
Site specific queries 

Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

NUN312 Your notes refer to Green Belt and Landscape as the reasons you have not 

taken this forward. Please can you explain the landscape evidence? Your 

notes also refer to Potential LWS – is this a reason for excluding the site or 

can this impact be mitigated? 

Same as SHLAA The main reason for not 

taking forward is Green Belt, 

based on the reduction in 

gap between Coventry and 

Ash Green. Development of 

the site would reduce the 

gap to 50m. The eastern part 

of the site is a potential 

wildlife site that has been 

deferred for further 

investigation; this wasn’t an 

overriding reason for not 

taking forward, but an issue 

to consider in its overall 

suitability. Landscape 

identified previously as 

“moderate fragility” but TEP 

vol 1 states “Any new 

development should be set 

in a strong landscape  

framework  which  

incorporates  existing  

landscape  

structure  where  possible.  

Development  would  need  

to  

create distinctiveness 

between settlements” 

 



Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

NUN182 Is this in or not? It is in your 5yls as developable and deliverable.  If it is 

now excluded, I assume that this is down to playing fields. Would it not be 

possible to relocate these? Who is promoting the site? Is the sports 

club/user in favour of relocation? 

Same as SHLAA plus “It had 

been indicated they were 

looking for a site however, 

this has not materialised, 

therefore can’t be confident in 

delivery as no obvious sites 

are available in Bedworth” 

The site is considered 

suitable for development 

and for that reason has been 

a part of the 5yls for a 

number of years. However, 

no progress has been made 

in finding a site. The Council 

needs to be confident that a 

site can be delivered. There 

is no evidence to suggest it 

can as there are no obvious 

sites in which the 

pitches/club could relocate 

to within the Bedworth area. 

Sport England would not 

support developing on 

pitches without a suitable 

replacement. 

NUN136/178: Note that northern section is LWS, but the remainder of the site appears to 

be suitable.  You have excluded it due to the role it plays in separating 

settlements but GB parcel as a whole only score 14/20 and this site is only 

a small part of the wider parcel (I think?) I referred to the Keresley/Ash 

Green/Neals Green area and the references made to coalescence making 

sites unsuitable. We feel that smaller sections of some sites should be 

considered because development may be able to take place here whilst 

maintaining separation. Have the two field boundaries adjacent to the 

existing residential estate and not extending beyond the Care Home been 

considered as part of a smaller site? It is considered that the site could be 

suitable whilst reducing the gap between the Kersley and Ash Green there 

will be a field boundary remaining. Depending on the LWS this could act as 

a barrier from further development. 

Same as SHLAA One of the key purposes of  

Green Belt is the separation 

of settlements. “to prevent 

neighbouring towns merging 

into one another” TEP vol 1 

Study states, “Land along 

New Road is important in 

retaining separation  

between Ash Green and 

Keresley Newlands.” 

Development would reduce 

gap to around 400m 

between settlements. 



Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

NUN190 Please could you explain the HSE evidence that has led to the omission of 

this site? 

Same as SHLAA What other dwellings have 

been given permission in this 

area? 

 

No other dwellings have 

been given permission in the 

area as site is built out. 

NUN122 This sites within a relatively low scoring GB parcel, but is excluded due to 

coalescence. Please could you explain more? For instance, could the field 

to north east of Wheelwright Lane / east of St Giles Road could be 

allocated as it does not extend any further into the open land as the 

development immediately to the south - site of approx 3ha? I referred to 

the Keresley/Ash Green/Neals Green area and the references made to 

coalescence making sites unsuitable. We feel that smaller sections of some 

sites should be considered because development may be able to take place 

here whilst maintaining separation. Part of the site (field boundary 

opposite Deans Way) could suitable for development whilst still taking 

account of the separation concern 

Same as SHLAA Green Belt study 2015 “The 

parcel contains the only 

open space between 

Coventry to the east and Ash 

Green to the west. The 

width of this gap is less than 

100m near the southern tip 

of the parcel.” “As there are 

no boundaries within the 

parcel protecting this thin 

strip of countryside from  

encroachment, overall, the 

boundaries to the east and 

north are considered to be 

less significant in relation  

to this purpose.  

Encroachment of the 

countryside to the east of 

the northern half of the 

parcel (to the east  

of Ash Green) in parcel BE5 

would significantly increase 

the importance of the Green 

Belt in the parcel in  



Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

preventing encroachment of 

the remaining countryside 

between Ash Green and 

Bedworth.” 

NUN133 You refer to heritage, wildlife and landscape…but is there evidence to 

specifically exclude the site on any of those grounds? If so where is it?  

Otherwise, this again is excluded purely on GB grounds? In that context, 

could part of the site (to north west or north east) be allocated without 

unduly impacting on GB? Could part of the site be developed? 

Same as SHLAA Don’t say where lb is, what 

the wildlife value is / where 

it is, whether access has 

been tested. 

 

The issues listed are a 

accumulation of the issues 

on the site but do not rule 

the site out. However, the 

issue of Green Belt and 

reduction in gap and impact 

on character are considered 

to be. Listed building is 

Exhall House off blackberry 

lane next to proposed 

access. LWS is Prologis 

Country Park. WCC have 

raised issues with the traffic 

issues on Winding House 

Lane. 

NUN292 You seem to accept this could be considered suitable for development, but 

have excluded it. Can you explain why?  There is a wider issue here about 

the width of the landscape buffer/farmland buffer between HSG1 and the 

A5.  Is this approach justified in the context of a higher housing 

requirement? 

NOT SAME AS SHLAA – “The 

majority of the site is 

identified as being a sensitive 

landscape/landscape buffer. 

The site is likely to noise/air 

pollution issues to the north. 

There site is isolation wouldn’t 

form a logical extension to the 

Site wouldn’t be brought 

forward in isolation? 

 

The site could come forward 

in isolation if other parcels 

weren’t developed, but this 

isn’t the main reason for 

excluding. 



Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

urban area. However, there is 

with the allocation of HSG1 

there is potential to develop 

3.1ha and integrate this into 

HSG1, which has been taken 

forward.” 

NUN339 Seems to be excluded on landscape grounds, but is actually part of much 

larger parcel in the landscape evidence. Has the site itself been looked at 

with potential for landscape mitigation? Is there specific evidence 

regarding the traffic/junction impacts? Could this be mitigated? which 

Landscape study is the assessment referring to and is there transport 

supporting the concerns (and can it be overcome)? 

Same as SHLAA with 

additional references to 

planning permissions. 

Existing permissions – for 

what type of development? 

On what grounds did county 

advise against development 

and was it an absolute or 

could mitigation be 

achieved? 

 

Residential 

Traffic impact and lack of 

opportunity to address with 

mitigation (viability). 

NUN341 Could this site be developed without unduly impact on green belt and 

coalescence?  Can you explain more about reference to sensitive 

landscape? Have the two field boundaries adjacent to the existing 

residential estate and not extending beyond the Care Home been 

considered as part of a smaller site? 

Same as SHLAA Yes same issues as 178/136 

NUN342 You accept that there are no insurmountable issues here. It seems t be 

excluded on GB and landscape grounds.  Please could you explain evidence 

behind this?  The landscape study includes this as part of a much wider 

parcel. Has anything been done to look at specific site and potential for 

mitigation? The site is located next to HSG5 and within a field boundary 

that could be enhance still providing an edge to the settlement 

Same as SHLAA As stated before sensitive 

landscape & Green Belt 

encroachment. Clear 

defensible boundary of 

Green Belt and urban area 

with Hospital Lane. Other 

Local Authorities haven’t 

completed site specific 
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detailed studies for every 

site. 

NUN179 Please could you explain the planning status and the reason for it not be 

included? 

SHLAA response reworded to 

exclude ref to “no 

insurmountable constraints”. 

Site is suitable in principle, 

however, site was allocated 

as part of mitigation for 

Bermuda developments for 

GP surgery and retail units. 

NUN144 I understand there are constraints on the site, but none of these seem to 

indicate the site is entirely unsuitable. Please could you explain why the 

constraints make it hard to integrate with site with existing urban area? 

Subdividing larger sites such as the northern third or half of site in very 

sustainable locations where they adjoin primary schools, open space, 

housing and retail services close by, seem another opportunity missed. 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN337 Repeat of point about landscape/farmland buffer to the A5 and whether 

this is justified? HSG1 – In reading the Landscape Study 2017 to me there is 

not sufficient justification for not allocating further land to the north of 

HSG1. There is  no special landscape character (is it historic?) and also the 

sites could be incorporated within the wider HSG1 site therefore it would 

not be long and linear as described in the study allowing for sufficient land 

to create a buffer from the A5 to soften the boundary of the settlement 

from the A5. 

Same as SHLAA – additional 

extract from landscape 

guidance 

States development should 

be “restricted” along 

northern edge but doesn’t 

give a width for any buffer or 

state that no development 

at all should occur. 

 

 

NUN167 2012 landscape work looks at wider parcel of land within which this site 

sits and states that it is important for maintaining separation between 

Nuneaton and Bedworth. However, the site is relatively small compared to 

the allocated housing and employment sites and has negligible impact on 

coalescence / separation. Appears more as a rounding off of the 

settlement. Can you explain your thinking for excluding? Opportunities to 

bring sites forward where there are clear defendable identifiable physical 

boundaries (railways, rivers / streams roads etc.) 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN130 Please could you explain the landscape evidence? You also refer to traffic 

issues.  Is there evidence to support your comments or is further work 

needed to establish traffic impacts and potential mitigation? Site 130 is 

Same as SHLAA  



Site ref Original sub-regional query Comments on NBBC response Further query 

near other allocations. This is an example of where reference is given to 

the TEP study and separation. However, this site is not in the GB. It is not 

clear what this site is separating or why this is sufficient to consider the site 

unsuitable. As I stated, we have a general issue with the application of the 

landscape study not being very clear. 

NUN142 Parcel score 13/20 in GB assessment - is it right to describe this as high 

scoring? The landscape assessment does appear to say any more than this 

site needs enhancement? Sensitive area is some way to north. Please could 

you explain reasons for excluding? 

Same as SHLAA with addition 

of sentence, “There is only 

one access point from 

Marston Lane which would 

limit the number of dwellings 

able to be taken forward on 

the site.” 

Evidence from county 

highways? 

 

This is standard for all  

planning applications from 

WCC requiring multiple 

access points for large 

development sites. 

NUN178 Is southern part away from LWS suitable? Site is a small part of wider 

parcel which provide separation.  Cold the site alone be developed without 

undue impact? I referred to the Keresley / Ash Green / Neals Green area 

and the references made to coalescence making sites unsuitable. We feel 

that smaller sections of some sites should be considered because 

development may be able to take place here whilst maintaining 

separation. 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN349 Accept it is a small site, but if number of dwellings reduced could access 

and amenity be provided – include a small SHLAA site? 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN237 Setting aside the third that is in flood zone 3, could the flooding issues for 

the remainder of the site be mitigated? 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN346 Access is an issue, but is there any evidence to indicate how many houses 

could be accessed through existing access? 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN344 Could the site accommodate 30 units? Small SHLAA site? Potential to come 

forward across plan period? 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN154/ 

354/ 280/ 

332 

For NUN154, what is the latest on the planning application?  Although 

there are constraints in the area (listed building / LWS), has consideration 

been given to combining this sites to form small urban extension in non-GB 

location? Identified as sensitive area and important for retaining 

Not same as SHLAA – 

“NUN154 Approval subject to 

s106 034600 

 

Has nun332 been approved? 
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separation but appears as well-enclosed potential development site with 

strong boundaries. Could be considered in smaller sections what transport 

work has been undertaken to rule this and the adjacent site? At Galley 

Common, given NWBC’s proposal south of Coleshill Rd there could also be 

the opportunity to consider a larger site opportunity accessing between 

Plough Hill Rd and Coleshill Rd which could deliver a reasonable level of 

housing over the medium to long term, subject to a Development Brief or 

similar study. 

Other applications 

NUN332 034543 Erection of 

262 dwellings Site 36c002 - 

Hill Farm and Land to rear, 

Plough Hill Road  

 

WCC have advised us against 

more development this area 

of Nuneaton due highway 

implications”  

Again – is there any 

potential mitigation 

achievable? 

 

Yes 332 approved. There are 

limited options for 

mitigation as there are 2 

possible route for the 

vehicles to travel along 

north or south. 

NUN 325 If potential for 49 dwellings shouldn’t this site (possibly for a smaller 

number) be in the SHLAA numbers which theoretically should look at all 

site over 5 dwellings? 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN148 /109 Would looking at site together provide the potential to overcome 

constraints (LWS, PRoW and Landscape) with mitigation? Has that 

approach been considered? Could be considered in smaller sections. 

Same as SHLAA plus 

additional sentence, “WCC 

have advised there would be 

traffic concerns for this site 

and how this could be 

overcome given the entrance 

to Arbury Hall. Options such 

as tunnelling under road 

would be unviable for 

development this size.” 

What other options have 

been considered? 

 

There aren’t any that 

wouldn’t have an impact on 

Arbury Hall. 

NUN170 We are not convinced the site has a significant impact on gap between N 

and B, but it would represent an incursion into open countryside. Low-

performing GB parcel - part of site to south could be developed? Identified 

in 2012 TEP work as sensitive landscape but also as area in need of positive 

improvements to character through new planting etc. - could  well 

designed scheme allow for improvements as only a small section is 

sensitive. 

Same as SHLAA Any highways comments on 

access / mitigation? 

 

This is standard for all  

planning applications from 

WCC requiring multiple 

access points for large 

development sites. 
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NUN314 Please explain issue about integration with existing settlement? Are there 

any other constraints that are showstoppers, or could they be mitigated? 

Same as SHLAA plus “There 

are also limited opportunities 

for access to services and the 

noise from the electricity 

substation.” 

 

NUN103 / 

138 

Area is adj to HSG2.  Please could explain why 2017 Landscape assessment 

has changed the assessment of this site?  There are a range of other 

constraints identified. Are these showstoppers or could they be mitigated? 

Same as SHLAA plus 

“Transport study has 

highlighted traffic issues on 

west side of Nuneaton. Area 

below site is LWS and pLWS. 

Impact of wider historic 

character in this area of the 

Borough.” 

 

NUN100.1 In combination with adj sites, this site appears suitable. Can you explain 

why excluded? 

Same as SHLAA plus, “Access 

would need to be secured 

through surrounding land 

parcels. Part of site is flood 

zone 3b. Development of the 

parcel would be seen as 

encroachment into 

countryside compared to 

those sites that are proposed 

to be released as they 

integrate well into the existing 

urban area.” 

Would read against 

allocated sites if brought 

forward – so not isolated. 

Access could be achieved – 

not an issue? 

 

Access can only be achieved 

through other sites coming 

forward/ agreements in 

place. Access isn’t the sole 

reason not to take forward 

but is a significant 

consideration. 

NUN152 Given the main settlement of Bulkington is some way to south; is 

assessment of separation in your note justified?  Otherwise, this site 

appears to be suitable? Opportunities to bring sites forward where there 

are clear defendable identifiable physical boundaries (railways, rivers / 

streams roads etc.) 

Same as SHLAA  
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NUN150 I referred to the Keresley / Ash Green / Neals Green area and the 

references made to coalescence making sites unsuitable. We feel that 

smaller sections of some sites should be considered because development 

may be able to take place here whilst maintaining separation. 

Same as SHLAA  

NUN131 Has been found unsuitable on the basis that it is located in the strategic 

gap between Bedworth and Bulkington. We accept that this site is located 

in this space and in the GB but feel that it has a defensible boundary given 

the existing development to the east. Smaller parts of it could also be 

considered. We feel more justification is required to explain this 

discounting of this site. 

Same as SHLAA plus, “There is 

already a strong urban 

defensible boundary to the 

east of Bedworth. This site 

combined with development 

in Bulkington would erode the 

existing gap between the two 

settlement and would be seen 

as encroachment into open 

countryside due to positioning 

of canal to west of site.” 

 

NUN118 Has access been discussed with the site promoter and what landscape 

study is being referred to? 

Same as SHLAA Has access been discussed? 

Which landscape study is 

referenced? 

 

Part of Keresley Newlands 

Ancient Arden character 

area. Landscape strength is 

moderate and landscape 

condition good. 

 

“Change in this landscape 

which increases the 

prominence  

of built form or alters the 

primarily pastoral rural 

character  
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would  diminish  the  strong  

transition from  the  urban  

to  

rural  environment  and  the  

rural  character.” 

NUN281 Would result in an infill development between two residential dwellings 

not extending ribbon development further down the shoot than existing. 

Same as SHLAA but final 

sentence excluded (“Access to 

facilities and services would 

be an issue for this site.”) 

 

 


