were amended to reflect this input and they
have been circulated as drafts to the relevant site sponsors, usually
the landowner or a professional agent working on their behalf. All
parties have responded to the drafts and final SSA reports have
been produced.
5.3. The responses from landowners have been further considered
by HTG and ETG members and the consultant to ensure that all
factors have been fairly considered, before a final decision is
recommended by the NDPSG to the Parish Council.
8. Appendix 5, page 6, Table 2 SSA outcomes.
7.1 Witherley 10 — Witherley Kennel Lane middle, has a funny *
symbol in column two, next to the number 93. I am not sure what
this means.
7.2 Witherley 10a Witherley Hunt kennels renovation is for 15 units
but the site below 10b Witherley Hunt kennels full redevelopment
has the same score GREEN Eight but for 20 dwellings. It is not clear
in this document or the NDP Housing Policy H1, page 16/17, which
site has been chosen, 10a or 10b?
9. Appendix 5, page 6, point 5.5. this statement is incorrect. The
Parish Council did not consider ALL the evidence as they were not
sent the SSA forms. They haven't seen a matrix, discussed SSA
questions or scoring. I know as I have attended every Witherley
Parish Council meeting and NDP Committee meeting since, I think,
June 2019.
The Parish Council having considered all of the evidence has
therefore allocated the site with the highest green score.
• Land is allocated for the site at the former Witherley Hunt Kennels
for about 15 units of residential accommodation.
10. For SSA Sites 10, 10a & 10b no clear maps were provided apart
from the SHELAA. The boundary for development of site 10a and
10b is unclear. The exact location of the 'new build' in site 10b is
unknown.

Noted

None

The site area,
proposal and
conditions is in the
policy.

None

All relevant material
has been made
available to the PC.

None

The detail of the
development will be
determined at
planning application
stage.

None
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11. The 2 cottages south of the Hunt Kennels buildings on Kennel
Lane are not mentioned. Access is mentioned for site 10b are these
2 protected cottages to be knocked down?
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12. Forms are in the wrong order, SSA site 8 comes after SSA site 9.
13. On the front page of each SSA form it states, in section 2 Site
Selection Criteria — two stages, the second sentence states 'twenty
five indicators' there are 24 indicators.
14. Question 15. On every SSA site form the question is 'Safe
vehicular access to and from the site? For SSA Site 7, Chapel Lane,
Witherley the question is 'Is a vehicular access available to and from
the site? Why would this question for Site 7 be different?
15. Question 16. Where is the centre of each village? The
geographical centre is different to the busiest part of the settlement.
For Witherley the centre is The Blue Inn but the geographical centre
is the top right hand corner of Witherley C of E Primary School.
Fenny Drayton centre on SSA site 1, question 16 states the
crossroads. On SSA site 2 form, centre is the Church. After using
Google Earth the centre of Fenny Drayton is the junction of Drayton
Lane and Old Forge Road.
Ratcliffe Culey centre is The Gate Public house, this is correct.
16. Question 16. Should the distance in metres to the village centre
be amended?
17. In order for the NDP to meet the Basic Conditions of
Sustainability should a question on 'distance to school' be included
as 50% of homes will be affordable? The E&H Group queried the
inclusion of this question and no response was received.
18. In order for the NDP to meet the Basic Conditions a question on
'distance to public transport' should be included. In earlier SSA
versions a question on 'distance to public transport' was included as
50% of the homes were to be affordable. This question was
removed, the reason being it only applied to Witherley but it
doesn't. Fenny Drayton has a limited bus service. In addition
question 12 'Impact on the conservation area or its setting', only
applies to Witherley and this question was kept in the SSA form.
There are inconsistencies.

Minor errors can be
rectified.

None

Proof reading errors
will be dealt with in
the SSA report prior
to submission

Change to
be made as
indicated

This is not a matter
of meeting the Basic
Conditions.

None

This is not so.

None
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Please find below my, Helen Bullivant, second set of comments for
the public consultation Regulation 14 on Witherley Neighbourhood
Development Plan. As the essence of a Neighbourhood
Development Plan involves recognising the areas and issues the
Parishioners feel are important I thought I would focus my
comments on the opportunities the residents and stakeholders have
had to contribute. My comments focus on the following areas:1. Parishioners & Stakeholders opportunities for consultation
2. How the evidence gathered has been used to inform the NDP
3. Areas where the evidence gathering process could be improved
4. Queries as to why some evidence from consultation events has
not been used
Many of my comments involves the evidence provided by residents
which supports certain Policies. A NDP page number is provided
when relevant.
The page numbers I state may be one page out due to printing
discrepancies. The text in italics has been taken from the NDP
document to support my comment. This document will also be sent
to Planning Officers at HBBC due to the incident with the RCC report
from the Public Consultation Dropins, February 2020.
The table below shows the opportunities to gather evidence, views
and concerns from residents and stakeholders from the start of the
NDP process in September 2017 up to May 2020, when the Steering
Group was disbanded and the NDP Committee took over. There
have been 6 separate public consultation opportunities during this
period.

Noted

None

Noted

None
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In November 2017 and February 2020 dropin events were held at
three separate venues. There are differences between these 2
consultations:-

Noted

None
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Not true. Flyers
were produced for
the Feb 2020 dropin events.

None
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The Parish Room
wasn’t available on
the agreed date.
The durations of
the Feb 2020
events were

None

2260

Flyers were produced for the dropin events in November 2017 by a
company called RS Printing, leaflets were produced costing £131.00,
date 09-10-2017. The flyer can be found on page 32 of the RCC
report in the Supporting Evidence. There were no flyers produced
for the February 2020 Dropins. Could this be explained.
The location of the Witherley drop in event changed from the
Football Club to the Parish Rooms. I am not sure why. Could this be
explained? Are the Parish Rooms larger?
The duration of the dropins for the November 2017 consultations
were:- 4h Witherley; 4h Ratcliffe Culey; 3h Fenny Drayton.
The duration of the dropins for the February 2020 were 2 hours for

2257

Consultati
on Events
1&6–
the Public
Consultati
on drop
in events.

None
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each session.
Why was 50% less time given to the dropins in February 2020 at
Witherley and Ratcliffe Culey?
Why have the residents of Fenny Drayton lost an hour overall of
consultation time compared to Witherley and Ratcliffe Culey
residents?
The ‘Dot Map’ produced by residents at the November 2017 public
consultation dropin events does not appear to be reference in the
NDP. There is a photograph of residents adding their dots to the
map on page 8 of the NDP, but no reference is provided. This map
shows the location of areas within the Parish that resident’s value:Blue dot to show the location you value most for Leisure &
Recreation Green dot to show the location you value most for Visual
Amentity.
This map was used to populate the Environmental & Historic
Inventory – every dot is recorded in the Inventory as it is essential to
record the areas and views the Parishioners value. I completed this
task to the best my ability, some fields near to the settlements have
so many dots it was difficult to count when you don’t have the
original map. The Dot map was used to support the location of
Surveys for Dave Nicholls the ecologist and the map was used to
inform the Important Views policy. Could an explanation please be
provided as to why this map is not within the NDP main document.
The map is found on page 24 of the RCC report but as the data is so
valuable it needs to be within the NDP.

dictated by venue
availability and
when people
stopped coming.

This is background
material and is
covered in the
Consultation
Statement.

None

These dot maps
cannot be used to
support NDP
policies (e.g. via the
scoring of sites in
the environmental
inventory) without
interpretation and
moderation; i.e.
they are not a
primary evidence
source, but a rough
indication of local
sentiment and
opinion. It is clear
(from 40+ Made
NDPs supported by
YL) that residents
use the dot map
views and valued
open spaces
exercise as a way
of marking sites

None
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Evidence from stakeholder meeting. The paragraph below is
evidence and needs to be added to then NDP.
During February 2018 all the landowners were invited to a
Stakeholder meeting. The report states the issues as:- 1. Open Green
Spaces & Environment & Public Rights of Way (18) including flooding
/floodplain, footpaths, views; 2 History & Heritage (13) including
identify Heritage/Safe Guard, preserve, tourism and ancient
monuments; 3 Housing (12) – design, affordable, bungalows, carbon
footprint; 4 Traffic & Transport (11) – public transport, A5, HGV; 5
Employment & Business / Local Economy (10) – local employment,
small businesses, farming; 6 Renewable Energy (10) – solar panels,
wind turbines; 7 Facilities & Services (9) – assets, pub/ shop/ post

where they suspect
‘unwanted’
development is
planned. The only
recommended use
of the dot maps is
to provide
evidence of
community support
for protection of
views and open
spaces that have
been identified
independently by
the NDP committee
(theme groups)
using the full
inventory scoring
process.
The RCC report will
form part of the
complete
submission NDP
package
The report from
the Stakeholder
meeting, prepared
by an independent
organisation
appointed by HBBC
will be available on
submission

None
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office; 8 Communications (6) – Broadband, mobile signal; 9 Vision
for Witherley Parish (5) healthy lifestyles.
The views of the stakeholders are very important, their views are
under-represented in the NDP. Could an explanation please be
provided why their views and the paragraph above are not included.
Their views do not appear to provide evidence towards any of the
policies, particularly the Business policies on pages 64-67 of the
NDP. Our Parish is 86% agricultural land, our farmers are
maintaining the Parish in it’s current rural state, if we do not support
the farming community the percentage of land farmed in our Parish
will reduce significantly. Why does the NDP appear to neglect the
farming community?
Below are some of the conclusions from the Household Survey that
either should be given more value, used as evidence to support a
policy or are currently not included in the NDP and should be
included.
A total of 89 people stated that they work from home.
Lovely Countryside, at 75% was the answer to ‘What do you most
value about living here?’
Some of the issues raised for ‘What do you most dislike about living
here? – a local shop, poor bus service; speed of traffic.
Q11 Witherley is a community at the heart of rural England. A rural
feel and easy access to the countryside are fundamental not only to
our quality of life and community identity, but also to many aspects
of our economy.
Over 93% of the 328 who responded to this question agree or
strongly agree with the statement.
Q12 Our Parish is set in a traditional, tranquil landscape with an
ancient pattern of narrow country lanes, historic footpaths and
bridleways screened by hedgerows and small Woodlands. Much of
the Parish is managed as farmland and remains relatively
undeveloped. This, along with ancient woodlands, hedgerows and
boundaries formed by the Rivers Anker and Sence contribute to the
diversity and abundance of wildlife.
Over 98% of respondents to this question agree or strongly agree

The stakeholder
views are
appropriately
referenced in the
report of the
meeting.

None

Analysis of the
household survey
will be in the
Consultation
Statement.

None
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that they should value and work towards preserving the topography
and flora which sustains an abundance of wildlife in the Parish.
Q13 – the answer to the type of housing states ‘a clear preference
for smaller homes and ones specifically for local people both starting
on the property ladder and seeking retirement accommodation.
Traditional and innovative, eco-friendly style housing were the
most popular at 53% & 33% respectively.
In-filling within existing settlements and re-using farm buildings
were the locations for housing if needed.
The infrastructure requirements would be: Protection of green
spaces and vista; improved sewerage and drainage system; local
public transport.
A sustainable development should provide ‘protection of wildlife
and green spaces’, 82% of residents gave this answer; 71% of
residents stated ‘Housing which enables young families to move in,
and the elderly to remain in the Parish.
In answering should the NDP provide land for energy production –
answers 40% Yes; 36% No; Don’t know 24%.
Of those who ticked yes to question above:- 75% would support
solar power; 55% ground source heat pumps; 33% wind turbines and
14% aerobic digestion.
The resident’s responses to this question seem to be contradicted in
the Renewable Energy Section & Policy, pages 46-48 of the NDP.
Over 21% operate a business located in the Parish. Why are the
stakeholders views not considered in the NDP.
Almost 80% of respondents feel the plan should encourage a shop/
post office and over 71% support agriculture and farming-related
businesses.
62% of residents should encourage home-working; conversion of
rural building 52%.
The Household Survey provides extensive data on key transport
issues.
Q29 provides extensive data on item’s important to living in
Witherley, the top response at 75% was for open green spaces
within the villages; 72% for protection of ancient fields, hedgerows,
woods etc.
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The Parishioners spent a significant amount of their time providing
this information for the members of the Steering Group, now the
NDP Committee, to use to inform and support policies. As I have
been involved in the NDP from the start I feel embarrassed that this
valuable evidence is not correctly reflected within the current
version of the Witherley Neighbourhood Development Plan.
There were 9 young people who completed the Household Survey,
their ages ranged from 10 to 17 years old. This demographic of our
community is not mentioned in the NDP, apart from on page 8 to
state ‘A young person’s questionnaire was compiled and distributed
at the same time’.
The views and opinions of this group are not considered. The last
question in the Survey is:Do you feel that this survey has given you a proper opportunity to
express your views about local issues, priorities and concerns? Of
the young person’s who replied 89% (8) stated YES and 11% (1
person) stated NO.
Could an explanation please be provided as to why the views of
these individuals were not considered valuable enough to contribute
towards the policies in the NDP.
There is no report for this event. Could the reason this public
consultation is not mentioned in the NDP please be explained. Could
the slides presented by Brian Conway, member of the Housing
Group and member of the Steering Group please be added to the
Supporting Information.

The information
has been taken into
account where
appropriate.

Could the RCC report please be included in the Supporting
Information for consistency and transparency. This event showed
the Parishioners for the first time the policies within the NDP along
with the sites allocated for development. These 3 dropin events
were all shorter than the November 2017 dropins. As I attended all
of the events I think each of the February 2020 dropins were better

All reports will be
available on
submission.

None

None

The views were
taken into account
The meetings are
included in the
Consultation
Statement.
The slide
presentation no
longer exists.

None

None
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attended by residents, surely their views are important. There are
no attendance figures available.
Please find below my, Helen Bullivant, third set of comments for the
public consultation Regulation 14 on Witherley Neighbourhood
Development Plan. As the members of the Environment & Historic
(E&H) Group never had the opportunity to discuss our section of the
NDP with John Martin, Your Locale consultant there are a few
comments that I have made here that Mr Martin could have sorted
out for us had we met with him.
Some of the comments add to the comments I made in my first &
second submissions of Regulation 14 comments. A NDP page
number is provided when relevant, the page numbers I state may be
one page out due to printing discrepancies. The text in italics has
been taken from the NDP document to support my comment. This
document will also be sent to Planning Officers at HBBC due to the
incident with the RCC report from the Public Consultation Dropins,
February 2020.
The document is divided into 3 sections:- firstly, the NDP & Local,
National and Government Policies, secondly, general points and
finally, a table of smaller queries and amendments.

Three drafts of the
Environment
None
chapter were
produced by YL
between July 2019
and January 2020.
Each was discussed
in detail at four
meetings of the
environment group
with John Martin.
In addition, over
100 emails were
exchanged with
individual members
or the whole
environment group
to provide
information or
respond to the
group’s questions
and suggestions.
In January 2020 the
environment
chapter was
merged into the
draft NDP. The
environment
chapter was
drafted prior to the
additional material
being sent and will
be considered on
review of the NDP.
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The Rural Strategy for the Borough of Hinckley and Bosworth is not
mentioned in Witherley NDP, so I am assuming the Rural Strategy
has not been considered. The purpose of the Rural Strategy is to
enable Parish Councils to have a voice informing rural priorities for
the Borough. This strategy is aimed at rural Parishes, so Witherley
Parish having 92% Open Countryside, of which 86% is agricultural
qualifies. The essence of a NDP is to allow residents to have a voice,
this means the Witherley NDP is our opportunity to inform HBBC of
our views and concerns. I reference my second set of Regulation 14
comments on the poor representation of data gathered from the six
public consultation events in the NDP. This opportunity for residents
to take ownership and drive improvements has not been achieved
by Witherley NDP, residents have lost their opportunity to
contribute to Borough rural priorities.
a partnership with the RCC to support Parishes with the
neighbourhood development planning process. Does our plan fully
recognise the RCC’s invaluable role in guiding us through the public
consultations? If this is the case, why is the second RCC-led Public
Consultation report produced in February 2020 not provided in the
NDP documentation?
This links to the Renewable Energy section pages 46-48 and the
Flooding section, pages 48-50 of the NDP. Has the Strategic &
Community Planning Manager, Edwina Grant or Community
Planning Officer, Tracy O’Grady been contacted to discuss possible
initiatives that could be included in the NDP? This would link the
NDP, the Rural Strategy and HBBC’s Climate Change Strategy, which I
mention later.

The Rural Strategy
is not a formal
planning document
(it is a statement of
broad rural
strategy themes
and a summary of
progress –
produced by HBBC)

All consultation
reports to be
provided on
submission

None

The primary
purpose of the NDP
is to write planning
policies to shape
development in the
Parish. It is not
about ‘possible
initiatives.

None
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The Rural
Strategy Witherley
Parish
issues.
The Rural
Strategy Witherley
Parish
issues.
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- economy enterprise and tourism - the rural strategy mentions the
Tourism Growth Plan, this document is not mentioned in the NDP
tourism section, page 67 of the NDP. Should this document be
consulted to provide guidance and support on the NDP policy? Is
there an opportunity for a Community Action?
At the Rural Conference at Twycross Zoo in March 2020 the Draft
Rural Strategy was presented. The following are a list of issues put
forward by Witherley Parish Council. Could there please be an
explanation as to why these issues do not match the policies in the
NDP, for example:- number 6 listed below aimed at ‘assisting our
agricultural businesses’ is not mentioned in the Broadband
Infrastructure and Communications section, page 58 of the NDP;
number 3 - stiles are not mentioned in the NDP footpath section;
should there be a policy /Community Action on improving recycling?
Surely there should be a match between the issues we declare as
part of the Rural Strategy and our NDP, especially as the Conference
occurred whilst the NDP was being written? This apparent disparity
does not make sense.

1. Speeding traffic through all villages. The ever increasing traffic
flow on rural lanes due to housing and commercial developments in
the wider area without any improvement to the road infrastructure
e.g. traffic comes down Fenn Lanes because folks don’t want to get
caught up at Dodwell’s roundabout
2. Flooding, particularly Witherley, and increasingly Atterton

We are content to
rely on HBBC
policies on tourism

None

None
Assisting
agricultural
businesses is
satisfied by a policy
on farm
diversification ….
The following list of
issues
demonstrates a
close conformity
between the issues
raised and the
NDP.
Noted. There is a
policy on traffic
management

Noted. There is a
policy on flooding.

None

None
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The Rural Parish 4. Lack of public transport
Strategy 59
Witherley
Parish
issues.
The Rural Parish 5. Lack of superfast broadband in agricultural businesses
Strategy 59
Witherley
Parish
issues.
The Rural Parish 6. Improved Borough wide recycling aimed at removing organic
Strategy 59
waste from landfill
Witherley
Parish
issues.
The Rural Parish 7. Parish Community Initiative Fund (PCIF) this is up to £12,000 per
Strategy 59
parish and valuable fund. We would hope this is continued as it is
Witherley
vital to support to rural groups
Parish
issues.
The Rural Parish 8. The Rural Strategy was agreed by parishes at the Rural Conference
Strategy 59
and should be retained and reviewed to ensure accuracy
Witherley
Parish
issues.
The Rural Parish59 9. Developing Communities Fund – this could be expanded to
Strategy include smaller developments in the expanding villages.
Witherley
Parish
issues.
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3. Improving footpaths, bridleways and stiles around the parish to
aid parishioner’s wellbeing, link all of the tourism elements in the
area together and enable local businesses to benefit from increased
passing trade

Noted. There is a
policy on footpaths
etc.

None

The NDP cannot
include a policy on
public transport.

None

Noted. There is a
policy on
broadband.

None

This is not a
planning policy.

None

This is not a
planning policy.

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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The State of Nature 2019 report is not mentioned in the NDP. The
report confirms that the UK’s wildlife continues to decline. Over 70
wildlife organisations joined with government agencies to present
the clearest ever picture of the status of our species. In response to
the current crises, Warwickshire Wildlife Trust established the Arden
Farm Wildlife Network with funding from Natural England. The
project brings together like-minded farmers to share best practice
on improving land for wildlife whilst maintaining a productive farm.
Could the NDP include a Community Action that would investigate
working on such a project with Leicester, Leicestershire & Rutland
Wildlife Trust? As stated previously 86% of the land is used for
agricultural, the farming community must be one of the largest
employers in the Parish.
The State of Nature report should be reviewed as there are sections
on Agricultural Management, Climate Change, Hydrological Change
and Woodland Management that would provide guidance for
numerous NDP policies.
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The State
of Nature
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HBBC Parish5
Settlemen 9
t Site
Allocation
s 2016

The Agricultural Act 2020, received Royal Assent on 11th November
2020, should this Act be considered in regard to the Business &
Employment section, pages 64-66, of the NDP? Would it be possible
for John Martin, Your Locale consultant, to clarify if this new
legislation could contribute to Witherley NDP?
There is only 1 policy in the NDP that references the HBBC
Settlement Site Allocations 2016 policies. This is the Renewable
Energy Generation Infrastructure section, pages 46-48, which was
written by Councillor Maureen Cook. I will not highlight all the areas
where a Site Allocation’s reference would be appropriate to
demonstrate conformity with Borough Policies , as I believe, this is
Your Locale’s responsibility. Has Your Locale consulted HBBC’s Site
Allocations document to ensure Witherley NDP is achieving
conformity? I am very concerned at this apparent lack of research as
it could jeopardise the Plan.

This publication
could be
referenced in the
narrative
introductions to
Policies ENV3 or
ENV4 to broaden
the argument
about biodiversity
protection.
However it is
neither a Planning
document nor
legislation, so does
not support the
policies in the
formal way the
quoted items do.
This legislation has
no effective
bearing on
Planning matters or
the NDP’s policies
The document
referenced is the
‘part 2’ Local Plan.
Only the policies
listed and mapped
on pp 110-111,
127-128 and 137138 of this
document are
relevant to the Plan
Area, and these
have all been
either included or
referenced in the

None

None
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NDP, Page 36 Trees and Woodland section, as stated in my first set
of comments, this section needs to be more prescriptive, Policy ENV
5 should include the following point:- The NPPF, 175c states
replacement planting or financial compensation is not an option for
the replacement of ancient woodlands or ancient trees, this is
supported by standing advice from the Forestry Commission and
Natural England (2018).
There is no mention in the NDP of LLR Biodiversity Action Plan (LLR
BAP) or LCC Rare Plant Register. The LLR BAP document identifies
mature and veteran trees as priority habitats, the BAP lists species
that need to be protected within the County. These species should
be identified in Policy ENV 5 - Black Poplar - 4 at least in Parish and
Small Leaved Lime - at least 4 in Ratcliffe Culey, both of these
species are on LCC Rare Plant Register.
The Ecologist identified a rare circle of 28 Yew trees in Fenny
Drayton churchyard, this feature needs to be designated as a Site of
Natural Environment Significance and listed as a Local Heritage
Asset.

environment
chapter of WNDP.
Non locationspecific policies in
the pt2 LP do not
need to be
included as they
will be applied to
all development
proposals across
the Borough (the
NDP does not add
local detail).
The Part 2 Local
plan has been
referenced where
appropriate.
This has been
responded to
above.

None
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Space for
Wildlife
report by
LCC –
Priority
Habitats Grassland
verges
HBBC Hinckley
&
Bosworth
Green
Infrastruc
ture
strategy,
July 2020
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Below is an extract from HBBC - Hinckley & Bosworth Green
Infrastructure Strategy, July 2020, prepared by LUC, Chapter 6,
pages 87-89. This extract shows how important the grass verges are
to wildlife and why this habitat should be identified and protected
by a policy within Witherley NDP.
It is estimated that 97%of the UK's meadows have been destroyed
since the 1930s, and road verges – which cover around 500,000 km
across the UK, once provided an important part of the provision of
this habitat type. The habitats within these verges have often lost
out to priorities for safety and access, budget constraints and a
desire for 'neatness'. Hinckley and Bosworth's roadside verges have
the potential to act as vital 'biodiversity corridors' for movement

Partly covered by
Policy ENV 9, which
identifies specific
verges, and ENV 4,
which identifies
wildlife corridors
along the best
(ecologically) lanes.
Otherwise, verges
are a Highways
matter and not
amenable to NDP
policies

None
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59

The total coverage for grassland verges is 18.8 hectares throughout
the Parish. All the verge's have been measured, this value includes
the seven Annual Lane Setting Lots, figure 14, p43, NDP. The
coverage is larger than the size of Fenny Drayton village and the
Horiba Mira Test Track (17.4ha) located in the east of the Parish.
The Phase 1 Habitat Survey stated mesotrophic grassland coverage
is 0.07%, and the Ecologist confirmed the presence of mesotrophic
grassland on verges within the Parish. The Environment & Historic
Group identified this habitat to be included in the NDP due to the
large area they collectively cover, this adds considerably to the
biodiversity found within the Parish. The views of the E&H Group
members were not considered.

As above.

None
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LCC is offering Councils the opportunity to turn roadside verges into
dedicated wildflower verges and as Witherley PC have the mowing
regime contract to cut all verges in 40mph zones this could be a

As above

None
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The following questions in italics have been found in Locality
documents which provide guidance on Site Assessments as part of
the housing allocation process for a NDP. My answer to each
question follows underneath.
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Have the preferred sites been assessed to ensure they are viable?
There is no information on the viability of any of the sites. No
information has ever been available.
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The site selection process and its conclusions must be properly
communicated to all Residents / stakeholders / interested parties.
No, I have yet to be fully informed as to the site selection process
and see data to validate the RAG scores. I do not know if all sites
have been visited by all members of the Housing Group. I know all
members of the SG have not visited each site, in fact I would
question if some members of the SG knew where the original 14
sites were located.

2298

Locality
Documen
ts and
SSA

successful initiative. Witherley PC have already started to identify
verges as minuted in WPC minutes 12-11-2020, 20/173, this could
easily be included as a Community Action and contribute towards
NPPF 174 & 175.
The NDP should also recognise other Priority Habitats listed in LCC,
Space for Wildlife, which are:- broad-leaved woodland; Hedgerows;
Mature Trees; Field Ponds; Streams; Neutral Grassland and Field
Margins. These habitats are identified in the Ecological Survey 2019
and the Environment & Historic Inventory (both Appendices to the
NDP).

The Plan
recognises all
identified priority
habitat areas,
including those in
the Leicestershire
Environmental
Records Centre
data and mapping
Noted

None

The allocated site is
viable. It was put
forward by the
landowner and
conditions will be
agreed prior to
submission.
The process and its
conclusions have
been
communicated
widely.

None

None

None

There is no
requirement for all
HTG members to
visit each site.
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Have the reasons for the preferred sites been properly and effectively
explained? Through website, dropins and newsletters.
No, until HBBC requested Appendix 5 was replaced with the
inclusion of all the SSA forms these were unavailable for scrutiny.
The SG members have never had the opportunity to scrutinise all
SSA forms. I, as an original member of the Steering Group, have
never seen a SSA Matrix.
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Have enough people been involved and declared an interest.
No, certain members of the Housing Group have openly declared
their thoughts on the location of housing.
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Is every assessment meeting clearly documented/ and in particular,
short-listing meeting(s) and preferred sites meeting(s). Identify how
this was done in the minutes.
No. All Housing Group meeting minutes have ever been disclosed.
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When were the wider community allowed to comment on the result
of the SSA to help support a ranking of the potential sites?
All the SSA forms have never been provided, there has always been
restricted access. The community and Steering Group members have
never been consulted on the ranking of sites, in the manner the
Locality Guidelines recommend.

The reasons for
the preferred site
have been
described in the
SSA process with
the scores made
available through
the consultation
process.
Everyone who
wanted to be
involved in the
housing theme
group has been
involved. This is a
significant number
of people.
Some meetings
were sensitive as
confidential
information was
being shared and
were therefore
closed meetings
which is routine
practice in such
situations.
The results of the
SSA have been
commented on
through this
regulation 14
process and
through the
distribution of the

None

None

None

None
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The Locality document ‘Site assessment blank template’ has the
following guidance in creating a SSA form. The following are either
appear to be absent from the Witherley SSA forms or additional
information is required/needs to be added to the SSA form.
- A site plan showing boundary of site – annotated map / photo
- Site identification method /source eg SHELAA or call for sites
- Planning history – live or previous
- Assessment of Suitability
- Environmental Constraints
- Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or adjacent to the following
statutory environmental designations.
- Does the site fall within a SSSI Impact Risk Zone and would the
proposed use/ development trigger the requirement to consult
Natural England?
One of the SSA sites is within a SSSI Impact Zone.
- Site is predominantly, or wholly, within or adjacent to the following
non statutory environmental designations: Green Infrastructure
Corridor; Local Wildlife Site (LWS) Public Open Space; Nature
Improvement Area.
These designations are not recorded in the SSA forms.
In the Design Guide, Appendix 6 there appears to be no reference to
HBBC Climate Change Strategy 2020-2021. The Strategy is working
towards making HBBC carbon neutral by 2030. Delivery Theme 2 Regulation – minimise the climate impact of new development
through our Local Plan policies and development management
decisions. Could the NDP Design Guide be checked against this
Climate Change Strategy, the Local Plan and HBBC Site Allocations
for conformity? I believe the essence of the Design Guide should be
to provide as many examples of climate change best practice as
possible to ensure every development within the Parish over the
next 20 years is sustainable and has a minimum impact on the
climate.

Executive
Summary.
The locality
document is a
‘suggested
approach’ which
‘may need to be
tailored to suit the
circumstances’. It is
not a prescribed
approach – there
are many others.
Environmental
constraints;
identification of
source; proximity
to statutory
designations etc
were all reflected
in the process
undertaken.
The design guide
addresses issues to
do with sustainable
drainage.

None

None

It adds local issues
to HBBC strategic
policies.

617

Parish
59

This comment I have highlighted in my second set of comments as
the data in the Household Survey contradicts the NDP policy. The 3
images below are supporting information to amending the
Renewable Energy Generation Infrastructure section and policy on
p46-48 of the NDP.

Noted

None
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Household Survey results - 75% would support solar power; 55%
ground source heat pumps; 33% wind turbines and 14% aerobic
digestion.

Noted

None
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The wind turbine information in the policy can remain but
specifications for solar panels, ground source heat pumps and
aerobic digestion need to be added, for consistency.

Agreed.

Change to
be made as
indicated

Parish
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The table below was produced by a member of the Environment &
Historic Group, data was collected from around the Parish during
2019, and has been updated in January 2020.

Noted

None
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HBBC
Climate
Change
Strategy
20202021
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2313

Renewable Energy Audit
No. of properties with Village
Ratcliffe
Ratcliffe

Solar Panels
10
Solar farm

Witherley

14

Fenny Drayton

3

Atterton

0

2021 total
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59

Policy
ENV 12:
RENEWA
BLE
ENERGY
INFRASTR
UCTURE
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2316

2317

Solar Hot Water Heating
2

Comments
Biomass boiler address - Bank Farm
Ground Source Heat Pump & Solar Farm address - Ratcliffe house farm

27

2314

2315

Biomass GSHP
1
1

Flooding
Witherley
Flooding
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The following changes need to be made to this section of the Plan,
p46-48:Solar section – needs updating from 25 to 27 properties
- The size of the solar farm is 6.5ha
- The solar farm is well screened by a deciduous woodland, 1.2ha in
size
this phrase has been present in previous versions of the NDP, this
phrase needs inserting at the beginning of the last paragraph – By
virtue of the topography, landscape and rural heritage of the Parish
… any proposal must be

These figures will
be updated.

Change to
be made as
indicated

This does not add to
the policy.

None

In addition, there appears to be no reference to HBBC Climate
Change Strategy 2020-2021, declared in July 2019. The Strategy is
working towards making HBBC carbon neutral by 2030. Delivery
Theme 1 of the Strategy, Leadership – HBBC will work with rural
parishes on their climate initiatives. Should this strategy be
referenced in the NDP, including a Community Action of Witherley
Parish Council’s commitment to work with HBBC to achieve the
carbon neutral status? Could Councillor Cartwright be consulted on
how Witherley NDP can contribute to aiding HBBC’s aim.
In the E&H Group version of the plan, submitted to YL on 1st May
2020, a LCC Flood report produced in 2012 has in one of the
Appendices a section entitled ‘Witherley Flooding

This will not add to
the policy.

None

The policy on flood
risk is as powerful
as it can be

None

619

Recomme
ndations
2012

2318

Flooding
Witherley
Flooding
Recomme
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2012
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HBBC Hinckley
&
Bosworth
Green
Infrastruc
ture
Strategy,
July 2020
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Recommendations’. Has this report been reviewed to inform the
flooding section and policy, p48-50, of the NDP? If there is
documentary evidence available to reduce the flooding in Witherley
should it not be included in the NDP? Should this report be an
appendix in the NDP documentation?
In the E&H Group version of the plan, submitted to YL on 1st May
2020 the flooding policy had the following points, these points and
Community Action need to be reinstated in the current version of
the NDP:b) the proposal uses natural SUDS and attenuation ponds to aid
surface water management, these can be incorporated into the
green spaces of the development and will contribute to biodiversity
net gain, NPPF, 170d.
c) if natural SUDS are not appropriate justification is provided as to
why the design includes manufactured sustainable drainage systems
(SuDs), incorporating surface water management measures and
permeable surfaces.
In the E&H Group version of the plan, submitted to YL on 1st May
2020, the Community Action had the following:The Parish Council will investigate the provision of slow-release
water butts, native planting, creating ponds in strategic places all
with the overall aim of slowing the speed of the water towards each
settlement.
This table is from page 12 of HBBC Hinckley & Bosworth Green
Infrastructure Strategy, July 2020, prepared by LUC. The table shows
the Green Infrastructure Themes identified for Hinckley and
Bosworth. There are many areas of the NDP that should be reviewed
to compliment and contribute towards this strategy. The old version,
2008 document is mentioned in the NDP, but not the current
version.

It was agreed by
the SG not to
include these
points. A
Community Action
on a Natural Flood
Management
Scheme is included.

None

References will be
updated.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

NDP policies
already cover these
topics to the
appropriate level.
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2321

Figure
5.11
above
and the
extract
below are
taken
from the
GI
Strategy
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However, the map in Figure 5.11 (Chapter 5) gives an indication of
some areas that may be suitable, subject to further investigation. In
order to identify priority locations, this data should be combined
with the emerging Ecological Network and Permeability Mapping
project in Leicestershire, which will indicate where particular
woodland habitats will be important to conserve and enhance, as
part of the Nature Recovery Network. Note the large mauve area in
the SW corner covers Witherley Parish – a Priority place for
woodland planting.

Woodland planting
is not a planning
matter

None
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I mentioned the ‘Nature Recovery Network’ in my first set of
Regulation 14 comments, point 27, page 8. I suggest ‘Policy ENV 5:
Trees & Woodland’ (page 36) should be rewritten with the above
Green Infrastructure Strategy as the focus, along with a Community
Action that supports identifying priority locations. The aim would be
to go above and beyond a Community Action based on community
volunteers as stated in the current version of the NDP, page 69.

See response to
comment 2167 and
others.

None
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SUMMAR
Y OF
SECTION
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Witherley Parish Council have not ratified the Pre-submission
version of the Neighbourhood Development Plan currently in
Regulation 14 Public Consultation. Could an explanation please be
provided on why the Plan has not been ratified. According to Locality
Guidelines the Plan should have been ratified before SEA Screening
and Regulation 14. How can the Neighbourhood Development Plan
Committee possibly expect this Plan to pass Examination when the 5
Parish Councillors, who have not been directly involved, have yet to
be given the opportunity for a frank and honest discussion of the
Plan’s contents? What happens if this opportunity does occur and
the Councillors do not agree on a section within the Plan? There
seems a lack of transparency.
Over the last 3 years whilst the Witherley Neighbourhood
Development Plan has been compiled the following events have
occurred:-
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- The above 13 documents /policies from Local up to Government
level have not been given due consideration within the NDP.
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- Data gathered from the 6 separate Public Consultation events has
not been correctly represented within the Witherley Neighbourhood
Development Plan.
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- The Housing Theme Group have had at least 6 opportunities to
review their section.
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- The Communities Group were given time to complete several
versions of their section.
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- The Environmental & Historic Group did not have the opportunity
to discuss their section and saw their consultant, Mr Martin once on
his own in 17 E&H meetings.
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- Witherley Neighbourhood Development Plan has not been ratified
by the Full Parish Council.

The draft NDP was
approved by the PC
although there is
no legislative or
regulatory
requirement for
the PC to approve
the Plan until it is
ready for
submission to
HBBC.

None

Noted

None

We disagree with
the narrative as
written. Ample
opportunity has
been given to each
group to conclude
its work.
There have to be
time limits within
which the work is
to be undertaken
otherwise the NDP
would never be
finished!
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If the following have not received due consideration:- documents
and policies above Parish level; views, concerns and opinions of
Parishioners and Stakeholders; the E&H Group members concern
about their section of the NDP and the views of 5 Parish Councillors,
I am justified in having serious concerns regarding the NDP.
12. New Policy – in my first set of comments, (see page 25) there is a
list of new policies to be included in the NDP, the information below
is additional evidence to support a new policy on Industrial
/Warehouse Units, linked to the expansion of Horiba Mira site
Horiba Mira Track development. This information came to me via
Councillor Maureen Cook, she obtained the data from the Senior
Operations Manager (as was).
In total 35% of the track falls within Witherley Parish and I have
calculated based on the information provided during the tracks
construction the following habitats were lost:·
32 Individual standard trees, of which 12 were Oak trees
·
13 Groups of standard & smaller trees
·
2 Shelter Belts
·
4 Copses
·
9 Hedgerows
To replace the lost habitats there is a mix of Pine & Oak trees. Pine
grows relatively quickly to provide a shield and noise reduction and
then when they are tall enough the Pine is removed and the Oaks
will grow up to fill the spaces in the canopy. There is no specification
if the other trees /hedgerow species are native and locally sourced.
At a Community Meeting at Sheepy Parish Room on 11th September
2019 the Senior Operations Manager informed the audience
another 22 acreas had recently been purchased, the site is already
1.5m by 2 miles. Mira also own the 92 acres opposite Mira entrance
off the A5, which is currently on a 20 year lease, with 12 years?
remaining. With the railway line to the east, the 92 acres to the
south and Fenn Lane restricting development to the North if Mira
chose to expand the logical direction is to the west towards A444
and Fenny Drayton. This is where the Area of Separation should be
located which would assist in protecting a high population of Great

All members of the
community have
had ample
opportunity to
comment.
This and the
following general
points are noted.

None

None

There is already a
policy on new
business
development.
Noted

None

Noted

None

Noted

None
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Page 16,
Policy H1
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Crested Newts, as I stated in my first set of comments, points 32.2 &
40.
Last year Mira submitted a planning application for the construction
of a new carpark. Witherley Parish Council were Consultees. Mira
are the largest non-agricultural land-owner in the Parish. Could the
NDP include a specific policy on Mira & Business Development in
accordance with NPPF 170d – biodiversity net gain and the Draft
Environment Bill of 10% biodiversity net gain. Would it be possible
to include a policy - for every xx tonnes of concrete poured 3 native
trees are planted, for example?
Page 16, Policy H1 Where are the gardens going to be located for
the ‘new build’. Will the gardens affect the ridge & furrow? Will the
gardens be on the ridge & furrow? A map of the development is
needed.

Reference LIDAR imaging. Blue arrow indicates the possible location
of the ‘new build’ – on a ridge and furrow field. No map or further
details are provided in the NDP, Appendices or Supporting
Information

Noted

None

Detailed drawings
will be provided as
part of the
planning
application
process.

None

The extent of the
site required for
the new build only
encroaches on the
least visible area of
ridge & furrow so
does the least
harm.

None
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The area of the ‘new’ dwellings is not clear. In Appendix 5 SSA Site
10a the Site Area is 1ha and capacity is 15 units, for SSA Site 10b the
Site Area is 1.05ha and capacity is 26 units.
How is an increase of 0.05ha going to accommodate 11 units? This is
unclear and ‘weasel-like’, it makes me suspicious as I have serious
concerns about the destruction of the ridge and furrow and the 2
MLE registered cottages on Kennel Lane. Policy H1 needs to be
considerably more prescriptive.
There appears to be no policy on someone selling their front or back
garden and building a house(s). This happened in Market Bosworth
and as their Plan had no policy covering this situation, permission
was granted. Should this situation be covered in the Windfall Policy
or another suitable policy?
Appendix 5 title is ‘Strategic Sustainability Assessments’. In Appendix
5, second Regulation 14 version of this appendix, they are called
‘Sustainable Site Assessments’. For consistency could one name be
chosen and amendments made accordingly.
4th paragraph, the Household Survey results showed 33% of
respondents would support innovative, eco-friendly design. In
addition, the Household Survey showed 53% of residents support
traditional building styles. This data needs to be included in this
section and be reflected in Policy H5 and the Design Guide, Appendix
6.
Natural Environment, half way down the paragraph needs to
continue as below, and replace the following sentence. This was
included in the E&H Group version of this section submitted on 1st
May 2020. Could an explanation please be provided as to why this
paragraph has been removed.
Makes a vital contribution to …..the level of natural capital and
English biodiversity. They include Green Wildlife Corridors enhanced
by extensive hedgerow networks, wide roadside verges (18.8ha
reference pie chart on land use, my first set of comments) alongside
arable field margins, field ponds (6.23ha), woodlands (8.49ha),
copses, gardens and churchyards. The watercourses, wetlands and
floodplains, particularly along the Rivers Anker, Sence and Tweed

The precise
conditions will be
agreed with the
landowner prior to
submission

Change to
be made as
indicated.

Policy H4 criterion
g) covers this point.

None

Yes – a consistent
description will be
used.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The design policy
states that ‘ …
contemporary and
innovative
materials and
design will be
supported …’
The paragraph
below does not add
value to the policy.

None

As above.

None

None
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form a widespread Blue Corridor, the majority of which is found in
the Biodiversity Improvement Area. The Parish border consists of
58% watercourse which creates a substantial wide-ranging habitat
that extends from the north-east border to the most westerly tip of
the Parish.
These habitat features merge with a significant number of
permanent grazing fields where a mix of grassland plant species still
survives to form the current landscape of agricultural fields of
pasture and arable, collectively covering 86% of the Parish,
interconnected with hedgerows and standard trees. When the
agricultural land is added to areas covered by ponds, woodland,
grassed verges and paddocks the total coverage is 1,440 hectares,
this equates to 92% of the Parish being described as open
countryside.
The E&H Groups agreed section of the NDP was submitted to all
members of the Steering Group and Your Locale on 1st May 2020.
The E&H Group’s section included reference to a map showing UK
BAP Priority Bird Species based on evidence from the ‘Residents
Wildlife Recording Sheets 2019’. Could an explanation please be
provided as to why this is no longer included in the current version
of the NDP. For example, Corn Bunting are recorded in the E&H
Inventory.
hedgerows – following sentence needs to be added to the policy
‘Proposals should be designed to retain, protect and incorporate all
hedgerows within the development and aim to achieve biodiversity
net-gain. Hedgerows that contribute towards the character of a
setting and those hedgerows that mark Ward or Parish boundaries
should be protected’.
Habitat Connectivity – following sentence needs to be added to the
end… ‘Proposals should aim to enhance biodiversity net-gain and
further link wildlife corridors through habitat creation’

The NDP had been
drafted before the
provision of further
information which
was too late for
inclusion.

None

The NDP had been
drafted before the
provision of further
information which
was too late for
inclusion.

None

The NDP had been
drafted before the
provision of further
information which
was too late for
inclusion.

None
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There are approximately 48 MLE’s within the Parish, approximately
of 60% of the MLE’s are missing from the NDP, (Figure 10, page 37)
for example MLE9956 & MLE3288. All the MLE’s found in Witherley
Parish are detailed below.
The map above was provided to the E&H Group in 2019 by Helen
Wells, LCC. Ms Wells maintains the historic environment record
(HER) for LCC. The E&H Group members have never been provided
with an explanation defining which sites are significant, there
appears to be no logic to include or exclude particular sites. I also
have a concern NPPF 2019, 187b) is not being met by the NDP.
NPPF 2019, 187 b), predict the likelihood that currently unidentified
heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological
interest, will be discovered in the future.
Could an explanation please be provided as to why certain sites are
not included and NPPF, 187b) not being achieved.
Lane Setting, page 42. Add the phrase below to the last sentence of
first paragraph:This is mentioned explicitly in the 1767 Enclosure Award and an
1854 Commissioner’s plan as ‘the gravel hole for the poor of
Ratcliffe Culey’.

Parish
59

Footpaths & Bridleways, Policy ENV 11, page 45. Could the section
promote more use of the power to ‘Create a Path for Public Benefit’,
as promoted in the current ROWIP.

Parish
59

There is a ‘in confidence’ email from a resident, requesting an item
be removed from the NDP. As these comments are going to be made
public, I will not be providing additional details. If the Chair of the
NDP Committee needs additional information he will need to
contact me directly in confidence.
Community Actions for Ratcliffe Culey relating to traffic –
The following CA should be ‘The Parish Council will explore the
feasibility of providing additional speed warning signs for Ratcliffe
Culey’

Parish
59

The stated criteria
for relevance of
HER records to
planning policies
were taken into
account. The
missing records are
those which are
neither ‘visible’ nor
‘proven buried
archaeology’ sites.

We can add in this
sentence

None

Change to be
made as
indicated.

The Community
Action re. Parish
Circular Walk
suffices.

None

If the individual
wishes to submit
the comment they
are free to do so.

None

This is not
warranted. The
existing Vas
provision is
sufficient.

None
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2351

Parish
59

Several times in the Appendices the Neighbourhood Plan Advisory
Committee (NPAC) are referred to – which committee is this?

2352

Parish
59

2353

Parish
59

Could Councillor Clews, Chair of Atherstone Parish Council, NWBC be
contacted regarding the Nature Reserve adjacent to the River Anker,
Ratcliffe Road, near 3M’s factory. The area opposite the Nature
Reserve is Cottagers Piece and this could be a joint County initiative
to have both areas designated as either part of the Biodiversity
Improvement Area and /or Nature Reserve. I have contacted Cllr
Clews but I have not had a reply.
Sheepy PC are currently revising their NDP aiming to improve the
Wildlife data. I spoke at a PC meeting in November to inform the
Noted
Councillors about Witherley’s Ecological Survey and inform the
members about the Biodiversity Improvement Area as this obviously
covers the River Sence which flows through their Parish. Could the
NDP have a Community Action aimed at working with Sheepy Parish
Council on sharing wildlife data and designating the Sheepy side of
the River Sence and Sence Brook as part of the Biodiversity
Improvement Area. Wildlife does not stop at Parish or County
borders.
Page 60-62, why are there nearly 2 pages on traffic in Witherley. This Traffic is a
is too much and needs to be reduced significantly.
significant issue for
residents as
reflected in the
consultation
events.
first paragraph, last sentence. When was a speed of 85mph
Reference to
recorded? I have sat in at all PC meetings for nearly 18 months and
‘85mph’ is on p60
never have there been speeds anywhere near this. This data needs
of the NDP. It is
updating.
based on the
highest recorded
speeds.

Parish
59

2354

2355

Page 81
Traffic
section

Parish
59

A consistent
reference to the
Steering Group will
be provided.
It is not possible to
include this in the
NDP.

Change to
be made as
indicated.
None

None

None

None
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Parish
59

The Parish pubs are not the main employment providers. What
about Witherley C of E Primary School, the farming community and
Horiba Mira Enterprise Zone?

Parish
59

there is no full resolution map in the Supporting Information to
check if this data is correct.

2358

Parish
59

2359

Parish
59

Should a Policy on Developer Contributions be included in the NDP.
One of the SSA sites is over 100 acres and the duration of the Plan is
15 years. The contributions could go towards:- funding for a
renovation of the Parish Rooms; Community Allotments;
Improvements to public open spaces
Smaller Queries and Amendments

2356

2357

Page 64,
Business
&
Employm
ent
Appendix
9 Local
Heritage
Assets

2360

Page 18

Parish
59

5th

para. part c) include grassland verges and historical features

2361

Page 18

Parish
59

5th

para. Part d) include copse

2362

Page 23

Parish
59

is the total hectares of the parish correct in the unnamed table?

2363

Page 25

Parish
59

2364

Page 33

Parish
59

Existing environmental designations section, this needs to be added
to the end of the first paragraph …Improvement Area/River Sence
Corridor Management area, Point 7 (Adopted Core Strategy 2009,
Western G1 Zone.
Policy Env 3. First para, second sentence – ‘important in their own
right, add to the wider biodiversity network and habitat capital,
make a contribution….

We will broaden
this reference.

Change to be
made as
indicated

This will be
supplied on
submission.
We do not
anticipate large
scale development
over the lifetime of
the NDP.

None

These minor
amendments will
be made where
appropriate.

Changes to
be made as
indicated.

None
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2365

Page 34

Parish
59

GCN - The evidence for the blue circle on GCN map comes from the
‘Residents Wildlife Recording Sheets 2019’ and the Fenny Drayton
Public Consultation dropins, February 2020.

2366

Page 34

Parish
59

Policy Env 4 first section should have this added (this was in 1st
version) …. Should be refused ‘in line with paragraph 175c of the
NPPF’.

2367

Page 36

Parish
59

Policy Env 4 – Bats point b) …. Do not remove ‘hedgerows and‘
trees…..

2368

Page 52

Parish
59

1st par. Is cereal cultivation arable farming?

2369

Page 52

Parish
59

2nd par. The last sentence of replacing trees along Atterton Lane
should be included in Policy ENV 5.

2370

Page 52

Parish
59

2nd par. Could the word ‘native’ be used and not ‘traditional’. This
removes the possibility of misinterpretation.

2371

Page 52

Parish
59

2372

Page 54

Parish
59

4th Par. What is the % of respondents that value the facilities and
amenities? This % should be inserted here to support Policy CA1 – it
is the view of the Parishioners.
4th par. Neighbourhood Household Survey which was circulated
during late 2018. Not Autumn – as stated earlier in plan, keep it the
same for consistency, see p8

2373

Page 54

Parish
59

Fenny Drayton section – missing paragraph this was in the first draft
In medieval times, it was considered a hamlet. At the time of the
Domesday Book, Fenny Drayton was called Drayton in the Clay. It
was a settlement with 22 houses, with 14 villagers and 8
smallholders who paid a tax yield of 5.5 geld (this was a large
amount of tax compared with other settlements at the time). The
current population assessment from the 2011 Census is 514
residents.
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2374

Page 54

Parish
59

Church of St Michael & All Angels, Fenny Drayton is Grade II*

2375

Page 56

Parish
59

Atterton section, 2nd para, the word ‘vintage’ hedgerow needs
changing to ‘ancient species-rich hedgerows’. You do not get vintage
hedgerows.

2376

Page 56

Parish
59

Atterton section, 4th para, last sentence. If the Dot Map from the
Public Consultation Dropin events during November 2017 was
included in the NDP the ‘spots’ could be correctly referenced in this
sentence.

2377

Page 56

Parish
59

All Saints Church, Grade II*, - could the correct name of the church
be added to the description.

2378

Page 56

Parish
59

Ratcliffe Culey section, first sentence. The correct term for Rivers
meeting is ‘confluence’. The sentence should read ‘conte.

2379

Page 56

Parish
59

The medieval manor house with moat and fishponds, needs to be
described as a scheduled monument, 1010480.

2380

Parish
59

The following documents should be included in the Supporting
Information:-

2381

Parish
59

-

2382

Parish
59

Guidance for Environmental & Historic Inventory as sent to Mr
Martin, Your Locale on 1st May 2020.

2383

Parish
59

-

Old-English Place names (as stated in the NDP)

2384

Parish
59

-

High resolution versions of all Figures as stated on p5 & 10

Witherley Conservation Area Map and Management Plan
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2385

Parish59

-

Horiba Mira Enterprise Zone – size and boundary of current site

DEFRA Stewardship on Cottagers Piece

2386

Parish59

-

2387

Parish59

2388

Parish59

For consistency - Could the capitalisation of the following words be
decided and the NDP amended.
Century
Government
North
East
South
West
Parishioner
Inn
All plant species need to start with a capital letter: Yew, Oak, Ash

2389

Parish59

Could the format of the dates be decided either 1067AD or 1067 AD

2390

Parish60

paragraph 1: afford greater protection against inappropriate
development; this NDP does the exact opposite by ensuring
inappropriate sites within protected rural hamlets are prioritised for
unnecessary development, by leaving out key, critical items that
would go against the proposed development sites in Protected Rural
Hamlets.

Absolutely the NDP
does this, as the
community will
discover if a
planning
application is
submitted in the
area at a time
when HBBC does
not have a
sufficient supply of
housing. HBBCs
latest housing
requirement for

None
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2391

Page
2

Point 3

Parish60

Page
2

Point 3

2393

Page
3

H2

Parish60

Smaller settlements (Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey) are protected.
Fenny Drayton is also covered as a Protected Rural Hamlet, why is it
not included here; this is clearly contrary to the HBBC Core Strategy
document.

2394

Page
4

Para 1

Parish60

There is no explanation as to why the parish Council chose to adopt
and NDP. The settlement of Fenny Drayton is protected under
existing legislation as a rural settlement. The local borough
Councillor has also confirmed that Fenny Drayton is protected as a
hamlet and there was no need for an NDP. The document needs to
explain the PC’s rational and the process for due diligence that was
followed to select the consultants used. Why was one firm of
consultants favoured over any others?

2392

Parish60

paragraph 2: determine the most suitable site amongst all those put
forward by landowners for development. The land deemed most
suitable is that of land owned by parish councillors with a conflict of
interest, not mentioned anywhere in the document or process, and
they are the most inappropriate sites.
The first site is the former Atherstone Hunt Kennels. This is not the
site scoring highest in the SSA document point 5.5 page7 and goes
against their own statement in that page 7 SSA point 5.5, Which site
is the most appropriate? And why should they be choosing a site
going against their own so called clear matrix and scoring table?

Para 3

the Parish is 118
dwellings up to
2039.
The allocated site is
not in the
ownership of a
Parish Councillor.
Not true. This site
achieved the
highest ranking in
the SSA. The
identity of the
landowner is
immaterial.
Because Fenny
Drayton is
mentioned above
this reference. It is
not contrary to the
Core Strategy.
The foreword
explains why the
NP was undertaken
– it is unusual and
unnecessary to go
into greater detail
than this.

None

None

None

None

It is unfortunate
that more people
did not become
involved on the
many occasions
that they were
invited to attend
634
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Page Para 2
4

Parish60

The aim of this NDP is to put forward the wishes of the community.
The wishes of the community were clearly expressed at the Feb
2020 informal consultation, as such this draft NDP does not
represent the true wishes of its residents, and should be altered to
ensure that it does achieve its aim. They have allowed a flawed,
inaccurate, distorted document to get to this stage in the process
without due diligence.
The residents have lost all trust in this council and the process by
which this document has been produced.

meetings and join
groups, which may
have resulted in
less
misunderstandings
about
neighbourhood
planning.
That consultation
exercise was only
one of many forms
of engagement
that took place
throughout the
preparation of the
NDP.

None

The PC has done all
it can to reach as
many people as
possible and the
document
represents many
hours of work
undertaken by
members of the
community who
cared enough to
give up their spare
time to help gather
the evidence for
the NDP.
It is disappointing
that those people
who chose not to
put themselves
635

Parish60

2396

2397

Page Para 2
4

Page Para 3
4

The NDP can shape the type, size and location of new housing in the
parish There is no requirement for new housing in the parish before
2036 according to HBBC and their own housing needs survey, again
it is clear that this NDP is written with only one aim, To build new
houses in inappropriate locations.

Parish60

The park in Fenny Drayton is a key asset for the residents. We have
no other amenities. This amenity has not been allocated local green
park status unlike other parks in the parish area. Why is this one
being treated differently? What was the status of the park in earlier
versions of the NDP?

forward have not
recognised this
significant positive
contribution they
made.
This is refuted and
an understanding
of the protections
that NDPs can
provide would
demonstrate this.
HBBC’s current
housing
requirement for
the Parish is 118
new houses up to
2039, not ‘no
requirement’ as is
suggested here.
FD recreation
Ground has never
been proposed as a
Local Green Space.
This is the first
formal consultation
at which any of this
NDP’s draft
proposals have
been issued for
community and
stakeholder
scrutiny, meaning
that comparisons
with earlier, preconsultation

None

None

636

2398

Page 4

H4

Parish
60

These include being within the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to
the Settlement boundary. There is No requirement for Windfall
development adjacent to settlement boundaries, as this will lead to
totally unacceptable unnecessary development in a domino effect.

2399

Page 4

H4

Parish
60

does not impact on the amenity of neighbours, the development
proposal for Fenny Drayton took away its only amenity its park; also
the sewage, water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey of these

versions of the NDP
are irrelevant.
ALL plots of land in
the Plan Area have
been assessed,
using the criteria
for LGS eligibility in
the NPPF; this site
has never scored
highly enough to
be considered.
The confusion may
have been caused
by HBBC’s
designation of this
site as ‘amenity
greenspace’, which
is a category of
Open Space, Sport
& Recreation site
(OSSR, an ‘open
space’), not a Local
Green Space.
The Core Strategy
identifies
circumstances
where
development
outside the
Settlement
Boundary is
allowed.
This site is not in
the NDP and in any
event did not
propose losing the
amenity

None

None
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needs have been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
character of its villages with the need for it to grow, this goes
directly again against the HBBC Core Strategy and Housing needs
report showing Negative population growth of 6% and the number
of dwellings increasing by 13%, this NDP document is being drawn
up to allow land owning parish councillors to put up green belt land
for inappropriate development in the Protected Rural Hamlets
where there are No Facilities.

2400

Page 4

H4 Para 3

Parish
60

2401

Page 4

Para 4

Parish
60

There has been minimal engagement with the residents of Fenny
Drayton. Those involved NDP Steering Group on the Parish Council
have not even engaged with other Parish Councillors. Consequently,
they have been unable to answer residents’ questions.

2402

Page 5
Intro:

paragrap
h 6, bullet
point 1

Paris
h60

should read “Have full regard for National Policy”

2403

Page 5

Para 1

Parish6 How did Witherley Parish Council decide to create an NDP? What
0
was the basis for this decision when the local borough councillor has
explained that an NDP was not necessarily needed? Was the Parish

It does not conflict
with the Core
Strategy.
There is no green
belt in Witherley
Parish and the site
selected is not
owned by any
Parish Councillor.
All residents in the
Parish were given
the opportunity to
become directly
involved in the
process and those
that chose not to
do so were kept up
to date through
regular
communication
and consultation
activities which far
exceeded the
minimum
requirements for
preparing a NDP.
The legal
requirement is to
‘have regard for
national policy, as
stated in the NDP.
This was discussed
at PC meetings and
recorded as such.

None

None

None

None
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designated a Neighbourhood area? There was no consultation with
residents at this stage. Residents were simply told that an NDP was
needed.

2404

Page 5

bullet
point 3

Parish
60

2405

Page 5

Paras
2/3/4

Parish
60

All comments
received by the PC
were taken into
account in arriving
at a decision.

Had there been
strong resistance at
that time the PC
would have
changed its
approach.
The legal
needs to change to conforms with HBBC local core strategy
requirement is to
be in general
conformity, as
stated in the NDP.
Changing this to be
in conformity
would be thrown
out by the
Examiner.
The NDP has not given people a greater say or control in the future
The NDP
of their communities. In my view the conduct of the Parish Council in Committee has not
developing the current version of the NDP has been secretive. There acted secretively
has been an attempt to take advantage of the COVID-19 restrictions and has
encouraged
to try and manipulate a boundary change for financial gain for one
involvement of
or more of the land-owning Parish Councillors.
residents at all
stages of the plan’s
preparation. It is a
shame that people
chose not to
become involved
earlier in the
process when given

None

None
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the opportunity to
do so.
The presentation of the draft NDP to residents in Feb 20 at Fenny
Drayton church appeared to encourage resident’s feedback on the
NDP and we were invited to leave comments on Post-it notes. These
notes were apparently lost by the Parish Council (FOI request
revealed this). Subsequently enquiries of a Parish Councillor suggest
that resident’s feedback was destroyed after the church meeting as
it was considered the NDP, as drafted at that stage, was adequate.

2406

Page 5

Para 5

Parish
60

The plan does not have regard to HBBC core strategy. Fenny Drayton
is a protected rural hamlet. In not allocating Local Green Space
status to the park area, the settlement is being treated differently to
others in the parish area. There is no explanation for this.

2407

Page 5

Para 6

Parish
60

The reference to National Policy is confusing. Is this even relevant as
it is HBBC Core Strategy that is relevant to the NDP

2408

Page 5

ENV4

Paris
h60

Biodiversity Paragraph 1: It identified wildlife corridors through the
parish Fenny Drayton has been ignored and is not included along
with the presence of fruit bats, pipistrelle bats, great crested newts,
plus a full list of animals seen and recorded by numerous residents,
and pointed out and listed at the Feb 2020 consultation; ignored and

This is not so – the
notes were
analysed by a body
engaged by HBBC
to undertake
consultation on the
NP and these notes
are available on the
PC website and
were taken into
account in
preparing the NP.
The Core Strategy
None
does not protect
FD from all
development – this
is a
misunderstanding
of the Core
Strategy.
The FD park did not
score highly
enough to be a
LGS.
The NDP is legally
required to have
regard to national
policy.
As described in the
narrative (p.34),
wildlife corridors
provide
connectivity

None

None
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left out of this policy to ensure the land in Fenny Drayton can be put
forward by land owning parish councillors for inappropriate
development. Full list below:
Birds and Mammals seen in and around Fenny Drayton field
numbers 507, 505a, the Church yard, Rookery Farm, Rookery Close,
the Park , Drayton Lane, Church Lane etc. Provided by Stuart
Chetwin

between sites of
high wildlife
(biodiversity)
significance. As
noted for 529,
there are no sites
of this kind in and
around FD which
can be so
connected. This is a
result of the almost
universal intensive
arable
management of
the area around
FD.

Carrion Crow: Common
Rook: Common. Active Rookery close to village, seen regularly
feeding in fields
Raven: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Magpie : Common
Jackdaw : Common
Green Woodpecker: Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Great Spotted Woodpecker : Seen regularly in and around the
Hamlet
Grey Heron : Occasional sightings feeding in surrounding fields
Canada Goose : A small party regularly commute across the village.
Probably heading to and from Bosworth water Park
Mallard : Often seen in field. Have come to the gardens in Rookery
Close looking for food put out for visitors to the bird tables
Barn Owl : Scarce but seen on occasions hunting over the
surrounding fields. Traffic along Drayton Lane is possible cause of
their decline
Little Owl : Regularly seen and heard in and around the village.
Especially by the Church

Noted
These species
except the
‘occasional/rare’
records, are
relatively
widespread
throughout the
Plan Area and
therefore do not
provide sitespecific evidence
for the protection
of biodiversity on
individual parcels
of land. Species
protection in
general is covered
by Policy ENV 4, at
641

Lapwing : Uncommon, but have bred in surrounding fields,
especially on Alistair’s land
Common Buzzard : Common
Honey Buzzard : Have passed through the area on migration
Red Kite : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Kestrel : Fairly common, breed in the area
Sparrowhawk : Fairly common, breed in the area
Merlin : Very rare, but have been seen hunting over fields at winter
time on occasions
Hobby : Migrant that breeds locally most summers
House Sparrow : Abundant, several small colonies around the
Hamlet
Swift : Fairly common migrant but no signs of breeding birds in the
area
Swallow : Common migrant
Blackbird : Common
Mistle thrush : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially
around the Church
Song Thrush : Fairly common, breed in the area
Fieldfare : Common winter visitor
Redwing : Common winter visitor
Robin : Common
Dunnock : Common
Wren : Common
Chaffinch : Common
Goldfinch : Common
Greenfinch : Common but declining
Whinchat : Summer migrant that stops off on occasions on route to
breeding grounds
Reed Bunting : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially in
fields sown with rapeseed
Yellowhammer : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen
dramatically these past few years
Linnet : Common, but declining. Numbers have fallen dramatically
these past few years
Meadow Pipit : Uncommon but often seen in fields during Autumn
on route to wintering grounds

the maximum level
allowed in a NDP
and by English
legislation.
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Skylark : Common but declining do breed in fields around the hamlet
Common Redstart : Uncommon, seen passing through on occasions
Pied Wagtail : Common, especially in autumn / winter months
Yellow Wagtail : Fairly common, but declining migrant that does
breed in the area, especially in wheat crops
Blue Tit : Common
Great Tit : Common
Coal Tit : Fairly common do breed in the area, especially around the
Church
Long-tailed Tit : Fairly common, seen on feeders in gardens and
surrounding fields
Wheatear : Uncommon migrant, seen in fields on occasions during
spring migration.
Ring Ouzel : Rare migrant, only seen once on garden fence during
spring migration.
Common Whitethroat : Fairly common migrant warbler, seen and
heard in summer. Does breed in the area
Chiffchaff : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in summer.
Does breed in the area
Cormorant :Seen flying over on occasions
Nuthatch : Fairly common, do breed in the hamlet and surrounding
area
White Wagtail : Rare summer migrant, seen passing through on
occasions
Black-headed Gull : Common on fields, especially during harvest
time
Lesser Black-backed Gull : Common on fields, especially during
harvest time
Peregrine Falcon : Becoming more and more common hunting and
calling in and around the Hamlet
Blackcap : Common migrant warbler, seen and heard in summer.
Does breed in the area
Osprey : Rare , occasionally seen passing through during migration
Ring Ouzel : Very rare migrant. I have only seen one stopping off in
the area during migration to breeding grounds
Pheasant : Common
643

Grey Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields around
the hamlet
Red-legged Partridge : Common but declining do breed in fields
around the hamlet
Great Black-backed Gull : Uncommon, but occasionally seen in fields
during harvest
Greylag Goose : Occasionally seen flying over the hamlet, possibly
on route to Bosworth water Park
Hawfinch : Uncommon to rare. 2018 saw an influx of birds from the
continent with several stopping off to feed on Yew berries by the
Church
Brambling : Uncommon winter visitor, but occasionally passing
through
Cuckoo : Very rare in and around the hamlet only one seen and
heard in recent years (Rookery Close 21/4/2018) passing through
Greenshank : Uncommon wader, spring visitor on migration passing
through
Bullfinch : Common but declining around the Hamlet often seen in
and around the old fruit trees between the park and Drayton Lane
Spotted Flycatcher : Spring migrant seen on rare occasions during
migration from their breeding grounds
Mute Swan : Common, but not in this area. Seen passing through on
occasions
Corncrake : Very rare migrant, one stopping off in the area during
migration to breeding grounds 8/4/20 Calling from field at the
bottom of the garden
Fox : Seen regularly in and around the Hamlet
Badger : Sett in one field that is active. Possibly more in the area
Rabbit : Common
Hare : Seen occasionally, with a group of five seen on one occasion
Muntjac Deer : Seen fairly often whilst Drayton Lane was closed for
replacement of water mains
Pipistrelle Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Fruit Bat : Often seen hawking over garden and fields
Wood Mouse : Abundant
Harvest Mouse : Not common, but seen on occasions
Field Voles : Seen on occasions
644

Parish
60

2409

Page 6

Para 2

2410

Page 6

Point 2,
par 3

2411

Page 7

Parish
60

Parish
60

Common Shrew : Seen on occasions.
Common Blue Butterfly : Common
Red Admiral Butterfly : Common
Peacock Butterfly : Common
Fratillery Butterfly : Common
paragraph 3, sentence 2 says “future development up to 2026” later
in the same paragraph refers to 2016-2036 there should be
consistency on the dates.

last but one sentence should read NDP is in full conformity. How can
this document be in general conformity with its own policies, do
they mean the policies of the HBBC Core Strategy and the National
Policy and Planning framework, this needs clarity.
We would like to know and with what evidence the WPC complied
with the guidelines for choosing an NDP as its way forward and not
one of the other avenues available to them in the government
template.
How many residents were in favour of the PC completing an NDP?,
what other alternatives did they look at? Did they hold a
consultation and referendum with the residents before they
started? If so what was the total majority vote for completing an
NDP?

The only reference to the decision to formulate an NDP is the start
date of 3rd April 2017 when the parish was designated a
Neighbourhood area. Residents were not consulted about this
process prior to the application. The residents were only informed
post designation at the drop in events in November 2017.

It will change to
2039, which is the
date for the
emerging Local
Plan.
These are legal
requirements.

Change to be
made as
indicated.

This was discussed
at PC meetings and
recorded as such.

None

None

There is no
requirement to
hold a referendum
on whether people
wanted a NDP. All
comments received
by the PC were
taken into account
in arriving at a
decision.
Noted. Had there
been strong
resistance at that
time the PC would
have changed its
approach.
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2412

Page 8

Parish
60

There were no other consultations other than a stakeholder event in
February 2018; What consultations were held between November
2017 and the following December 2018?
The theme groups were not even established until March 2019. A
paucity of updates and consultation.

2413

Page 8
Para 2

Parish
60

The whole of the Parish was designated a neighbourhood area by
HBBC on the 3/4/17. Is this correct given that the settlements in the
Parish are hamlets and thus protected. Only Witherley has village
status. What other options were available to the Parish Council?
There needs to be an explanation as to why this route was followed.

2414

Page 8

Paras
5/6/7/8

Paris
h60

The issue of speeding traffic should not have come as a surprise to
the Parish Council. There has been an issue since 1994 when I
moved to Fenny Drayton. The problem was recognised by Leicester

This was when the
Steering Group was
progressing the NP.
There was a
community
questionnaire
during this period
and regular
updates on the PC
website
Yes, this is correct.

None

None

The whole Parish is
designated to
enable the
environmental
protections and
other policies to
apply. HBBC
strategic
protections are not
overridden by the
NP.
The NDP is about
much more than
just housing, but
development will
take place in rural
hamlets are not
‘protected’ from
development as is
implied.
The VAS speed sign
was purchased and
installed by the

None
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County Council after a period of monitoring circa 2004/5 which is
when the 3 main roads in Fenny Drayton were provided with agreed
sites on which a vehicle activated speed monitoring sign could be
located. All 3 main roads, Old Forge Road, Drayton Lane and George
Fox Lane should receive police attention but with limited resources
this does not happen. A Parish Councillor maintains and moves the
device to the agreed locations. For the Parish Council to say this
feedback was a surprise is alarming and suggests to me that they
have failed to listen to residents over many years.

Parish Council, not
by LCC Highways.

There have been representations direct to Parish Councillors about
speeding issues but the impression I have is that it falls on ‘deaf
ears’. My understanding from elderly neighbours is that one Parish
Councillor for Fenny Drayton makes it clear that the speeding issues
are not of concern when they are discussed at the Church Coffee
mornings. At a Parish Council meeting in May 2020 Councillor
Conway denied there was a problem. This was recorded in the PC
meeting minutes. I challenged this, providing evidence I had
personally collated to highlight the issue on GF Lane in Jan/Feb
2019. Subsequently the PC agreed the monitoring device would be
moved around on a rota basis around the roads. Prior to this George
Fox Lane had only had the speeding monitoring device on the road
once in all the years that it has been in operation.
All 3 roads are used as a rat run at certain times of the day as traffic
seeks to avoid queues at The Redgate junction between the A444
and A5. When there is an accident on the A5 (normally at the
Woodford Lane Junction) Warwickshire Police close the A5 and
diverted traffic uses Drayton Lane. Warwickshire Police have been
contacted but as the traffic problems created by a diversion are in
Leicestershire, they are not interested. This has been highlighted to

The NP cannot
address through
planning policies
existing traffic
concerns. It can
only provide
policies that
mitigate further
issues that may
come through
further
development.

The Parish Council
routinely lobbies
LCC Highways over
speeding/traffic
issues such as this
but cannot force
the County Council
or Highways
England to make
any changes
residents seek.

The Parish Council
routinely lobbies
LCC Highways over
speeding/traffic
issues such as this
but cannot force
the County Council
or Highways
647

the Parish Council previously. Equally when overnight roadworks
take place on the A5 resulting in a closure, many motorists drive
through Fenny Drayton looking for an alternative route. Each time I
have verbally asked Parish Councillors to ensure there are road signs
at both entrances to the settlement off the A444 to indicate ‘no
access to A5’. Over the summer of 2020 I worked directly with
Highways to sort the extra signage that was placed at the access
points.
Like many others in Fenny Drayton, I would like to see Drayton Lane
closed as a through route. The road could be closed just after the
Drayton Barns business. This would improve the resident’s
enjoyment of the village and make taking the dog for a walk far
safer! It is possible to do – it was done for the Highways Agency
work when the A5 Redgate junction was upgraded.
I am not aware of any consultation updates or meetings other than a
stakeholder event in February 2018. There seems to be a gap of
almost 14 months without any updates. I understand from talking to
neighbours involved in the process, the theme groups were not even
established until March 2019. Poor communication.
2415

Page 9

Para 4

This cannot be accurate as all notes recorded from the meeting held
Parish6 in Feb 2020 have been lost. The resident’s input at this meeting was
0
to write comments on Post-it notes on the various displays. The NDP
cannot have been written with any of these comments in mind as
the Post-it notes were either lost or destroyed after the meeting.
The summary of the content of the post it notes has been requested
from the Parish Council under a FOI request, but they have not been
able to provide them – so how can the NDP accurately reflect
residents feedback? On that basis that the Parish Council could not
provide the information via a FOI request, I can only assume that a
collated record of the notes was not made which is a huge failing by
the Parish Council and only goes to add weight to the suspicion that
the event in Feb 2020 at Fenny Drayton church was a ‘PR’ exercise.

England to make
any changes
residents seek.

These concerns
should be
addressed to the
Highways
Authority.
Subsequent
consultation events
took place in 2020
and updates
provided through
communication
with residents.
This is not so. The
None
notes were analysed
by a the RCC (a
consultancy) and
were considered at
the March 2020
Steering Group
Meeting (see PC
website) and taken
into account when
preparing the NDP
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60
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Page 9
Para 5

2417

Page 9

Para 5

Parish
60
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Page 11

Para 2

Parish
60

It is stated that comments were recorded on post-it notes which
have been taken into account when finalising the Neighbourhood
Development Plan but: a)each comment should have been recorded
in a bound book; dated and signed by each resident to create a legal
record; Post it notes can be easily lost and selectively ignored, the
only information used from Feb 2020 post-it notes appears in the
Environmental Inventory Appendix 7, all other hundreds of notes do
not seem to be accounted for and requests for the evidence of them
being logged, collated and recorded after the Feb 2020 event and
where they have been used in the NDP. FOI requests have been
ignored.
The Parish Council committee established to oversee the final stages
of the NDP in May 2020 did not consult at all. There was an attempt
to enlarge the settlement boundary of Fenny Drayton to
accommodate development in a field next to the park. This would
have resulted in the destruction of the existing park to provide
enhanced access to a proposed development. The land next to the
park is owned by a Councillor. This proposal only came to light as
two Parish Councillors called an Extraordinary Meeting to counter
propose a smaller development. The restrictions imposed by COVID19 regulations appear to have provided an opportunity to attempt
to amend the settlement boundary by stealth. The land owned by
the Parish Councillor has since been withdrawn.
The Draft NDP identifies that 28% of residents are over 65. Given
this information and the restrictions of being in a Tier 3 area until
the 31st Dec 2020, it must have been obvious at an early stage that
many residents would not have internet access. The NDP Reg 14
Consultation is therefore ignoring a large percentage of this
population as paper copies of the NDP have been refused by the
Parish Council. Only one resident has had a paper copy (in week 5 of
the consultation) and that copy was requested to be returned to the
Parish Council so that it could be reused! No other resident has been
provided with a paper copy.

It is not necessary
to record all
comments in a
bound book.

The allocated site is
not in the
ownership of a
Parish Councillor.

None

Government
guidance in
relation to
consultation during
the Coronavirus
Epidemic have
been followed in
the preparation of
the NDP.

None
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Page 12
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Page 12
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Page 12

2422

Page 13
para 3
line 2
Page 13
Section
7.1

2423

Section a)
Social

Parish
60

That they have sought: to safeguard existing open space for the
future of enjoyment of residents.

Not sure what
point this is
making?

None

Under the section headed Requirement for Sustainable
Development there is a glaring omission. The Open Fields Policy has
not been included or referenced in any way. This is crucial to ensure
that the hamlets of Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected
are the surrounding fields arable and pasture, hedgerows and
woodland surrounding rural protected hamlets; to protect them and
their rural identity.
Parish Environmental Bullet point 1 states the NDP: protects the village
60
identity and conserve the rural nature of its surroundings. This NDP
have not included an Open Fields Policy critical to achieve these
points. An Open Countryside Policy must be included in the
Neighbourhood Development Plan: to cover all fields arable and
pasture, hedgerows and woodland surrounding rural protected
hamlets; to protect them and their rural identity.
Open Countryside covers all fields, (arable and pasture), hedgerows,
and woodland. Total OC coverage in Witherley Parish is reported as
92% (2019 Environment and Historic Group research report for the
Neighbourhood Development Plan).
The absence of an Open Countryside Policy also raises questions
about the drafting of the Development Plan and decision-making of
Witherley Parish Council - should residents really be required to ask
for such basic and obvious protection.
Parish6 should state that Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are “protected
0
rural hamlets” not rural hamlets.

See Policy H2

None

See Policy H2

None

The correct term is
‘Rural Hamlets’

None

Parish
60

The boundary of
the Parish is the
extent of the NDP
area. The
properties referred

None

Parish
60

Section b)

Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey are protected rural hamlets and I
think this needs to be noted throughout the NDP.
The Parish Boundary map shows that a large area of the Fenn lanes
falls within the Parish, including the area at the back of the MIRA
site, near to Lindley Hall Farm. This area does not appear to feature
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Page 14

Page 14

Para 2

Parish
60

Paris
h60

in the NDP, despite there being houses in that area. Why has this
area not been placed in the NDP? The NDP refers to Atterton as an
unclassified settlement. Is the small settlement behind MIRA (to the
right of the Fenn lanes) not of a similar size? Planning permission has
been allowed for a small housing development in this area. There
appears to be inconsistency in approach to the treatment of the
various settlements in the parish area.
There has been no consultation or discussion with residents about
the development along the Fenn Lanes and the inevitable increase in
traffic on the A444 and potentially through Fenny Drayton.
Meeting future housing needs - Comment that HBBC has made no
residential housing allocation to the Parish. It is hard to reconcile
that statement with comment that future housing needs to be
considered in the NDP?
HBBC Core Strategy document, Site Allocation and Development
Management Policies, says it does not allocate housing figures to
rural hamlets as residential growth in these areas are considered
unsustainable. The obvious question is why did the Parish Council
see fit to ignore this and attempt to develop land (now withdrawn)
in direct conflict with this policy?
The draft NDP appears to base the conclusions upon evidence in
Appendix 4, a report by YourLocale. The report in Appendix 4
contains a detailed description of the profile of housing stock and
economic profile of the residents. However, there is nothing in that
report which supports there is a need for Witherley Parish Council to
find sites for development. It is important to note that this comment
is made based on the information available on the Witherley NDP
website as at 17/12/2020 – the Appendices in the NDP have
changed since that date, some weeks into the Consultation period.
The WPC document states that the Borough Council has made no
residential housing allocation for the parish, yet in the next sentence

to are few in
number and
isolated. They are
not a formal
settlement, as
such, and therefore
are covered by
Policy H2 about
development in the
countryside.
The latest
projection of
housing need from
HBBC proposes a
housing
requirement of 118
dwellings in the
Parish.
NPs that allocate a
site for residential
development
secure additional
power to resist
inappropriate
development
where the local
planning authority
cannot
demonstrate a 5year land supply, as
HBBC cannot.
It is quite clear.
There is a
difference between
HBBC making a

None

None

651

they state standing still is not an option. Confusing and
contradictory; why are they so intent on housing development?

2426

Page 14

Paras 1 &
2

Parish
60
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Page 14

Para 5

Parish
60
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Page 14

Para 5

Parish
60
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Page 15

Parish
60

There have been no demands placed on the Parish for housing.
Appendix 4 Housing need report at Pg 1 Population Age Profile,
paragraph 2 highlights there is a negative population growth for the
parish of 6% and that the number of dwellings increased by 13%.
This evidence seems to have been ignored.
These facts have been omitted from the narrative and it begs the
question as to why the NDP focused on building development?
YourLocale was one of several consultancy firms approached by
Witherley parish Council to help formulate an NDP. Which other
companies were approached and what were the recommendations
of them? What evidence is there that Due Diligence was completed
before selecting Your Locale?
Reference is made to a Strategic Sustainability Assessment carried
out by YourLocale. Was this based on the environmental report that
was completed by professional ecologist instructed by Witherley
Parish Council as part of the evidence gathering process? This report
covered some 500 fields. The report by YourLocale does not contain
reference to the same number of fields – there are less. Only 300.
Documents states again No need for Residential development, yet
then states resisting limited development in not an option. This is
going against their own: Housing Need Report. The HBBC Core
Strategy document Site Allocation and Development Management
Policies DPD page 114 Section 9.1 Rural Hamlets “As such the Core
strategy does not allocate housing figures to these settlement types
as residential growth in these areas are considered
“UNSUSTAINABLE”

specific housing
allocation and the
Parish having a
housing
requirement –
which HBBC state is
118 new dwellings
up to 2039.
HBBC have
None.
identified a housing
requirement for
Witherley of 118
new dwellings.

YourLocale was
appointed
following a robust
selection process
that was ratified by
the Parish Council.
All relevant
information was
included in the site
assessments.

None

Actually, page 115
of the DPD
onwards identifies
a number of
residential
allocations in Rural
Hamlets!

None

None

652

Parish
60

YourLocale and the 24 criteria used in Appendix 5 are suspect and
require explanation.

Policy H1
para 2

Parish
60

The Kennels site is outside the HBBC Core Strategy boundary and
therefore no new build housing; only renovation of existing buildings
is allowed.

Page 16

Para 2

Paris
h60

refers to two sites put forward by landowners. Does this need to be
corrected?

Page 16

H1

Parish
60

this is confusing if there is no requirement to offer land for housing.
The former Atherstone Hunt site has been identified as suitable by
the Parish Council. The NDP supports a full development of the site.
Who is the landowner? The landowner’s identity should be included
as we need to be sure there is no conflict of interest given the past
experiences of residents in Fenny Drayton.
The settlement boundary for Witherley shows that the former hunt
buildings are within the boundary of the settlement. Should the
development of this site be limited to refurbished buildings and not
new builds?

2430

Page 16

2431

Page 16

2432

2433

2434

Page 16

Para 3

Parish6 Appendix 5 - it needs to be noted that this appendix was amended
0
and added to in week 4 of the consultation, on or around 17th Dec
2020.

They were agreed
in discussion with
the Housing Theme
Group.
The NDP can
establish its own
Settlement
Boundary, in order
to accommodate
the housing
requirement (118
dwellings) of HBBC.
These sites were in
addition to the
SHELAA sites.

None

It has been
explained that
there are
significant benefits
to allocating a site
for residential
development
through a
neighbourhood
plan. The PC has
chosen to take this
opportunity.

None

It is not necessary
to name
landowners in the
NP
Because the site
had been
withdrawn, there

None

None

None
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Page 18
Para 1

Parish
60
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Page 18
Para 2

Parish
60
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Page 18
Para 2

Parish
60

Noted from the report that the 2 sites near to Fenny Drayton were
‘Red’ scores. In addition, it is noted that Simpsons farm is a high
scoring Red 8. Having looked at the scoring mechanism employed by
YourLocale, it begs the question as to how the land next to the Park
was ever offered as a viable proposition by the Parish Council as it
too should have been a high scoring red. The information about the
withdrawn site has not been included in the report which was added
to the website on or around 16th Dec 2020, week 4 of the
consultation.
This paragraph is at odds with the previous action taken by the
Parish Council to attempt to amend the boundary around Fenny
Drayton. It is also at odds with the omission of the Open Countryside
Policy in the NDP if the countryside around each settlement is to be
protected from encroaching development
All four settlements within the Parish currently have land between
them providing separation to maintain distinct settlements. This
separation needs to be maintained. I would have expected to see
reference to the Open Countryside Policy in the NDP.
reads - The Plan has therefore designated settlement boundaries
for the built form of Witherley Parish that updates and supersedes
the settlement boundaries used by HBBC as it takes into account the
site allocations proposed through the Neighbourhood Development
Plan (see Policy H1). This statement should not be included it gives
far too much power to the WPC and removes the protected
settlement boundary status from Fenny Drayton, Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey which is not required or desired.
The following statement needs including: The WPC and this NDP
should have No powers to revise, remove, reposition, or redesignate the protected settlement boundaries for Fenny Drayton,
Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey under any circumstances.

was no need to
include the
associated SSA.

There is no
contradiction, and
the countryside
policy is at H2

None

See policy H2.

None

We understand
that some people
are opposed to all
development but
this is not the view
that was taken by
the PC.

None

Development WILL
happen in the
Parish in the
coming years –
especially if HBBC
continue to fall
below its 5-year
land supply – and
this is an
opportunity to
654
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2439
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Page 18
Para 2

Page 18
Para 4

Page 18
Para 5

Parish
60

Parish
60

Parish
60

This paragraph needs reviewing and rewriting. As it is currently
worded it suggests that the Parish Council will merely take in to
account the boundaries and site allocations. The boundaries once
agreed, are subject to review, but with the involvement of the
community and not just as and when the Parish Council sees fit. The
NDP is a public document and any changes must be consulted upon.
The Parish Council should have no power to revise, remove,
reposition, or re-designate the protected settlement boundaries for
Fenny Drayton, Atterton and Ratcliffe Culey under any
circumstances.

should not have: revised settlement boundaries plura , it should not
have the word Villages, there is only one village and three protected
rural hamlets it should read: Focusing development within the
revised settlement boundary of Witherley village will support the
limited existing services within the village and protect the open
countryside setting of Witherley Parish from inappropriate
development. Witherley village is the only boundary that could be
changed as it is under the HBBC Core Strategy as a village with
amenities.
reads: In revising and designating the three settlement boundaries
the NDP cannot be allowed to revise and re-designate 3 settlement
boundaries. Which settlement boundaries do they refer to? It should
read: In revising and designating the settlement boundary of
Witherley Village, the following methodology has been applied:

shape that
development
rather than leave it
to speculative
development.
This set of
responses
demonstrates that
the community has
had every
opportunity to
comment.
Amending
settlement
boundaries is
something that is
within the remit of
a NP.
Agreed.

None

We will
remove the
plural.

Fenny Drayton and
Ratcliffe Culey still
have settlement
boundaries
irrespective of
what it says in the
NDP.
This is an error. The Change to be
narrative should
made as
refer to a change to indicated.
just one settlement
boundary.
The Ratcliffe Culey
Settlement

None
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Page 18
Para 5

Parish
60

Are these boundaries different to the Map fig 3a page 19.

2442

Page 18

Parish
60

points a - d to be removed as they work on the premise that the NDP
can redefine and move current protected settlement boundaries in
the whole of the parish. They should not have the power to move
protected rural hamlet settlement boundaries and only be able to
move the Witherley village boundary.

2443

Page 18

Parish
60
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Page 19,
Fig 3a

The last paragraph must be removed they cannot have the power to
define land for building use outside a protected settlement
boundary. Also the definition of Local ; it should read HBBC Core
Strategy and National planning policies.
The last para on this page, under Policy H2 is slightly alarming.
The settlement boundaries define the settlements within the Parish.
It follows that there should be no development outside the
boundaries, especially for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey and
Atterton which are all protected rural hamlets. The inclusion of this
para suggests that the land outside the settlement boundaries
remains vulnerable to development at the Parish Council’s discretion
– this cannot happen. The Open Countryside Policy needs to be
included.
There is a vague reference to local policies. This should be amended
to HBBC Core Strategy for the sake of clarity.
Settlement Boundary Witherley map; shows the wrong settlement
boundary line draw on it in red, it is different to the HBBC Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD page 113,
by including this in the document: it suggests a deliberate attempt
to have an agreement to a settlement boundary move by default.

Policy H2

Parish
60

Boundary remains
as it is in the Site
Allocations and
Development
Management
policies DPD
They are the same.

None

NDPs CAN redefine
Settlement
Boundaries.
Whoever said they
cannot is spreading
misinformation
NDPs DO have this
power. The Core
Strategy will soon
be replaced by the
Local plan,
therefore
reference to the
Core Strategy alone
is inappropriate.

None

It is deliberately
different to the
HBBC Boundary for
the reasons stated.

None

None
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Page 20,
Fig 3b

Parish
60
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Page 20

Parish
60
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Page 21

Para 4

Parish
60

Maps of 3a also does not have a proper key and It shows the map of
Witherley, post an accepted village boundary change but does not
show the original for comparison.

There is no
requirement to
show the original.

None

Fenny Drayton should not be coloured in Red but Black as per HBBC
DPD page 113; Fenny Drayton is not required to be shown at all it
appears to be a proof reading error left after the land adjacent to
the Fenny Drayton settlement boundary was removed, if it is for
information then they must include a boundary map for Radcliffe
Culey and Atterton. What is the reasoning for the incorrect map of
3a for Witherley, and why do they talk about boundaries in the
plural?
map 3b is inaccurate, missing public footpaths for Drayton lane and
field 507 and in wrong place for Church lane and field 505a.

We can remove
the settlement
boundary as
suggested.

Change to
be made as
indicated.

The base maps
throughout the
Plan are Ordnance
Survey, under
licence. The OS at
the scale of figure
3b shows physical
tracks etc., as
mapped, not
PRoWs. It is not the
‘Definitive Map’.
In any case, FPs are
irrelevant to
delineation of the
Settlement
boundary.
The current
housing
requirement
provided by HBBC
is 118 new
dwellings up to
2039

None

There is no housing development demand placed on the Parish by
HBBC, so I see no reason for there to be consideration of providing
smaller homes. There are plenty of developments in the local area
that already provide such amenities in North Warwickshire and the
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council areas. These are only a few
miles away.

None
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Page 23

Para 5

Parish
60

Parish
60

Intro

Parish
60

Windfall sites/developments – This area of the NDP causes some
concern and in particular the reference
‘…. to land that is within the settlement boundary or adjacent to the
settlement boundary if the proposed development is on previously
developed land…’
I interpret this paragraph as highlighting a vulnerability for the park
in Fenny Drayton unless it has Local Green park status. As the NDP
settlement boundary is currently illustrated for Fenny Drayton, the
park is land adjacent to the settlement boundary. I can foresee an
argument being made that the park would be classified as
‘previously developed land’. I have no confidence that the Parish
Council would seek to protect that amenity for residents as they had
no qualms in attempting to offer it as a potential development site
previously (later withdrawn).
Windfall Sites: point b, Take out the rest of the sentence from: or
adjacent to the settlement boundary if the proposed development is
on previously developed land; or make it specific to Witherley
village boundary ONLY. All other settlements have Protected
Settlement Boundary Status as Protected Rural Hamlets.

Initially the Environmental Inventory (Appendix 7) carried out
between April 2019 and April 2020 was not complete. This appendix
was added to on or around the 16th Dec, some 4 weeks into the
Consultation period so some residents may not have seen the
revised appendix as their feedback had already been submitted.

The park is not
classified as
‘previously
developed land’
and is protected in
the NP as a site of
important open
space.

The park does not
qualify as
previously
developed land.

None

None

Development on
previously
developed land
would accord with
the Core Strategy
and NPPF.
The inventory
None
(appendix 7) is a
work in progress (in
particular it
provides evidence
on which the
Neighbourhood
Plan committee
bases its proposals
for protective
designations to be
applied to plots of
658
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Page 26

Parish
60

Why are the other 2 Green spaces in Fenny Drayton not included in
the green spaces inventory? Who did the ecology/environmental
report to allocate local green space designation? Why isn’t it
included in the report? Is it because the local green spaces not
listed can be used for development land? This worrying occurrence
is backed up policy ENV2 page 28 where it is suggested that
development proposals which incur their loss may be supported if

land) until the Plan
has gone through
its two statutory
consultations and
is ready to be
submitted for
independent
examination. When
the Plan is Made,
following
referendum,
appendix 7 will
provide HBBC
officers and
planning
committee with
detailed evidence
to help them make
decisions about the
environmental
significance of
individual plots of
land, should that
be necessary for
them to make a
reasoned planning
decision based on
the Policies in the
Neighbourhood
Plan.
Confusion between
Amenity
greenspace (OSSR)
and Local Green
Space.
Appendix 8 details
the scoring and

None
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the open space is replaced by an equivalent or better provision in an
equally suitable location.
Clarification is needed – as it currently worded, local green spaces
not listed can be used for development land. Policy ENV2 page 28
refers to development proposals which cause the loss of open
spaces may be supported if the ‘open space’ is replaced by an
equivalent or better provision in an equally suitable location. This
suggests the in allocating open space status to the park in Fenny
Drayton is deliberate leaving it vulnerable to future development – it
should have Green Space status!

descriptions of all
sites to be
designated as LGS.
See 512 for scoring
rationale.
For clarification:
sites not listed in
appendix 8 and
Policy ENV1 have
been omitted
because they do
not meet the
rigorous criteria for
LGS designation set
out in the National
Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF)
– which the NP
must follow. There
has been no policy
of using
confirmation of the
existing HBBC
designation of this
site as Amenity
greenspace (an
Open Space, Sport
& Recreation
(OSSR) site
category) in the
Neighbourhood
Plan to deliberately
make it vulnerable
to future
development.
Policy ENV2
provides the
660

2453

Page 28

ENV1
para 1

Parish
60

take out the end of the line “other than in very special
circumstances” This is a dangerous clause; there is no definition of
special circumstances.
Any land already presented for development that has been refused
or removed from the NDP process cannot be represented for a
further clear two years.

2454

Page 28

Policy
ENV2,
para 1

Parish
60

sentence 2; should be removed completely and state that the WPC
and NDP should not have the power to relocate, redefine or replace
local green spaces at all under any circumstances.

2455

Page 31

ENV4

Parish6 Fig 7 composite map of Natural Environmental Significances; is
0
inaccurate, all information for in and around Fenny Drayton has
been omitted. Why?

strongest
protection to FD
Recreation Ground
that is possible in
English planning
legislation for such
a site. Note also
that a Local Green
Space designated
in an NP to prevent
development
rather than on the
basis of its qualities
and values (the
criteria mentioned
above) would be
rejected at
Examination.
You cannot cite
every single
‘special
circumstance’. It is
up to the applicant
to state why the
proposal is a
‘special
circumstance’.
This should be
taken up with the
government who
has given NPs the
power to do this.
The narrative on
p.31 explains the
selection process

None

None

None
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Page 32

Page 33

ENV3
Para 2

Parish
60

Parish
60

Requires clarification as to who would decide whether a
development proposal outweighs the environmental losses. There
must be a defined process that is transparent to ensure that an
accurate study has been carried out in and around Fenny Drayton.
Indeed Fig7 (see page 31) highlights the point – the detail for Fenny
Drayton seems to have been omitted
Fig 8, Great Crested Newt Plan, needs updating with the true level of
the area of habitation around Fenny Drayton, local environmentalist
disagree totally with the map.

for sites shown on
figure 7 and
covered by Policy
ENV3. Only the two
sites close to FD
met the criteria for
‘significance for
wildlife’ and scored
3 or higher under
this heading
Planning decisions
are taken by HBBC.

None

See 529

Figure 8 is based
on the GCN map in
the Leics. CC
Environmental
Records database,
so ‘total
disagreement’ by a
‘local
environmentalist’ is
inconceivable.
Additional local
records (unless by
a professional
ecologist) do not
carry the same
weight (as
evidence), and
might be
challenged as
selective. The onus
for demonstrating

None
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Page 34

2459

Page 35,
Fig 9

ENV4

Parish
60

The second paragraph mentions independent research. It needs to
be verifiable and from more than one source, otherwise it could be
manipulated by the WPC or developer.

Parish
60

Wildlife corridors, Fenn Lane, Drayton Lane, and farm track from
Hunters lane have all been left out, and need including. Wildlife
corridors are completely missing from in and around Fenny Drayton.
There is plenty of evidence to support the same instances as the rest
of the parish. Have these been missed out deliberately?

GCN
presence/absence
and protection
compliance falls on
developers when
Policy ENV4 is
applied.
It is up to the
applicant to
demonstrate
compliance with
the legislation. This
will be challenged
as necessary
through the
planning
application
process.
As described in the
narrative (p.34),
wildlife corridors
provide
connectivity
between sites of
high wildlife
(biodiversity)
significance. As
noted for 529,
there are no sites
of this kind in and
around FD which
can be so
connected. This is
an (arguably)
unfortunate result
of the almost
universal intensive

None

None
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2460

Page 37,
Fig 10

Parish
60

Sites of Historical Significance; Roman features and archaeology and
finds around Fenny Drayton are not included. Drayton Close
straddles the site of the Roman Mott for the outlier fort to
Mancetter. Why are these not included?

arable
management of
the area around
FD.
Figure 10 shows a
None
similar number of
historic
environment sites
around FD as there
are elsewhere in
the Plan Area. The
MLE sites mapped
have been
identified by Leics.
CC professional
archaeologists. No
other sites were
identified locally
during the
preparation of the
pre-submission
draft Plan. If there
are others, please
advise; however,
please note that for
protection in the
Planning system
only sites with
visible features or
proven buried
archaeology have
anything on-site
that can be
protected – neither
find-spots nor local
stories fall into
these categories;
664
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Parish
60

Page 37

Page 44

ENV10

Parish
60

Last sentence suggests seeing Supporting Evidence but doesn’t say
where the evidence is? Please include this evidence in the report.

Viewpoint 9 in Fenny Drayton has been altered and is inaccurate. It
should encircle both the Park and the green space near the entrance
to the footpath from Drayton Lane, opposite the Storage Barns close
to Drayton Close, not where it has been put on the map using two
extended lines. A second viewpoint is missing; the view from the
bench on the green space in Drayton Lane across Drayton lane
towards Atterton has not been included. These need returning to
the original map that was altered to accommodate the proposed
development in Fenny Drayton.

also note the
selection process
used (p.36): only
sites with
significant features
scoring 3 or higher
under the rubric
qualify for
designation.
Appendix 9
contains full details
of Local Heritage
Assets.
All supporting
evidence is on the
website
The earlier version
of the Views map
referred to was not
issued for formal
consultation [is the
reference to the
display boards?]
There is no
requirement for
the NPAC to
explain why
changes were
made before the
Plan was published
for the first time
There are limits to
the number of
views that can be
defined and
protected in a NP

None

None
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before there is a
legitimate reason
for HBBC, other
consultees (e.g.
developers) and
the Plan’s
independent
Examiner to object
on the grounds of
undue restriction
of development,
suspicion of which
can lead to the
complete deletion
of a NP’s views
policy.
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Page 45

Page 45

ENV11

Parish
60

Footpaths and Bridleways: At end of section it states “See
Supporting Documents for details”, where is the supporting
documents?

Parish
60

Off road connections ignores Fenny Drayton. Why?

Supporting
information on the
website
Several existing
rights of way, and
the proposed new
circular route,
connect into Fenny
Drayton.
A NP has no
powers to change
the status quo with
respect to Rights of
Way, while new
routes depend
generally for
funding and
construction on
developer
contributions

None

None

666

2465

Page 50

ENV15

Parish
60
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Page 51

ENV15

Parish
60
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Page 55

2468

Page 55

2469

Page 55

2470

Page 57

CA1

To retain the spatial and visual separation. The document should
include the same consideration for Fenny Drayton, Ratcliffe Culey
and Atterton as it does for Witherley.

Area of Separation Maps. No mention of separation of Fenny
Drayton from Caldecote this needs to be put in and a map needs
inserting. Ratcliffe Culey from Sheepy Magna and Atherstone;
Atterton from Witherley, Fenny Drayton and Ratcliffe Culey.
Parish Royal Red Gate Inn seen as an amenity for Fenny Drayton but can
60
only be accessed by residents using a vehicle, no footpath, cycle
path or bus route to get there. How can it be classified as an
amenity?
Parish6 The play area in Fenny Drayton is not substantial, it is a postage
0
stamp size but is accessed by other hamlets and villages in the
parish.
Paris
George Fox Monument – there are probably only 2/3 coaches that
h60
arrive for tourists to view the monument. They park on George Fox
Lane or in Foxes Covert. This has never been an issue and indeed,
when the coaches that do appear are a useful traffic calming
measure forcing vehicles to slow down on both Old Forge Road and
George Fox Lane.
Parish points b and c needs total removal giving the WPC that power could
60
have them make unfair decisions based on unreasonable economic
forecasts and gives the power to the WPC to move Fenny Drayton
park to anywhere in the parish. The WPC and its NDP should be
getting better amenities and improving facilities. This gives them too
much power to move or utilise green spaces for less noble or just
means.

and/or new
provision in new
developments
It is not plausible
that coalescence
will happen within
the Plan period.
It is not plausible
that coalescence
will happen within
the Plan period.
The narrative
explains this

None

None

None

Noted

None

Noted

None

It is HBBC that
determine planning
applications, not
the PC.

None

The Policy CA2
addresses issue to
do with the
provision of better
facilities.
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Page 57

2472

Page 59

CA2

Parish
60

Fenny Drayton, needs amenities; village hall, shop, pub, post office,
the policy only links these improvements to Witherley and new
development. This cannot be supported in a rural hamlet, what
other options have they explored and means of access to grants,
funds to achieve this without new development.
The NDP appears to only link improvements to Witherley through
new developments. This option cannot be supported in rural
hamlets. What options have the Parish Council considered for rural
hamlets having improved facilities e.g., grants, funds to achieve this
without new development? This needs to be included.

Parish
60

The NDP highlight concerns over traffic dangerous junctions and ‘rat’
run issues. A barrier in Drayton Lane closing the road to through
traffic situated between the entrance to Drayton Barns self-storage
entrance and No 10 Drayton Lane would solve the issues of rat run,
speeding traffic and the 4 dangerous junctions in single solution. (
A444 Fenn Lane with Old Forge Rd, the A5 and Drayton Lane , the
Church lane Drayton Close and Drayton Lane junction and the A444
with George Fox lane).
This is not a growing problem. It has been an issue for many years.
As recently as June 2020 the parish Council minutes record the chair
has having said there is no speeding issue in Fenny Drayton!
The junctions of George Fox Lane and the A444 has a narrow
entrance point. This was amended many years ago (1980s) to stop
traffic entering that road at speed from the A444. There are very few
instances of vehicles queuing on the A444 as vehicles turn into
George Fox Lane. Any such issue would be mitigated by a reduction

The policy
None
supports new
development that
improve facilities. It
is linked to
development
because it will be
provided as a result
of that
development. The
link with Fenny
Drayton would
have been there
also if the
landowners had
not removed his
site from Fenny
Drayton. Other
options do not
require a planning
policy.
These comments
None
should be directed
to the Highways
Authority that have
responsibility for
such issues
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Page 59

2474

Pages
59/60

TR1

Parish
60

Paris
h60

2475

Page 62
Electric
Vehicles

Parish
60

2476

Page 64

BE2

Parish
60

2477

Page 67
Point 8

Para 2

Parish
60

of the speed limit on the A444 and the use of average cameras on
that section of the A444. The same logic applies to the narrow
access point into and out of Fenny Drayton via Old Forge Road.
Both junctions have in the past suffered fatal accidents, in Nov 2003
and April 2019, respectively.
last but one point; a car park for the church won’t help Fenny
Drayton residents they can to the church, plenty of parking in
Rookery close, Quaker close, Old forge road etc. once the ‘rat run’
and traffic problems are solved.
I understand that a Parish Councillor is seeking to reapply for
planning permission to build outside of the proposed settlement
boundary, behind the church/Rookery Close. This would involve an
amendment to extend the settlement boundary. There should be no
development as Fenny is a rural hamlet!
In an attempt to make the re application for development more
appealing, I understand that land is being offered as a car park for
the church to use. A car park is not necessary. Most residents walk,
but if the rat run issue is resolved with the closure of Drayton Lane,
there will be suitable parking spaces on the existing roads.
This highlights the total conflict of parish Councillors having any land
interests – a complete conflict!
Fenny Drayton is at capacity on the current grid for electricity. The
hamlet would need a new substation for any more call on electricity.
There does not seem to be any evidence that a survey has been
carried out on this utility for any of the settlements.
In supporting additional employment opportunities, new
development will be required to: remove from the point in a) ,
unless it relates to small scale leisure or tourism activities, or other
forms of commercial/employment related development appropriate
to a countryside location or there are exceptional circumstances;
add to b) only in land inside the boundaries.
It should not be allowed to change anything in the NDP without full
consultation with residents and HBBC. Given the residents recent
experience of Witherley Parish Council this page needs to be
amended. It needs to clearly state that all reviews will be made

Noted

None

This will be dealt
with by HBBC.

None

It is not a comment
about the NDP.

It is an enabling
policy.

None

Making this
change would
mean that the NDP
was not in general
conformity with
the Core Strategy
Residents will once
again have every
opportunity to
become involved
and it is hoped that

None

None
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public and no changes will be made without the agreement of the
residents and HBBC.
2478

Page 67

2479

Page 68
Para 2

2480

Page 68

Parish6 What is WPC full review referring to? They must not be allowed to
0
change anything or give themselves any new or greater powers
without full consultation in writing with all residents and HBBC.
Parish Everything should be the subject to examination by residents, HBBC
60
and independent examiners no opt out clauses.

Paris
h60

Community Actions – whilst these are not subject to examination,
Witherley Parish Council need to restore some of their reputation
and build trust. They need to engage with residents about the issues
listed.

they take up this
offer.
The powers of the
Parish Council are
laid out in statute
Legislation does
not allow
Community Actions
to be subject to
Examination
because they are
not planning
policies.
It is probably more
important that the
community engage
with the PC to
deliver the
Community Actions
listed.

None

None

None

It is a shame more
people from Fenny
Drayton chose not
to engage in the
process to shape
the NDP in line
with expectations.
The community actions are incomplete in respect of Fenny Drayton.
Having lost or disposed of the resident’s feedback they received in
Feb 2020; I suggest that they take the opportunity of engaging with
residents again. The A444 and a reduction of the speed limit is only
part of the issue for Fenny Drayton. There needs to be a focus on the
rat run issues that have been flagged over the years and not simply
ignore them.

This is not so – the
notes were
analysed by a body
engaged by HBBC
to undertake
consultation on the
NP and these notes
670

are available on the
PC website and
were taken into
account in
preparing the NP.
The comments
about speeding etc.
are better directed
to the County
Council who are
responsible for
these issues.
2481

Page 68

Parish
60

2482

Page 68

Parish
60

2483

Appendix
4 Housing
need
report,
Page 2
Appendix
5
Intro,
Point 1.2,
last
sentences

Parish
60

Population Age Profile paragraph 2. Negative population growth for
the parish of 6%, number of dwellings increased by 13%. So why is
the NDP focused on building development as its sole parameter?

Parish
60

The call for sites in 2019. Did this highlight the need for anything
above the 12 sites in the NDP report? One of which has now been
removed, although the information should have been left in the NDP
to avoid confusion.

2484

The NDP does not show where funds can be obtained to achieve
community actions, and state actions will only progress if there are
enough volunteers. The NDP should be gaining funding to do the
actions properly.
How can the PC be trusted to consult with all residents. Who is going
to keep a check on them? Is that HBBC?

This is not the
purpose of a NDP.

None

The WPC has
consulted fully. It is
unfortunate that
some residents
chose not to
engage in the
process.
This was taken
from a housing
needs report which
therefore focusses
on development.
The purpose of the
Call for Sites was
not to determine
need, it was to
understand which
land owners sought

None

None

None
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to develop their
land.
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Appendix
5, Point
1.3

Parish
60

The targets are set for Witherley village for additional housing in the
next 6 to 10 years 2018 to 2028 of 199 dwellings over 10 hectares
not the parish. There is No requirement for Witherley Parish to have
any Housing Development, so why does this WPC and NDP in point
1.5 want to exceed the Borough wide housing provision target?

2486

Appendix
5, point
2.1

Parish
60

2487

Appendix
5, point
2.2

Parish
60

The scoring matrix: who decided what the unique characteristics of
Witherley Parish were? And why did the matrix not have the criteria
that both the HBBC and the NPPF agree are the most important, i.e.
Amenities, Roads Traffic problems, Utilities etc.
Says 2 sites were supported by the community: totally untrue. The
community were ignored in the February 2020 consultation.

2488

Appendix
5, point
2.3
Appendix
5, point
3.1
Appendix
5, point 4

Paris
h60

2489

2490

2491

Appendix
5,
point 4.3

To secure
additional powers
that help to
prevent
inappropriate
development.
Local residents,
and all were invited
to contribute to the
process.
The second site
was subsequently
withdrawn but two
sites were initially
selected as
allocations.

None

None

None

states landowner of one of the most favoured sites withdrew. From
information provided by HBBC this is not accurate; a truthful and
accurate statement is required.
Who decided the final ranking and overall site sustainability?

The statement is
None
accurate
Paris
Local residents who None
volunteered to do
h60
so.
Parish The WPC and NDP used Your Locale to recommend the methodology YourLocale has
60
to be used in the scoring matrix: Were they already involved in a
never been subject
public enquiry over other NDP consultancy work at that time? How
to a public enquiry.
secure are we in their recommendations? What due diligence was
This is false
carried out before YourLocale were selected? My understanding is
information.
that these consultants are already involved in a public enquiry over
other NDP consultancy work at that time? How secure are can we be
that their recommendations provide adequate protection for rural
areas?
Parish6 The Red, Amber Green scoring system; used the amber mitigation
The scoring system None
0
column to create: an unfair and unbalanced set of outcomes. This
is included in the
needs reviewing. The 24 criteria are Not Fit for Purpose.
Appendix and
672

explained therein.

2492

Appendix
5 point
5.4

Parish
60

The Red and Green columns were scored, amber remained neutral
with no score; creating a false set of findings. This should be totally
negated and a new scoring matrix adopted.

2493

Appendix
5 Table 2

Parish
60

SSA outcomes: The withdrawn site is not included, even though the
other sites that were considered are still included.

2494

Appendix
5 point
5.5

2495

Appendix
5 Table 2

Parish60 The WPC say: The Parish Council having considered all of the
evidence has therefore allocated the site with the highest green
score, but then chose the site with the lower score. How can that be
possible? What motives are being employed; WPC are ignoring the
evidence there own report supplies?

Parish
60

has a SHELAA reference for some sites but not for others, sites
already been offered previously for development? In the SHELAA
document there is no land referenced Fenny Drayton or Radcliffe
Culey; but there are references to Witherley village: 10 hectares and
199 dwellings. Where do the SHELAA reference numbers come from,

The process has
been used
successfully
elsewhere and has
always passed
examination as
appropriate
The process has
been used
successfully
elsewhere and has
always passed
examination as
appropriate
Because the site
had been
withdrawn, there
was no need to
include the
associated SSA.
Not true. This site
achieved the
highest ranking in
the SSA. The
identity of the
landowner is
immaterial.
The SHELAA
reference numbers
relate to sites
previously offered
by landowners to

None

None

None

None
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and what do they refer to? Witherley has 6 sites with SHELAA
references, all of which have been ignored for development in this
NDP document. The existing Hunt Kennel site is the only one
suggested as suitable for development?
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Appendix
6

Parish
60

This document appears to have been amended during the
consultation as the ﬁle size has increased. There has been no
communication to conﬁrm what has changed.

Appendix
7

Parish
60

This document appears to have been amended during the
consultation as the ﬁle size has increased. There has been no
communication to conﬁrm what has changed.

Appendix
7

Parish
60

There seems to be a consistent use in the appendix of a statement
that information for Fenny Drayton is included following the
February 2020 informal consultation; Implying that the information
was not corroborated by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton included
in the full study, and has that information been included?
References to February 2020 informal consultation appears to be a
sop to the WPC being asked where all the questions and information
supplied has been used.
Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem to conform to
the same biodiversity and ecology that the rest of the parish has.
There is something drastically wrong with the survey; this is echoed
in Appendix 8 Local Green Spaces section 555: the greater crested
newt zone as reported by Fenny Drayton residents and not by the
WPC report and HDP experts.
The Appendix shows the evaluation of the playing field in Fenny
Drayton (554). Referred to in the Appendix as HBBC Green Space
with many attributes including the possible original site of George
Fox’s cottage, a Medieval Listed monument, and earthworks. Given

HBBC. Sites
without a SHELAA
reference number
were not
previously
submitted to HBBC
but were put
forward as a result
of our ‘Call for
Sites’.
No such
amendment was
made

None

No such
None
amendment was
made
There has been no None
inconsistency in
assessing different
areas of the Plan
Area (parish). As an
example, the Great
Crested Newt
survey was
undertaken by
professional
ecologists; the
reason there are no
records around
Fenny Drayton is
that the ecologists
found no evidence
of GCNs (except,
NB, in the area
674

the high score of 14 outlined in the Appendix, I must raise some
concern and outrage that this playing field was a potential sacrifice
in the scheme proposed by the Parish Council to build over the
playing field!
The Environmental Inventory report also adds considerable weight
to the proposal (see later) that the park in Fenny Drayton should
have Green Space Status and not as currently proposed in the draft
NDP (Open Space).

2499

Appendix
7

Paris
h61

The Parish Council referred the NDP to HBBC to check if a Strategic
Environmental Assessment Screening was required (Nov 2020). The
report by Planet X (HBBC website) para 2.14 & 2.15 conﬁrms that
Fenny Drayton and Ratcliﬀe Culey are identiﬁed as “Rural Hamlets’
and development in these locations will be limited to inﬁll housing
development and the conversion of agricultural buildings to
employment uses. The report also conﬁrms that HBBC Core Strategy
does not identify a housing requirement for any of the other
settlements within the Parish. This raises the ques6on of why the
Parish Council have sought to identify and put forward any sites. The
ownership of the land proposed for development at Witherley needs
to be questioned and clariﬁcation sought as to who proﬁts from the
development.

immediately to its
east). The relative
paucity (it is not
absence) of
biodiversity sites
around FD in
Appendices 7 and 8
and on figure 7 is
that it is
surrounded by
intensively
managed arable
farmland with very
little suitable
habitat (old
pasture, hedges,
ponds, etc.) for
wildlife.
As has been
explained above,
NDPs that allocate
land for residential
development
secure significant
additional powers
to prevent
inappropriate
development in
areas such as
Fenny Drayton
which would
otherwise be
vulnerable to
development as
HBBC cannot
achieve a 5-year
land supply.

None

None

None
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This comment can
be interpreted as
an accusation of
corruption. If it is, it
is refuted in the
strongest terms.

2500

Appendix
7

2501

Appendix
7

Parish6 Para 221 of the Planet X report on HBBC website refers to a site at
fenny Drayton – ‘The Neighbourhood Plan makes provision for a
1
total of around 25 new dwellings in Witherley Parish up to 2036
(Policy H1) in the form of two residential site allocations, one in
Witherley for around 15 dwellings and one in Fenny Drayton for
around 10 dwellings. Any further additional housing will be met
through Policy H2: Settlement Boundaries’. Given the comments in
the Planet X report at para 2.14 & 2.15, why was the proposal in
direct conflict with HBBC Core strategy not identified by Planet X or
HBBC?
Paris
The Ecology survey posted on the Witherley Parish Council website
h61
includes a survey of over 500 fields around the Parish. There is no
reference to this survey in the Planet X report displayed on HBBC
website, nor by YourLocale Consultancy. Were Planet X provided
with a copy of this report to be able to fully assess the need for a
Strategic Environmental Assessment? There seems to be a
discrepancy of some 200 fields being excluded from the information
provided to Planet X. On that basis I question whether Appendix 7
contains a full reflection of the Ecology survey carried out.

No such
amendment was
made.
Because it is not in
direct conflict as
suggested.

PlanitX had access
to all NP
documentation.
The Environmental
Inventory
incorporated the
findings of the
Ecological Survey
into its assessment
of fields.
As a professional
ecologist, David
Nicholls was able
to identify and
exclude sites of low
biodiversity

None

None
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2502

Appendix
7

2503

Appendix
8, page 8

2504

Appendix
10

Parish6 It is concerning to see that in respect of Fenny Drayton, there are
references to residents reporting information rather than it being
1
part of a formal survey. Interestingly this comes mainly from the Feb
2020 meeting – the notes of which were lost and thus could not be
produced in response to a FOI request – yet there are comments in
the Appendix which appear to have come from that meeting? If the
Parish Council have the information why not respond to the FOI
request?
Does Appendix 7 reflect the full Ecology survey carried out? The
references to resident’s evidence might suggest that the information
was not as recorded by their experts. Was Fenny Drayton included in
the full study, and has that information been included?
In Appendix 7 Fenny Drayton and its surrounding land do not seem
to conform to the same biodiversity and ecology that the rest of the
parish has.
Parish Fenny Drayton park and the green space in Rookery close are Not
60
included, they need including and the park designated under Green
belt protection, same as in other villages and hamlets in the parish.
Paris
h61

Important views – the views from Fenny Drayton Park towards
Hartshill Hayes and Mancetter need to be included. These were on
display at the Feb 2020 meeting but have since been removed?
Why?

significance from
his report, which
consequently only
includes sites with
observations etc. of
value to the
inventory and
assessment
process. This is
what he was
commissioned to
do.
This is not so – the None
notes were
analysed by a body
engaged by HBBC
to undertake
consultation on the
NP and these notes
are available on the
PC website and
were taken into
account in
preparing the NP.
All relevant
information from
the Ecological
Survey was
incorporated into
Appendix 7.
They are views
extending beyond
the Plan Area
boundary. The
display was not
part of the formal

None

None
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2505

Appendix
11, page
61

2506

RCC
Stakehold
er Event
Documen
t
(supplem
entary
evidence)

Parish
60

Point 26 Field 501. Appendix 26 list of all species, this is not a
thorough list, see list Page 12.

Parish61 Employees of the utility companies that live in Fenny Drayton
consistently say that this rural hamlet cannot support further
development.
None of the comments I made at the event are recorded! Not sure
how accurate it can be.
The NDP should be a document of information and truth based in
what residents want. Yet there has been a specific attempt to
develop land in Fenny Drayton contrary to HBBC Core policy. My
own view is that the NDP as currently drafted, seems to have a bias
to Witherley. Even though the Fenny Drayton plot was withdrawn

R14 consultation so
changes have
continued to be
made for many
reasons between
Feb 2020 and the
start of this first
formal Regulation
14 consultation.
It is a
comprehensive,
professional
ecologist’s species
list for field 501.
Assessment of the
biodiversity of a
bounded parcel of
land can only be
based on the
species known to
rely on it as a
specific habitat
area, not those in a
general parish list
that pass over
regularly (or
rarely).
Noted. It is HBBC
that is the planning
authority

None

None

Noted

None

It is not contrary to
HBBC Core
Strategy.

None
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Parish61 the document contains inconsistencies which reflect the fact the
land was withdrawn at a late stage (under public pressure).
Currently the draft NDP reflects the last-minute changes to try and
remove the refences to the land at Fenny Drayton.

The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to be an
information gathering exercise by WPC and consultation with
residents. Some Parish Councillors have said the exercise was a
meeting for the NDP Committee to provide information about what
would happen and what we would get. Scant regard being paid to
the fact that most residents in this village are graduates and have
held or hold responsible jobs. The Parish Council’s attitude is
insulting!
This NDP is incomplete. It does not address many of the issue’s
residents have because the Parish Council do not listen or engage
with residents. The few Councillors who do, get critised for so doing.
The NDP does not link to the future. There is no evidence of a plan,
objectives and strategic steps of how to progress e.g., how to obtain
funds to carry out any improvements to the parish.
My view is that the draft NDP is an incomplete, inaccurate and a
somewhat biased document which could leave the Parish vulnerable
to developers in their attempts to build in, or alongside protected
rural hamlets.

It is a shame that
more people did
not come forward
earlier to help
prepare the NDP
rather than letting
others do the work.

None

It was an
opportunity to
share the emerging
policies with the
community and it
achieved this aim.

None

This is refuted. The
PC and the NDP
Committee has
done everything it
can to engage the
local community
and levels of
involvement have
exceeded similar
sized parishes and
also exceeded the
minimum statutory
requirements.

None

Those that chose
not to get involved
cannot in good
conscience say that
they did not have
the opportunity to
do so!
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2507

General

Parish
60

The NDP is supposed to be a truthful, honest; a document of
information and truth, so residents can make educated and
informed observations and choices. This is clearly not the case. The
document still includes certain biases even though the Fenny
Drayton building plot and other related documents have been
removed. In rushing to get this document out it is clear it has not
been proof read or adjusted to ensure it makes sense and contains
truthful, accurate and honest information as per the Nolan
Principles.

2508

General

Parish
60

It is quite clear that this NDP document has not been proof read, we
have found dozens of cases of errors, and where items quoted in
one section are directly opposed in another section or appendix. It is
not fit for purpose

2509

General

Parish
60

2510

General

Parish
60

2511

General

Parish
60

The February 2020 informal consultation was meant to be an
information gathering exercise by WPC, unfortunately it has been
pointed out by parish councillors that it wasn’t for that purpose.
Brian Conway has been quoted as saying it was a meeting to tell the
residents this is what they were going to get in the NDP. The
feedback, comments, objections and proposals or counter
proposals, and all documents; post it notes written by the public
were jettisoned half an hour after the final informal meeting
according to a parish council member.
This NDP is a glossy travel brochure, promising utopia but delivering
nothing. The aims are fairy stories without achievable objectives and
an action plan of how to achieve those objectives. There is nowhere
in this document where they show a planned critical path with
achievable objectives and strategy of how to acquire the funds to
carry out any improvements to the parish. The NDP has a set of
aims with no workable, feasible objectives in the current economic
climate, which means there may never be a set of tools available,
due to the forward economic forecasts for the UK.
The WPC were so busy deciding whether they could manage to fulfil
an NDP, they didn’t think whether they should. They didn’t; weigh

It is not contrary to
HBBC Core
Strategy.
It is a shame that
more people did
not come forward
earlier to help
prepare the NDP
rather than letting
others do the work.
It is a draft
document that is
entirely fit for the
stage in the
process it is at.
This is true – the
consultation was to
share the emerging
policies with
residents.

The NDP is a
planning
document. The
Community Actions
are just that –
actions it is
intended to pursue
in support of the
policies.
The Borough
Council, the

None

None

None

None

None
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up the pros and cons or look at the alternatives available. This NDP
document is the product of that foolishness. An NDP is not the right
policy for a small parish that contains 3 protected rural hamlets with
little or no facilities

2512

General

2513

General
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General

Parish6 A pie crust NDP, easily broken, with no Filling. When it comes to
0
protection from developers and unregulated development it does
nothing.
Parish Many of the studies and much of the work undertaken identify and
60
list much about the parish in the ecology, environment, nature,
history and archaeology sections. At best we have a resource
document that residents can use to quickly gain evidence; either to
endorse or oppose potential building developments; or at worst: an
incomplete, inaccurate and biased document which could benefit
unscrupulous developers in their attempts to build in, or alongside
protected rural hamlets.

Parish6 What has been the total cost of this NDP process? The NDP
0
committee formation, all its actions, the final cost in monetary terms
including: expenses, consultancy fees, printing, clients’ time, IT,

Borough Councillor
representing the
Parish and other
agencies had long
promoted
Neighbourhood
Plans. After
considering all the
evidence, the
Parish Council
unanimously
agreed to pursue
one and the Parish
was formally
designated by
HBBC on 3rd April
2017.
This ill-informed
comment is noted.
It is hard to
understand how
the hours of work
of residents of the
Parish can be
dismissed so
readily by
individuals that
chose not to
become involved in
the process but to
criticize after the
event.
The NDP will help
to protect the
Parish against

None

None

None
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travel, subsistence, post, clerk’s wages etc. This money would have
been better spent giving the rural hamlets a footpath/cycle path to
the Redgate, or a circular path joining all the settlements in safety
useable by disabled scooters, wheelchairs, bicycles, electric bikes
scooters and for people on foot, or play items in the parks or other
projects in the other hamlets and villages.

2515

General

Parish
60

When people of good conscience stand idly by and do nothing that is
when dictatorships are born and oppression the rule of law. The
residents of the hamlet of Fenny Drayton refuse to stand aside and
let these injustices happen or continue.

2516

General

Parish
60

This document is a regurgitation of the facts compiled by the WPC
and its consultants. The art is to take that information, analyse it and
produce a robust plan of how we at least keep the status quo, or at
best plan to increase and improve every area in a positive forward
thinking way.

inappropriate
development for
years to come –
especially in times
such as now where
HBBC cannot
demonstrate a 5year land supply
and its Core
Strategy is
therefore officially
classed as being
out of date and
offering no
protection.
People should think
carefully and
consider what they
wish for.
This is an
None
outrageous
statement.
Unfortunately
some people stood
idly by when they
were asked to
contribute and
chose not to do so.
This is what the
None
NDP has sought to
do and is a positive
document despite
negative and illconsidered
comments from a
682

small number of
residents
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General
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General
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General

Parish
60

Paris
h62

Where is the list of potentially available funding and grants, loans
etc.? Or a list of the stakeholders like
MIRA, ALDI, TNT, English Heritage, National Trust, the Quakers etc.
whose workers are living in the parish.

Traffic calming for Fenny Drayton: make it safe for our children and
grandchildren to walk and cycle: Stop the ‘Rat Run’, solve the
problems of the dangerous junctions.

Parish61 The December 2020 “public consultation “stage has turned into full
blown farce due to the unavailability of the full document for the
residents (only “executive summary” was first presented) and the
original refusal of the WPC/NDP to provide the full document other
than electronically, breaking the Equality law . Logically, the
consultation time should have been extended accordingly.
Fenny Drayton has a large number of elderly and disabled people
who would require large print copies, but it was not done as well.
Just the opposite, the WPC demanded that anybody who wanted a
printed copy had to pay £70 (???). Is this lawful?
In such circumstances, residents have been excluded from the
“discussions”. Why?
Which needs does it serve? Certainly, not residents’ needs.

These will be
pursued with the
Community
Actions.

None

All statutory
stakeholders were
contacted in line
with the
regulations.
Noted. However
None
existing traffic issues
can only be actioned
by LCC Highways
Dept, and not by the
NDP.

This is simply
incorrect.

None
None

The Government
has made it clear
that electronic
copies only of all
NDP documents
have to be
provided at this
stage, so no laws
have been broken.
Furthermore,
everyone had the
opportunity to

None

None
683

comment within
the statutory
minimum periods,
which were
extended by the PC
as a matter of good
practice. They did
not have to do so.

2520

General

Paris
h61

How can you draw up a Neighbourhood Development Plan without a
full survey of all utilities across the parish, ie, water, sewage,
gas,electricity, telephone and Internet and it's potential capacity for
any future Development, and it's present capacity problems and
issues, and what is the critical path and plan to resolve them?

2521

General

Paris
h61

2522

General

Paris
h61

I am very concerned about absence of transparency from the WPC
during the realisation of the NDP including changes to settlement
boundaries. Whose interest do the WPC and the NDP serve –
interest of residents or the interests of property developers?
The WPC seems to have very weird scoring results for the
development proposals if they enhance projects on green fields in
Fenny Drayton and suppress development on brown field sites in
other areas on the parish. This is exactly the opposite of sustainable
development. Again, why? In whose interests did the WPC act with
this NDP?
I would like to strongly protest against how the Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) is being organised and processed by the
Witherley Parish Council (WPC) and request its suspension .
1) This NDP openly goes against government’s Green Policy of
protecting Britain’s green areas and becoming carbon neutral in

The Parish Council
never required
people to pay £70
for a copy of the
NDP. This is
misinformation.
Because this is not
the remit of a NDP
– these issues will
be considered at
planning
application stage.
The progress of the
NDP was
transparent

See Policy H2

None

None

None
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General

General

near future. I request that the Green Policy and an Open
Countryside policy to protect all the fields in the parish be included
in any present or future NDP. Indeed, despite several requests from
the residents to include an Open Countryside policy in the NDP to
protect our unique rural surroundings , the policy is still missing
from the plan. Why has the plan pushed primarily for building on
green fields where there are no facilities instead of developing
existing brown sites if really needed?
People of Fenny Drayton also know that there are bats feeding
areas adjacent to the village. Why are breeding/roosting sites not
investigated and fully identified? This should have been done
already across the parish.
Parish62 The park is demonstrably special because the Fenny Drayton
community use it for community events as well as for individual
enjoyment/wellbeing. The park is in very close proximity to village
and the adjacent field is reasonably accessible for most, having two
public footpaths with no stiles.
Apparently, Dog Cottages (rear, facing the field) is the reputed
location of the birthplace of George Fox (rear of Dog Cottages). The
area has historical significance.

Parish
60

The DM4 HBBC Site Allocations document on the HBBC website
(especially 13.2 wording) is all that protects Fenny Drayton currently.
The Neighbourhood Development Plan offers no similar protections
to all the fields and hedgerows around Fenny Drayton, and some
paragraphs highlighted in the Executive Summary can be interpreted
to permit phases of building development next to the protected
settlement boundary.
Note, as well as arguing for protected Local green Space status and
Open Countryside policy (‘FD being surrounded by prairie farmland
has stripped land of hedgerows and trees’) (see Appendix 11 of Plan)
the points further raises questions about the fundamental integrity
of site assessments by the NDP Housing Group and Steering
Committee which placed Fenny Drayton above brown field site in
Witherley village

Noted

None

We will amend the
NP on receipt of
confirmed
information.
Opinions are
currently divided.
See Policy H2.

None

None

The SSA scoring
processes have
been made
available.
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General

Parish
60
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General

Parish
60

2527

Exec
Summary

Parish
60

2528

The word development is an important word in this NDP document.
It means evolution, progress, growth, and elaboration: in every
aspect of the parish in order to give a better quality of life for all its
residents from: the simplest protections for nature, to eco-friendly
projects and its needs to gain amenities for all, to improve the
quality of life for everything that lives in the parish, not just
development of homes for Homo Sapiens. Development doesn’t just
mean development of Rural Housing.
Neighbourhood planning is not a legal requirement but a right which
communities in England can choose to use. Communities may decide
that they could achieve the outcomes they want to see through
other planning routes, such as incorporating their proposals for the
neighbourhood into the local plan, or through other planning
mechanisms such as Local Development Orders and supplementary
planning documents or through pre-application consultation on
development proposals. Communities and local planning authorities
should discuss the different choices communities have to achieving
their ambitions for their neighbourhood. When Did We Have Any
Discussions or Choice?
The Witherley Parish Council Neighbourhood Development Plan
Executive Summary should; form part of the main NDP document;
be a clear concise precis of the full document and should be an
accurate summary of all salient points.

The Executive Summary indicates significant gaps in the preparation
of the NDP; the sloppy preparation renders the document unfit for
purpose.

Agreed. The NDP
covers much more
than just housing.

None

This was
considered at PC
meetings and
recorded as such.

None

The Executive
Summary is a part
of the NP process
but it is not a
formal part of the
Regulation 14
Consultation
because its
purpose is to
summarise the NP.
The Consultation
Statement
describes the
process
undertaken in
detail.

None

None
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2530

2531

2532

Page 4 Policy H4 – does not impact on the amenity of neighbours:
sewage, water, electricity and rads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey of these
needs have been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.
Page 5 Introduction: paragraph 6, button point 1 should read “Have
full regard for National Policy” button point 3. of the basic
conditions needs to change to: conforms with HBBC local core
strategy
The Executive summary sent out to all residents as part of the
process was incorrect yet the WPC still decided to send it out. This
has caused confusion for the residents especially as Councillor
Conway at the meeting of the 10th December 2020 stated that the
executive summary did not form part of the NDP consultation
process.
Where is the Bibliography of Sources used in the document?
Where are the names of those contributors and who has written
what?
Who is attributed to collecting which information?
Who was in each theme group?
Who was tasked to do what?
What issues arose from those actions?
What brief was each theme group working to?
Who was the final arbiter and editor?
·
What decision making process did they follow to include or
exclude information gathered?
The Executive Summary sent out to all residents as part of the
process has caused confusion for the residents: Councillor Conway
at the meeting on 10th December 2020 indicated that the Executive
Summary did not form part of the NDP consultation process AFTER it
had already been distributed and already THREE WEEKS INTO THE
CONSULTATION PROCESS PERIOD OF ONLY SEVEN WEEKS (including
Christmas and New Year).
The Executive Summary contradicts itself concerning housing sites
(none of which are actually required), demonstrating sloppy and

These matters will
be dealt with at
planning
application stage.
This is a statutory
requirement and
cannot be changed.

None

It does not. This
statement was
correct. Comments
are sought on the
NDP.

None

See responses to
374 - 743

It does not. This
statement was
correct. Comments
are sought on the
NDP.

None

This refers to the
difference between
housing allocations

None
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2533

2534

hurried preparation, rendering the document of poor quality and
unfit for purpose.

and housing
requirements.

The Executive Summary contradicts the HBBC Core Strategy (full
NDP draft needs to be completely rewritten because of the similar
contradictions it contains).
The consultation process is profoundly flawed: residents have
NEVER received any notice of withdrawal of the Executive Summary
from Witherley Parish Council and its replacement by other means
signalled by a circular letter to all household. There was just the
statement by Cllr Conway.

There are no
contradictions.

None

The consultation
process has
significantly
exceeded the
minimum statutory
requirements.
Not sure what
point is being made
here.
This is not so – the
notes were
analysed by a body
engaged by HBBC
to undertake
consultation on the
NP and these notes
are available on the
PC website and
were taken into
account in
preparing the NP.
Not true. This site
achieved the
highest ranking in
the SSA. The
identity of the
landowner is
immaterial.
The date will be
changed to 2039
which is the new

None

2535

Page 2 paragraph 1 - Housing and Built Environment: development
will inevitably take place

2536

Page 2 line 2: make comments on the plan; where are the
comments that were made at that February 2020 informal
consultation? Residents have made a Freedom of Information
requests to the Parish Council for them, these have been ignored. A
complaint has been sent to the Information Commissioners Office
regarding this.

2537

Page 2 point 3 paragraph 3: The first site is the former Atherstone
Hunt Kennels. This is not the site scoring highest in the SSA
document point 5.5 page 7 and goes against their own statement on
page 7 SSA point 5.5. So which site is the most appropriate? And
why should they be choosing a site going against the matrix and
scoring table?

2538

Page 2 paragraph three: to be realised by 2036, Different dates are
used and shown in the full NDP document, which date is the correct
one? Needs to be changed and achieve consistency.

None

None

None

None
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2539

Page 2, paragraph 5, ensure that development is appropriate,
sympathetic This is clearly against HBBC Core Strategy stating; no
Development is required in Witherley parish until 2036.

2540

Page 2, paragraph 6 - These are the ways in which the vision shall be
realised: Internet Access/High Speed connections are missing as
important tools for powering local sustainability. And there are no
methods, objectives and outline timetable to meet the points. This
is a wish list.

2541

Page 2, paragraph 6, How will you achieve these points? Where are
the objectives to achieve these points? What methods will you use
to achieve these points.

2542

Page 2 point 3 Housing and Built environment, paragraph 1:
development will inevitably take place up to 2036; this goes against
the HBBC Core Strategy the HDP housing needs survey. Does it
show a covert plan by the WPC and the NDP is to ensure
inappropriate development using land owned by parish councillors,
in protected green belt areas in protected rural hamlets, against
National and HBBC Core strategy recommendations.
Page 3 Paragraph 2 Policy H2 Smaller settlements (Atterton and
Ratcliffe Culey) are protected. Fenny Drayton is also covered as a
Protected Rural Hamlet so why is it not included here? This clearly
contradicts the HBBC Core Strategy document.

2543

date recently
identified by HBBC
for the new Local
Plan.
The Core Strategy
evidence has been
updated. There is
now a requirement
for 118 dwellings
across Witherley
up to 2039.
The narrative
explains how the
vision is to be
delivered, and this
is followed up by
the policies and
community actions
themselves.
The planning
policies and
community actions
deliver the vision
The allocated site is
not in the
ownership of a
Parish Councillor.

Because Fenny
Drayton is
mentioned above
this reference.
There is no
contradiction.

None

None

None

None

None
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2544

2545

The confusion is made worse by contradictions between the
Executive Summary and the NDP draft which the ES is supposed to
represent accurately - otherwise why was it distributed to gain valid
feedback from the parish as the primary Regulation 14 consultation
means?
One significant example: ES Page 2 Paragraph three: to be realised
by 2036, Different dates are used and shown in the full NDP draft so
which date should be used?
The Executive Summary indicates significant gaps in the preparation
of the NDP; the sloppy preparation renders the document unfit for
purpose.
Page 4 Policy H4 - does not impact on the amenity of neighbours:
sewage, water, electricity and roads cannot take any further
development without massive upgrades, and no survey of these
needs have been carried out in the preparation of this NDP
document.

2546

Page 4 Policy H4 Windfall Development - These include being within
the Settlement Boundaries or adjacent to the Settlement boundary.
There is NO requirement for windfall development adjacent to
settlement boundaries and this will lead to totally unacceptable
unnecessary development as a domino effect for planning
permissions.

2547

Page 4 Policy H4, paragraph 3: character of its villages with the need
for it to grow, this goes directly again against the HBBC Core
Strategy and Housing needs report showing Negative population
growth of 6% and the number of dwellings increasing by 13%.
Page 5 Policy ENV1 Local Green Spaces paragraph 1 - protected from
inappropriate development in perpetuity. Why is Fenny Drayton
Park alone missing from the Local Green Spaces? All the other WPC
park/playgrounds are protected by being classified as Local Green
Spaces. Fenny Drayton should be the same – park and Rookery

2548

The Executive
Summary was
designed to draw
attention to the full
NDP which was the
document on
which comments
were requested
The Consultation
Statement
describes the
process
undertaken in
detail.
These matters will
be dealt with at
planning
application stage.
This is a positive
policy to help
shape appropriate
residential
development. The
purpose of the NDP
is not to block all
development.
It does not conflict
with the Core
Strategy.
The Open Space
did not score highly
enough to qualify
as a LGS

None

None

None

None

None
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2549

2550

2551

2552

2553

Close green space becoming Local Green Spaces. Also the map
shown on Page 5 part of Fenny Drayton is missing, so that all the
sites cannot be seen
Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels churchyard Fenny
Drayton. The ES and the NDP draft protect the space occupied by
dead Fenny Drayton residents but do nothing for the living ones…
Page 5 Policy ENV1 paragraph 2: and All Angels churchyard Fenny
Drayton the churchyard is recorded as a Local Green Space yet the
park and the green space in Rookery Close in Fenny Drayton are
missing.
Page 6 point 5 Community Sustainability paragraph 2 Policy CA2:
supports the development of additional or enhanced facilities. Fenny
Drayton only has one facility the Park, going to be lost in order to
provide access for inappropriate development. The WPC in the NDP
are asking for powers to be able to relocate it. Not what the NDP is
supposed to be doing, it is supposed to be enhancing Facilities. This
NDP again shows it is only written for one purpose housing
development, at any cost to the parish.
Page 6 Important Views policy ENV10: The Fenny Drayton view from
the park has been moved to the bottom of the field WHEREAS the
park view at the Feb 2020 consultation was at the highest elevation
(top); the second view from the park and the corner on Drayton
Lane towards Atterton is also missing. This alteration of residents’
evidence is totally unacceptable and HAS BEEN NOTICED. The
original information and maps must be restored.

Page 6 Policy ENV11: footpaths and cycle ways that connect to
village service; Fenny Drayton to Witherley and Fenny Drayton to
the A5 Redgate junction need to be included.

Noted.

None

The space did not
score highly
enough.

None

The park is not
going to be lost and
is identified as an
Important Open
Space.

None

They are views
extending beyond
the Plan Area
boundary. The
display was not
part of the formal
R14 consultation so
changes have
continued to be
made for many
reasons between
Feb 2020 and the
start of this first
formal Regulation
14 consultation.
The Parish Council
has previously
discussed such a

None

None
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2555

2556

Page 7 Policy TR1: designed to minimise traffic generation and
movement, incorporate sufficient off road parking. The Fenny
Drayton proposed site would have generated up to 100 extra cars
attempting to access Drayton Lane from Drayton Close, at a
notoriously dangerous junction, against its own policies in the NDP.
Page 7 Policy TR1 paragraph 1: improvements to site access and the
highway network, a proposal of making Drayton Lane a no through
road; with a barrier between the entrance to Drayton Barns Self
Storage site and Drayton Close is being proposed to eliminate the
Rat run through the village and remove the issues around 4
dangerous junctions, the A5 and Drayton Lane junction, the A444
with Old Forge Lane, the A444 with George Fox Lane and the
junctions of Church Lane Drayton Close with Drayton Lane, this
proposal will be asked to be included in this NDP document.
Page 7 point 7 Community Actions paragraph 1: see point above
regarding closing off Drayton Lane as a through road.

2557

Page 8 point 7 Community Actions point 1: What about the
feasibility of creating a footpath/cycle path from Fenny Drayton to
the A5 Redgate junction, so residents can access the facilities of
Nuneaton and Hinckley?

2558

Page 8 Point 7 Community Actions Second paragraph: Community
actions will only be progressed if there are sufficient members of the

proposal with the
responsible agency
(LCC Highways)
who are unwilling
to undertake such
a scheme due to
cost/logistics.
This is based on
inaccurate
information and
would not have
been the case.
This should be
directed to the
Highways Authority
who have
responsibility for
such issues.

None

None

Noted

None

The Parish Council
has previously
discussed such a
proposal with the
responsible agency
(LCC Highways)
who are unwilling
to undertake such
a scheme due to
cost/logistics.
This will no doubt
form part of the
Community Action

None

None
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community willing to engage, why are there no action to see if there
are any funds/grants available to have this work done properly.
2559

2560

Page 8 Final Line: There are No details on this document showing an
address or email address for anyone to reply to, if they are unable to
access the internet or the website. An oversight for a Public
Consultation Document and is against advice from HBBC and
contrary to the DDA the ICO guidelines and the Local Government
Guidelines 2019.
Parish61 At a Parish Council meeting on the 10/12/20 this document was said
to no longer form part of the NDP Consultation. This document was
sent by the Parish Council and for some residents is the only
reference point they have as they do not have internet access.
At publication, the document still referred to the site in Fenny
Drayton which was subsequently withdrawn by the landowner (also
a Parish Councillor). There has been no formal communication of
this to residents by the Parish Council. It is not even recorded in the
minutes so if correct, how are residents expected to know?
I very much doubt that a document sent to residents can be
arbitrarily excluded from the consultation process on the say so of
one Parish Councillor. As it has been relied upon by residents, I
would suggest that the Parish Council are ‘Estopped’ from seeking to
exclude the document from the NDP process. This document should
form part of the NDP process as it highlights the poor consultation
that has taken place and additionally the way in which the process
for the NDP was managed to try and accommodate the Fenny
Drayton site, despite the settlement having hamlet status.

The responses
were sought
through the formal
Regulation 14
consultation.

None

The Executive
Summary is part of
the NDP process
but not part of the
Regulation 14
consultation which
is solely the NDP
itself and
associated
documents. It is
the NDP upon
which comments
are sought. The
Consultation
Statement
describes the
process of
engaging the
community in full.

None
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