
	Insert Logo
	

South Warwickshire Local Plan 2025-2050
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Please return this form by 23:59pm on Tuesday 8th September 2026 to South Warwickshire Local PlanTeam, Stratford-upon-Avon District, Elizabeth House, Church Street, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwickshire, CV37 6HX
You can send the form via email to: swlp@warwickdc.gov.uk

	
Privacy Statement – PLEASE READ
All comments are published together with names and (where applicable) organisations; therefore, all comments are publicly available and attributable. We will only share personal data in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and the UK General Data Protection Regulations. For further information please see the Council’s Privacy Policy and Strategic Planning Privacy Notice:

	
This form has two parts –
Part A – Representor’s details:  Need only be completed once. Ensure all emails or postal submissions include one Part A form or include this information in the email/letter.
Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make, by using the Copy and Paste functions.


	[bookmark: _Toc364432883]Part A


	These are the details that will be used for all future correspondence, unless otherwise advised in writing.


	1. Personal Details*
	
	
	
	
	
	2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
	

	*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if applicable)
boxes below but complete the full contact details of the agent in 2.

	

	Title
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	First Name
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Last Name
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Job Title
	
	
	
	

	(where relevant)
	
	

	Organisation
	
	
	
	

	(where relevant)
	
	

	Address Line 1
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Line 2
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Line 3
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Line 4
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Post Code
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	Telephone Number
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	E-mail Address
	
	
	
	

	(where relevant)
	
	



Further contact

Please note that by completing and submitting this questionnaire, you are consenting to being kept informed of further formal stages of the South Warwickshire Local Plan, including all matters relating to the Local Plan Examination following submission. Please ensure you have read and understood the Privacy Statement on our website.

	If you do not consent to being kept informed of further formal stages, please mark the box:
	X




Use of Artificial Intelligence-(AI)


If you have used AI to assist you in writing the representation or if you have used AI to summarise your response, please tick the relevant box.

	I have used AI to write the full representation
	




	I have used AI to summarise the full representation
	




	I have used AI to write and summarise the full representation
	Partially




	I have not used AI to in preparing my representation
	




			
	Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation


	
Name and (where relevant) organisation (to match Part A):


	


	
1. To which part of the Local Plan or submission documents does this representation relate?

	
Please mark the appropriate box

	

	Paragraph
e.g. ‘4.35’
	8.2 LMA
	Policy
e.g.
‘Policy ID.1’
	
	Policies Map
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sustainability
Appraisal
	
	Habitats
Regulations
Assessment
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

	2.1 Legally compliant

	Yes
	
	    No
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2.2 Sound

	Yes
	
	    No
	X


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	






	
3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is not sound. Please provide the response in 500 words.

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan, please also use this box to set out your comments.


	Combined Regulation 19 Response Pack – Using Reg 18 vs Reg 19 Evidence
RESPONSE 1 — Unjustified Change in Strategy (Reg 18 → Reg 19)
Tests of Soundness: Not Justified (NPPF §31, §35)
The Regulation 19 version of Proposal LMA is materially different from the version consulted on at Regulation 18. Reg 18 described LMA as a Garden Village‑scale expansion of existing permissions. Reg 19 redefines LMA as a town‑scale new settlement requiring major strategic infrastructure.
The council provides no proportionate evidence explaining:
3. why the scale increased
4. why the settlement form changed
5. why Garden Village principles were abandoned
6. why constraints identified at Reg 18 are now downplayed
7. why LMA is now preferred over other strategic options
This is a direct breach of NPPF §31, which requires proportionate evidence to justify the strategy.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Overall role, Scale, Settlement identity, Strategic status, Evidence base.
RESPONSE 2 — Failure to Assess Reasonable Alternatives
Tests of Soundness: Not Justified (NPPF §33, §35)
Reg 18 presented multiple strategic options:
Hatton
Gaydon/Lighthorne
Urban extensions
Dispersed growth
Other new settlement locations
Reg 19 selects LMA as a major strategic site but does not provide a comparative assessment explaining:
· why LMA’s constraints are preferable
· why other options were rejected
· how LMA performs better in transport, landscape, or infrastructure terms
This is a breach of NPPF §33, which requires a justified spatial strategy and assessment of reasonable alternatives.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Strategic status, Reasonable alternatives, Evidence base.
RESPONSE 3 — Inconsistency in Transport Evidence and Assumptions
Tests of Soundness: Not Justified, Not Effective (NPPF §§104–110)
Reg 18 assumed incremental transport improvements. Reg 19 requires major strategic transport interventions, including:
· Stratford bypass (ID.4)
· Major junction upgrades
· New access roads
· Public transport corridors
· Strategic active travel networks
Yet no transport modelling has been published to demonstrate:
· feasibility
· deliverability
· cost
· phasing
· impact on the B4632, Campden Road, or Stratford’s southern approaches
This contradicts Reg 18 and fails NPPF §§104–110.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Transport assumptions, Transport evidence, Public transport, Active travel, Road network constraints.
RESPONSE 4 — Loss of Garden Village Identity and Increased Coalescence Risk
Tests of Soundness: Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF §127–130, §174)
Reg 18 emphasised:
· retaining Garden Village identity
· protecting settlement character
· avoiding coalescence
· maintaining landscape separation
Reg 19 abandons these principles and proposes a town‑scale settlement that risks:
· coalescence with Long Marston village
· coalescence with Meon Vale
· loss of rural landscape character
· erosion of settlement identity
This contradicts NPPF §127–130 (character and identity) and §174 (landscape protection).
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Settlement identity, Landscape sensitivity, Coalescence risk, Green infrastructure.
RESPONSE 5 — Infrastructure Requirements Changed Without Evidence
Tests of Soundness: Not Effective (NPPF §35)
Reg 18 assumed:
· limited additional infrastructure
· modest school expansion
· minor utilities upgrades
· incremental transport improvements
Reg 19 requires:
· multiple new schools
· major wastewater upgrades
· strategic utilities investment
· extensive green infrastructure networks
· major transport interventions
Yet the plan provides:
· no funded delivery plan
· no phasing triggers
· no viability evidence
· no infrastructure-first guarantees
This makes the allocation not effective.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Schools, Wastewater, Utilities, Green infrastructure, Deliverability, Infrastructure-first approach.
RESPONSE 6 — Masterplanning Inconsistency and Conflict with Existing Permissions
Tests of Soundness: Not Effective (NPPF §128–134)
Reg 18 assumed the existing Garden Village masterplan would continue. Reg 19 requires:
· a new masterplan
· a new design code
· integration of existing permissions
· redesign of settlement structure
This creates:
· conflict with approved layouts
· uncertainty for developers
· risk of delay
· risk of redesign
· inconsistency in place-making
This undermines effectiveness and contradicts NPPF §128–134.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Masterplanning, Deliverability, Evidence base.
RESPONSE 7 — Evidence Base Not Proportionate or Robust
Tests of Soundness: Not Justified (NPPF §31)
Reg 19 introduces:
· a new settlement scale
· new infrastructure requirements
· new transport interventions
· new masterplanning obligations
But does not provide:
· updated HELAA analysis
· updated transport modelling
· updated landscape assessment
· updated wastewater capacity evidence
· updated deliverability testing
This fails NPPF §31, which requires a proportionate and robust evidence base.
Evidence used: Comparison table rows: Evidence base, Transport evidence, Wastewater, Deliverability.
CONCLUSION — Combined Soundness Case
Using the comparison table as evidence, the Regulation 19 version of Proposal LMA is:
· Not Justified
· Not Effective
· Not Consistent with National Policy


Comparison Table Regulations 18 to 19
		Topic
	Regulation 18 – Preferred Options (Summary)
	Regulation 19 – Publication Version (Summary)

	Overall role of LMA
	Treated as a Garden Village‑scale expansion of existing permissions.
	Recast as a town‑scale new settlement and major strategic growth location.

	Scale of development
	Modest additional growth; incremental expansion.
	Large new community; thousands of homes; major infrastructure required.

	Settlement identity
	Strong emphasis on retaining Garden Village identity and village‑scale character.
	Garden Village identity effectively abandoned; LMA becomes a standalone new town.

	Strategic status
	Not the preferred strategic growth option; secondary to other options (Hatton, Gaydon/Lighthorne, urban extensions).
	Elevated to a primary strategic site without clear justification.

	Transport assumptions
	Only incremental transport improvements assumed; no strategic interventions.
	Requires major strategic transport schemes (bypass, junction upgrades, new access roads).

	Transport evidence
	Constraints acknowledged; no modelling required at this stage.
	No modelling published; yet large interventions assumed essential.

	Public transport
	Limited expectations; reliance on existing bus services.
	Requires new public transport corridors and enhanced bus networks.

	Active travel
	Basic walking/cycling improvements.
	Strategic active travel networks required across the settlement.

	Road network constraints
	B4632 and Campden Road recognised as constrained.
	Same constraints remain, but now expected to support a town‑scale settlement.

	Wastewater & utilities
	Minor upgrades assumed; constraints noted.
	Major wastewater upgrades required; capacity not evidenced.

	Schools & education
	No new secondary school assumed; limited primary expansion.
	Multiple new schools required; major education infrastructure.

	Green infrastructure
	Standard Garden Village green corridors.
	Extensive strategic green infrastructure networks required.

	Landscape sensitivity
	Landscape constraints highlighted; coalescence concerns noted.
	Landscape constraints downplayed; buffers not defined; coalescence risk increased.

	Coalescence risk
	Clear risk identified between Long Marston village and Meon Vale.
	Risk remains but is not addressed with spatial buffers or policy safeguards.

	Masterplanning
	Existing Garden Village masterplan assumed to continue.
	Entirely new masterplan and design code required; conflicts with existing permissions.

	Deliverability
	Considered deliverable as a modest expansion.
	Deliverability now uncertain due to reliance on unfunded strategic infrastructure.

	Infrastructure-first approach
	Not central to Reg 18 concept.
	Reg 19 requires infrastructure-first but provides no binding triggers.

	Reasonable alternatives
	Multiple alternatives presented and consulted on.
	Alternatives not reassessed; LMA chosen without comparative justification.

	Evidence base
	Early-stage evidence; constraints acknowledged.
	Evidence base does not justify the major shift in scale or strategy.




















(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary.  Please provide a summary of any attachments, such as supplementary evidence, submitted alongside your representation.)

	

4.  Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters you have identified at 3 above.  You will need to say why each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.

It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.


	
The plan must be modified to:
1. Publish full evidence justifying the change from Reg 18 to Reg 19.
2. Reassess reasonable alternatives.
3. Provide full transport modelling.
4. Provide a funded infrastructure delivery plan.
5. Reinstate Garden Village identity or reduce the scale.
6. Resolve masterplan conflicts.
7. Reassess deliverability.
Without these modifications, Proposal LMA remains unsound.










(Continue on a separate sheet /expand box if necessary.  Please provide a summary of any attachments, such as supplementary evidence, submitted alongside your representation)

	
Please note:  In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your suggested modification(s).  You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination.


	5. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

	

	
	
	No, I do not wish to
participate in
hearing session(s)
	
	Yes, I wish to participate in
hearing session(s)

	
Please note: While this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing sessions(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate.


	6.  If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be necessary:


	












	
Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate in
hearing session(s).  You may be asked to confirm your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination.



