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Richard Hancox,
Chair of Stoneleigh& Ashow Parish Council

Dear Richard,

r6.2.16

I am enclosing a petition which every resident on The Bank has sigred,
for consideration, please, at the next Parish Council meeting, in March. It
is presumably, ultimately, a WDC/WCC matter but we would welcome
your support in this.

Essentially we are increasingly concemed about the danger of exiting
from our adopted road in front ofThe Bank's houses, and noticed after a
couple of near-miss accidents that the SLOW sign painted on the tarmac
on the bend is hardly visible. Surely at the very least something needs to
be done about this.

Our concems are printed on the attached petitions, anyway. lt might well
"t'eed in" to other discussions the PC is having about traffic issues.

We should be glad to discuss any of our concems with you or indeed
other members of the PC.

Very many thanks

Sheila
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Slow sign and Tratfic issues affecting safety,
The Bank, Stoneleigh.

To the Chairman and Members of Stoneleigh & Ashow Parish Council.
February 2016

We the undersigned residents of The Bank wish to bring to the at-
tention of both the Parish Council, [and through them lhe responsible de-
partments of the Highwap Authorityl, our concern for action to be taken to
deal with the following issues.

1.Slow Sign on the Birmlngham Road, precedlng The Bank.

We, the residents of The Bank are increasingly concemed about the dan-
ger of exiting the adopted road in front of our houses, in order to join the main
road. We have to face oncoming traffic from the Birmingham Road on a blind
bend. This is already hazardous, and increased volume and speed of traffic is
making it more so. There have been several recent incidents of "near misses"
both to cars and pedestrians.
It is clear from the attached picture that the "Slovr/' sign painted on the road
requires re-painting. ln addition the road sign itself might benefit lrom having
the words "Concealed entrance" added below.

Re-opening of the pedestrian access to 9a, The Bank will,we feel, soon
add to the potential danger to both pedestrians and vehicles using The Bank.

2. Resurlacing ol The Bank.
As predicted, [and adMsed in March 2015 to Balfour Beatty acting on

behalf of Wanryickshire County Councill, the Specification of Works issued
failed to recognise the original surface was laid to a fall into a kerb line of
granite sets. These sets have, for years, been used as a simple edge to the
original cambered surface, which is now llat and floods parts of the grass
bank, rather than drain down to the road. Proper re instatement of the raised
granite sets along the length of The Bank is now requested, to assist
drainage and protect the grass verge.

ln addition it is clear other areas of the village have suffered extensive
damage to both existing granite set kerbs [an intrinsic part of the Conserva-
tion Area characterl, and grassed areas of Village Green, now held by
Stoneleigh Parish under the Commons registration Act.

3.Traffic and Parking
(i)The increase in traffic through Stoneleigh due to surrounding devel-

opment schemes is unlikely to reduce, hence planners, and those consider-
ing planning applications, need to ensure there is no further reduction and
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Slow sign and Tratfic issues affecting safety,
The Bank, Stoneleigh.

erosion of existing on srte paking in favour ol residential extensions. Such
extensions, in themselves, increase residential occupancy and thus potential
car owning resident numbers.
(ii) The danger of exiting The Bank is already leading to some ol its residents
opling for on-street parking instoad, thus exacerbating parking ditficulties
around The Green. A safer means of exit would help solve this problem.

Signed NumberThe Bank.
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Slow sign and Tratfic issues affecting safety,
The Bank, Stoneleigh.

erosion ol existing on sib parking in favour of residential extensions. Such
extensions, in themselves, increase residential occupancy and thus potential
car owning resident numbers.
(ii) The danger of exiting The Bank is already leading to some of its residents
opting for on-street parking instead, thus exacerbating parking difficulties
around The Green. A safer means of exit would help solve this problem.

Signed
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Number The Bank.
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Slow sign and Tratfic issues affecting safety,
The Bank, Stoneleigh.

erosion of existing on site pakingin favour of residential extensions. Such
extensions, in themselves, increase residential octupancy and thus potential
car owning resident numbers.
(ii) The danger of exiting The Bank is already leading to some of its residents
opting lor on-street pa*ing instead, thus exacerbating pa*ing difliculties
around The Green. A safer me€uns of exil would help solve this problem.
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Signed Number The Bank.
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Smaller Authoritics' Audit Appointments Limited 27 Januaty 2076

Dear Colleague.

EXTERNAL AUDIT FOR SMALLER AUTHORITIES

Further to my letter of 18 Decembet 2015, I am writing to give you some more
detailed rnformation to help your authority to decide whether or not to opt out of the
external audit arrangements that Smaller Authorities' Audit Appointments Limited
(SAAA) is putting in place. These arrangements will take effect from 1 April2017.

As stated in my earlier letter, the deadline for making a decision to opt out is 31

March 2016-

Background

Under the Local Audit (Smaller Authorities) Regulations 2015 ('the Regulations')
(htto://www.leqislation.qov. uldu kdsi/2015/97801 1 1 1261O3/pdfsi ukdsi 9780111126'10
3 en.odf), SAr'vA is required to make audit arrangements for all smaller authorities

other than those that have given notice that they wish to make their own

arrangements. The SAAA scheme will therefore cover all authorities that have not

formally decided to opt out. Authorities covered by the SAAA scheme are referred to

as'opted-in' authorities.

By law, every authority will still have to complete and publish an annual financial

return irrespective of whether it is opted-in or opted-out. This requirement has not

changed.

lf you are considering opting out, you must hold a properly constituted meeting and

decide whether or not you wish to do so. This decision must be recorded.

lf you do decide to opt out of the S A'/M scheme you must communicate that
decision to admin@localaudits.co.uk or SLB Opt Out, 109 Great Russell Street,
London WCI B 3LD by 31 March 2016.

lf notification of your decision to opt out is not received by 31 March 2016, your

authority will be regarded as opted-in for the five-year period beginning on 1 April

2017 and ending on 31 March 2022 and you will not have another opportunity to opt

out before the end of that period.

How do the Regulations affect different types of authority?

The effect of the Regulations is to divide smaller authorities into five groups,

depending on their financial turnover and on whether or not they decide to opt out of
the SAAA scheme. Please see Appendix 2 for a flowchart of this process.

O Smaller Authorities' Audit Appointments Limited 2016
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Smaller Authoritres' Audit Appointments Limited 27 Januatv 201,6

Group 1 Opted-in authorities (those that have not formally decided to opt out)
with income or expenditure exceeding €25k;

Group 2 Opted-out authorities with income or expenditure exceeding f25k;

Group 3 Opted-in authorities with neither income nor expenditure exceeding
t25k;

Group 4 Opted-out authorities with neither income nor expenditure exceeding
f25k: and

Group 5 Financially inactive authorities.

Group 1 Opted-in authorities with income or expenditure exceeding €25k

Arrangements tor 2017118 and subsequent years will be the same as they are now-

The only difference will be that your auditor will be appointed by SAAA. After
completing your annual return, you should submit it by the due date to the auditor
appointed by SAAA, who will undertake the limited assurance audit review.

Group 2 Opted-out authorities with income or expenditure exceeding €25k

lf you have opted out of the SMA scheme you will need to appoint an independent

audit panel. Guidance on appointing an audit panel is available from CIPFA and can

be found at http://www.cipfa.org/policy-and-guidance/publications/g/guide{o-auditor-
panels-pdf.

The audit panel will consider which auditor to appoint and will make a

recommendation to the authority, which will have to ratify the audit panel's decision.

Only accounting firms that meet certain licensing criteria can be appointed to

undertake limited assurance audit reviews. Firms that do not meet those criteria

cannot be considered for appointment. DCLG is working with the professional

accountancy bodies to establish appropriate criteria, and we will inform all opted-out

authorities as soon as we have more information about the firms that you can

appoint.

You wili need to agree the fees to be charged for undertaking the limited assurance

audit review with the auditor you have appointed.

You will be required to complete an annual certification form (which SAAA will

provide) and to submit this to SAAA by an agreed date. The certification form will

include:

. details of the firm that you have appointed as your auditor;

. confirmation that the limited assurance audit review has been undertaken by the

set date: and

o confirmation that you have complied with the Regulations.

@ Smaller Authorities' Audit Appointments Limited 2016
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Smaller Authorities' Audit Appointments Limited 27 Januaty 2076

SAAA will carry out independent checks to ensure that the information provided in

the certification form is correct.

lf you fail to appoint an auditor, the Secretary of State wrll make the appointment.

You will be responsible for paying the auditor's fees and for any administrative costs.

Group 3 Opted-in authorities with neither income nor expenditure
exceeding €25k

With effect trom 2017118 very few of these authorities will be required to undergo a
limited assurance audit review or to pay any audit fee. The circumstances in which a

limited assurance audit review may be necessary are set out in Clauses 9(1)(b) and

9(3) of the Regulations (attached as Appendix 1 ).

All authorities will, however, need to complete and publish an annual return in

accordance with the Transparency Code for Smaller Authorities
(https:/iwww.qov. uk/qovern menVuploads/svstemi uoloads/attachment data/file/3885

41lTransparencv Code for Smaller Authorities. pdf ). You will also need to

complete an annual exemption form (which SAAA will provide) and submit this to

SAAA or an auditor specified by SAAA by an agreed date. By completing this form

you certify that, under the Regulations, there is no requirement for a Iimited

assurance audit revtew for the financial year in question-

lf you wish to have a limited assurance audit review, desprte not being required to do

so, you will need to inform SAAA by the end of the financial year in question- SAAA

will then appoint an auditor to undertake the review, for which a fee of €200 will be

payable.

Group 4 Opted-out authorities with neither income nor expendi'
ture exceeding f25k

Unless required to submit their accounts for review in the circumstances set out in

Appendix 1, these bodies will only need to complete and publish an annual return

and to complete and submit to SAAA or an auditor specified by SAAA an annual

exemption form in the same way as Group 3 authorities.

lf you wish to have a limited assurance audit review, you will need to appoint an

audit panel, consider the panel's recommendations and appoint an auditor in the

same way as a Group 2 authority. You will need to agree the fees to be charged for

undertaking the limited assurance audit review with the auditor that you have

appointed.

Group 5 Financially inactive authorities

lf your authority has no income or expenditure you should continue to provide an

'inactive' certificate to the auditor appointed by SAAA.

O Smaller Authorities Audit Appointments Limited 2016
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Electors'rights

lf an elector wishes, within the prescribed time period, to ask a question about, or
make an objection to an authority's accounts, he or she may need to contact the
appointed auditor. For opted-in authorities (Groups 1 and 3) the auditor will be (in
the case of Group '1 authorities, will already have been) appolnted by SAAA. Fees
for any additional audit or investigatory work will be charged in accordance with
scales set by SAAA.

Questions about and objections to the accounts of authorities in Group 2 and those
in Group 4 that have appointed an auditor will be considered by the appointed
auditor, who will report the outcome to the authority. lf a Group 4 authority needs to
appoint an auditor, it should follow the procedure described above, appointing an
audrt panel and taking a decision based on that panel's recommendations.

lf an auditor issues a public interest report in relation to a Group 3 or Group 4
authority, DCLG will require that authority either to commission a limited assurance
audit review in the following year (on terms to be agreed between the authority and
the auditor) or to opt in to the SAAA scheme for the remainder of the contract period
(until 31 March 2022).

Full audit

Any smaller authority can still choose to be treated as a full audit authority, as
defined in the Local Audit and Accountability Ac|2014, and to commission a full audit
either from an auditor appointed by SAAA or (for authorities in Groups 2 and 4) from
a licensed auditor appointed through proper processes, following a recommendation
from a duly constituted audit panel.

Conclusion

The decisions that are available to smaller authorities are set out in the flowchart at
Appendix 2. We will in due course be publishing questions and answers on our
website, but in the meantime I or any of my colleagues at Sp\JM would be happy to
answer any questions that you might have.

Please remember if you do decide to opt out of the SfuAA scheme you must
communicate that decision to admin@localaudits.co.uk or SLB Opt Out, 109
Great Russell Street, London WGlB 3LD by 31 March 2016.

Mike Attenborough-Cox

Chairman - Smaller Authorities' Audit Appointments Limited

O Smaller Authorities'Audit Appointments Limited 2016
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Planning Application W 11610239'Whitley South'

Stoneleigh and Ashow Parish Council wish to register its objection to planning application
W/16/0239 for the development of so-called 'Whitley South', Plans to develop this land
have been the subject of a failed Enterprise Zone application, have been rejected by The
lnspector at a Planning lnquiry and turned down by the Secretary of State.

The areas of concern and reasons for our objection are set out under the headings below:

1. Contrary to the Secretary of State ruling
2. The application is contrary to the existing WDC Local Plan.
3 Green Belt
4 Employment
5 Alternative sites
6. lnappropriate Development
7. lssues surrounding the proposed bridge over the A45 and alterations to Highway Net-
work
8. Contrary to Local and National Policies

1. Contrary to the Secretary of State ruling

The area of Green Belt, previously referred to as Zone B of the Gateway Project, has al-
ready been reviewed by the Secretary of State following a Public lnquiry and 'Call-ln'. This
JLRiCCC plan shows no material difference from the original Gateway Phase 1 plan,
which the Secretary of State ruled against. Therefore there is no reason to believe that the
Secretary of State would not come to the same conclusion.

2. Contrary to existing WDC Local Plan

The existing WDC Local Plan remains the legal reference document for this application.
This recommends retention of Green Belt status in the area proposed for development.
Whilst the emerging WDC Local Plan calls for the specific area south of the A45 to be re-
moved from the Green Belt, the emerging Local Plan has not yet been publicly examined
and may be found to be both Unsound and Non Compliant. The emerging WDC Local
Plan cannot be cited as a reference document for this application.

3. Green Belt

The area designated for the development is in Green Belt, which according to the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires 'very special circumstances' to justify devel-
opment. ln the recent Joint Green Belt Study commissioned by the local authorities of
Coventry and Warwickshire, the proposed site is described as one of the most sensitive
and effective parts of the Green Belt around Coventry. Green Belt Parcel C10 , which
comprises the site, is rated as a 'higher-performing' Green Belt parcel and is cited as an
example of land bordenng the southern edge of Coventry that contributes significantly to
the purposes of the Green Belt. ln addition, the study notes that the A45 'represents a sig-
nificant boundary helping to protect the countrystde within the parcel from encroachment
from Coventry'.
Further, as recently as 2014 in the New Coventry Local Plan, Coventry City Council itself
stated that any Green Belt development 'would be heavily dependent on the outcomes of
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the Joint Green Belt Review'. That review has now ruled clearly and unambiguously
against a re-designation of the land in question.

There is also additional pressure on the role of the Green Belt in the local area with the re-
cent announcement that WDC plan to remove land at King's Hill from the Green Belt for
housing. This is in addition to the plan to remove a large area to the Southeast of Coventry
Airport from the Green Belt for employment land. lt cannot be emphasised enough the
damaging effect this will have on Stoneleigh and Ashow and surrounding parishes. These
plans and decisions are being made in isolation and are not being coordinated. Although
outside the local council's control HS2 adds enormously to the problem and should be
taken into account. lt is worth bearing in mind that the land taken by HS2 in Wanrvickshire
is equivalent to all the land being allocated to housing in the new Local Plan. However the
effects of all these developments is cumulative and ultimately completely unacceptable

4. Employment

It is suggested, in the current application, That Jaguar Land Rover's (JLR) involve-
ment justifies development in the Green Belt because JLR is to be the major tenant. lt
claims that JLR's requirements amount to the'very special circumstances' required for in-
appropriate development in the Green Belt. However, JLR would only occupy 50% of the
proposed site and the project application (Chapter 4, Table 4.9) shows that less than 50%
of the estimated jobs would be from JLR. Many of these jobs would be relocated from oth-
er sites, including JLR's current premises on the Whitley Business Park to the north of the
A45. Table 4.9 is misleading in claiming that all the JLR jobs on the new site would be for
R&D. ln fact, insofar as the jobs on the proposed new site would constitute administrative
posts requiring easily found office accommodation rather than the high tech, research and
development facilities, the case for'very special circumstances' therefore does not exist.

5. Alternative Sites

The application claims there are no alternative suitable sites which would meet
JLR's needs. This claim must be assessed against the type of site that JLR actually needs
to displace the non R&D staff from its existing site. The land requirement of JLR is quite
small and of a type that is easily found elsewhere. Further, two recent studies of employ-
ment land in the Coventry and Warwickshire LEP area indicate that there are many alter-
native sites, many of them brownfield, suitable for JLR. For example, the Coventry & War-
wickshire Skategic Employment Land Study of 2014 identified 24 sites other than
the 'Gateway' land south of the A45 that were deemed suitable for employment purposes.
Eleven of these 24 sites were rated as highly positive in terms of their suitability for the
strategy of the CWLEP. A further seven sites were rated as moderately positive in general
or in terms of specific areas such as R&D, lT or Automotive. The 2014 study failed to take
account of several other sites that were, and still are available bearing in mind that
JLR only require 30 acres. lt is not justified to categorise the building of office accommoda-
tion in high performing Green Belt as 'very special circumstances'.

6. lnappropriate Development

The application indicates that approximately half of the proposed site will be given over to
speculative development, including a hotel, car showrooms, and retail and catering outlets.
Such uses cannot possibly be construed as 'very special circumstances' justifying devel-
opment in Green Belt. These elements were included in the previous planning application
for the Coventry and Warwickshire Gateway which was rejected by the Secretary of State
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after a Public lnquiry in 2014.ln that inquiry the lnspector's report concluded that there
was no evidence of need for hotel or showroom space in this location. These conclusions
apply equally to the current application.

7. Proposed Bridge over the A45 and alterations to Highway Network

The three lane bridge over the A45 is the same design and has the same capacity as the
bridge that was proposed for the Gateway project, which, as mentioned previously, was
rejected by the Secretary of State. This three lane layout is not what JLR have demon-
strated a need for or require.
lf the bridge were to be built it would negate the very effective barrier which the A45 pro-
vides against the incursion of Coventry into the Warwickshire villages of Baginton and
Bubbenhall to the south and consequently it would exacerbate the already heavy flow of
traffic through the villages of Baginton, Bubbenhall and Stoneleigh. ln order to refute this
interpretation of the true role of the new bridge, the applicants need to show why the spe-
cific and relatively small development that they propose requires a new route across the
A45 and what is the required carrying capacity of that route. lf it is merely to enable a small
number of R&D and admin staff of JLR to access the site then a simple two lane arrange-
ment would be suitable. As it is planned to use Government funding for the construction of
this bridge it is imperative that the planned use of the bridge is understood precisely.
ln addition there is widespread concern in the local community that the proposed bridge
and it's associated slip roads will intenupt the flow of the A45, which a road of skategic
importance to the transport infrastructure of the country just at a time when
large amounts of public money have been spent to solve the traffic problems associated
with Toll Bar End roundabout. Highways England have now voiced their concerns and
have said that there is at least one 'departure from standard'that is of concern and one
that is not acceptable. Therefore no decision can logically be taken on this application until
after Highways England have completed their analysis.

8. Contrary to Local and National Policies

The mechanism for protecting the Green Belt, restricting urban sprawl, preventing the
merging of towns and villages, safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and pre-
serving the setting and historical character of rural England, is laid out in National Planning
and Policy Framework (NPPF) According to the NPPF any proposed development on
Green Belt must prove Very Special Circumstances.
This area of Green Belt proposed for the development is of exceptional impodance. lt was
recognised in the West Midlands Joint Green Belt Review (2015), which assessed the ar-
ea as "making a considerable contribution to all the purposes of Green Belt".
The Government has also consistently committed to protect the Green Belt and has re-
peatedly confirmed that a claim of unmet demand in the area is unlikely to constitute the
Very Special Circumstances needed to justify inappropriate development in the Green Belt
(DCLG July 2013, NPPG 3-034-20141006). Similarly, car showrooms and a hotel cannot
possibly be considered as part of a Very Special Circumstances case.

ln conclusion, this is inappropriate development in an area of 'higher performing Green Belt' and there

are no 'very special circumstances'. The proposed development would cause very significant harm to

the Green Belt and we therefore ask that this application be rejected.


