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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’
	DS. 2 – 4
ID policies
BN policies
	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.


	
Regulation 19 Representation – Inconsistencies Between Reg 18 Preferred Options and Reg 19 (Proposal LMA)
Tests of Soundness: Not Justified • Not Effective • Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF §31, §33, §35)
1. Summary of Representation
I object to Proposal LMA – Long Marston Airfield New Community on the grounds that the Regulation 19 version is materially inconsistent with the earlier Regulation 18 Preferred Options consultation, and the plan fails to justify these changes as required by NPPF §31 and §35.
The Preferred Options presented a different scale, role, and spatial strategy for LMA. The Regulation 19 version introduces a town‑scale new settlement, significantly larger and more complex than the concept consulted on at Reg 18.
The plan does not provide proportionate evidence explaining:
· why the strategy changed
· why alternatives were rejected
· why constraints identified at Reg 18 are now downplayed
· how the new scale aligns with infrastructure capacity
· how the new settlement form remains deliverable
This lack of justification renders the allocation unsound.
2. Relevant SWLP References
· Regulation 18 Preferred Options Consultation Document (strategic growth options)
· Proposal LMA – Section 8.2 in the Reg 19 PDF 
· DS.2–DS.4 (spatial strategy and strategic sites)
· ID policies (infrastructure delivery)
· BN policies (landscape, biodiversity, environmental net gain)
3. Failure of Soundness – Not Justified (NPPF §31, §35)
3.1 Unexplained change in settlement scale
At Regulation 18, LMA was presented as:
· a Garden Village‑scale expansion
· a moderate growth option
· a settlement with limited infrastructure requirements
At Regulation 19, LMA is re‑presented as:
· a town‑scale new community
· requiring major strategic transport interventions
· requiring multiple schools
· requiring significant wastewater upgrades
· creating potential coalescence with Long Marston village and Meon Vale
This is a fundamental change in the nature of the site.
The plan does not explain:
· why the Garden Village concept was abandoned
· why a town‑scale settlement is now preferred
· why this change is justified in planning terms
· why constraints identified at Reg 18 are now considered manageable
This is a clear breach of NPPF §31, which requires proportionate evidence to justify the strategy.
3.2 Failure to explain rejection of reasonable alternatives
At Regulation 18, the council consulted on multiple strategic options, including:
· Hatton
· Gaydon/Lighthorne
· Urban extensions
· Other dispersed growth options
The Regulation 19 version 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
· why such a poorly situated site is the preferred option
· how LMA performs better than other sites in transport, landscape, or infrastructure terms
This fails NPPF §33 and §35, which require a justified spatial strategy and assessment of reasonable alternatives.
3.3 Failure to address Reg 18 consultation feedback
Significant concerns raised at Regulation 18 included:
· transport capacity
· coalescence risks
· landscape sensitivity
· infrastructure deliverability
· Garden Village identity
· wastewater constraints
The Regulation 19 version does not address these concerns with new evidence. Instead, it expands the scale of development without resolving the issues raised.
This undermines the plan’s justification and effectiveness.
4. Failure of Soundness – Not Effective (NPPF §35)
4.1 Infrastructure assumptions changed without evidence
At Regulation 18, LMA’s infrastructure requirements were modest.
At Regulation 19, LMA requires:
· major junction upgrades
· strategic transport schemes
· new public transport corridors
· multiple schools
· wastewater treatment expansion
· significant electricity supply infrastructure
· significant potable water supply infracstructure
· extensive green infrastructure networks
Yet the plan provides no funded delivery plan, no phasing triggers, and no evidence that these interventions are achievable.
This makes the allocation not effective.
5. Failure of Soundness – Not Consistent with National Policy (NPPF §31, §33, §35)
The unexplained shift from a Garden Village‑scale concept to a town‑scale settlement conflicts with:
· NPPF §31 (proportionate evidence)
· NPPF §33 (justified spatial strategy)
· NPPF §35 (soundness tests)
The plan does not demonstrate that the new settlement form:
· protects settlement identity (NPPF §127–130)
· avoids coalescence (NPPF §174)
· is deliverable within infrastructure constraints (NPPF §§104–110)
· is supported by a robust evidence base (NPPF §31)













(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.


	6. Requested Modifications
Modification 1 – Publish a full justification for the change from Reg 18 to Reg 19
This must include:
· comparative assessment of alternatives
· explanation of why LMA’s scale increased
· evidence supporting the new settlement form
· updated transport and infrastructure modelling
Modification 2 – Reassess LMA against Reg 18 constraints
Including:
· transport capacity
· landscape sensitivity
· coalescence risks
· wastewater limitations
· Garden Village principles
Modification 3 – Provide a funded infrastructure delivery plan
Including:
· transport interventions
· schools
· utilities
· wastewater upgrades
· green infrastructure networks
Modification 4 – Reconsider the scale of LMA
If evidence cannot justify the change, the allocation should be:
· reduced
· rephased
· or replaced with less constrained alternatives
7. Conclusion
Proposal LMA is unsound because the Regulation 19 version is materially inconsistent with the Regulation 18 Preferred Options consultation, and the plan fails to justify these changes as required by NPPF §31, §33, and §35.
The requested modifications are necessary to ensure the plan is justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.












(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.



