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19 Gloucester Close 
Nuneaton  
CV11 6FU 

keith@greennuneaton.org.uk 
02476 344 079 

Dear inspector, 

Please find below my response to your questions.  

Q.1 Has the Plan been prepared in accordance with the latest Local 
Development Scheme (2016)? 

The LDS keeps changing to follow the changes in the plan. The borough plan 
needs a considerable amount of infrastructure due to the political allocation of 
housing and employment sites which results in excessive travel. There is 
already a massive viability issue, made worse by the delay in adoption of 
Community infrastructure levy (CIL). 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal played no part in producing the plan but was done 
afterwards.  See email chain in Appendix 4. 
 
The council fails to produce a timely and accurate annual monitoring report. 
Nothing has been produced for 2015-16 except an overly pessimistic 5-year 
land supply. This excluded sites, such as on corner of Eastboro Way and The 
Long Shoot, which are under construction.      

Q2 Is there consistency between the Policies Map and the various 
detailed insert maps within the document? 

On the map of HSG1 - Nuneaton Fields Farm owners seem to be unwilling to 
have their site developed and this should be excluded from the map of HSG1.  
This is why the northern link road is currently impossible.  (see Appendix 1 - 
figure 1) 

Q.3 Are there any designated neighbourhood plan areas in the 
Borough? 

The Wards of Weddington and St Nicolas had a community group trying to 
produce a Neighbourhood plan but they were ground down by the council and 
the process stalled. 

Q.4 Has the consultation process accorded with the Statement of 
Community Involvement (2015) and other statutory provisions 
(notably the 2012 Regulations)?  
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The council has failed to allow effective consultation. The plan has been 
developed over an incredible 11 years. Many people have become disillusioned 
as their responses to consultations are ignored.  It is unreasonable that 
responses to the 2015 consultation are not being taken forward. Those 
responding believed that it was the final consultation and they have not been 
asked to submit revised comments.  
 
The main way the council communicates with the public is via its in-house free 
newspaper “InTouch”. This was expected to be published & distributed at the 
start of the consultation but start of distribution was delayed until the 13th of 
March 2017, the day consultation ended. See images from “InTouch” in 
appendix 5. 
 
 
The “drop-in” events were all held at the start of the 6 weeks with none in the 
Weddington Ward which will take the largest amount of housing. St Nicolas 
which is taking 2nd largest amount had consultation co-timed with the borough 
council budget setting meeting. 
 
The council made it as hard as possible for the public to respond, only seeming 
to accept versions of its PDF or Microsoft Word “.docx”  form. It, however,  
seems to have bent the rule in accepting letters from landowners. 
 
The council failed to notify some the owners of sites about the consultation. The 
prime example is site EMP5 .  
 
The SCI has a standard consultation period of 8 weeks for Development Plan 
Documents. The main plan contained new allocations, new targets and 
significant amounts of evidence that had been kept secret till the last moment. 
Six weeks period was unreasonable. Some documents were updated during the 
six weeks and the council obstructed release of important data.  
 
The Borough and County council refused reasonable access to direct traffic 
impact information which prevented me verifying the credibility of the evidence 
after I found flaws with a small part of the outputs related to 2031 queue 
length. My wife did obtain traffic flows used in air quality modelling which give 
rise to concerns that only some of the sites have been included.  See email in 
appendix 2  
 
I did make 2 Freedom of Information requests which were only replied to just 
before noon on the last day of the consultation.  One request was refused and 
one was excessively  redacted. It is clear from the email chain supplied{ See 
email chain in Appendix 4} that the author of SA was being asked to make 
extensive modifications to his report up to the 16th January 2017. 
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Q.5 There are a notable number of comments regarding the adequacy 
of plan consultation for communities at Whitestone and Ash Green. Is 
community-led or grass roots consultation, in addition to the Council’s 
efforts, a reasonable supplementary way of ensuring local residents 
made submissions on the plan?  
 
The problems were not only in those locations. The council has done all it can to 
reduce consultation in Weddington. In the earlier round the council banned me 
from speaking to residents at the events and I had to hold my own meetings. 
This time we had no meetings in Weddington and the councils In Touch 
newspaper delivery  was delayed until the day consultation closed.    
 
 
Q.6 Has consultation on the publication version of the Plan identified 
issues of soundness or minor issues of presentation which could be 
addressed by either main modifications or (minor) additional 
modifications? Has the Council identified or given consideration to any 
changes (pre or post submission) it wishes to make to the document?  
Need to rectify housing target errors due to double counting growth, resulting in 
cherry-picking economic and demographic projections. Need to correct 
impossible growth profile and take account of reduced net migration due to 
Brexit in SMA. 

Q.7 Has the Borough Plan been subject to appropriate Sustainability 
Appraisal? 

Absolutely not.  At each stage the development plan was produced to match the 
political view of the controlling group and agenda of council officers with no 
regard to sustainability. It was not compared to better alternatives.  The 
Sustainability appraisal was completed last in each stage to make out the plan 
was sustainable.  From my Freedom of Information request it seems the SA was 
only completed on 16th January 2017 while most of the major decisions were 
taken early in 2016. 
 
Q.8 When was Sustainability Appraisal for the Publication Plan 
undertaken? Has Sustainability Appraisal informed the Plan and been 
available to decision makers in determining plan content or produced 
retrospectively? 
Yes, it was done retrospectively. See comments above and emails { See email 
chain in Appendix 4.} 
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Q.9 Has the methodology of assessing options (including reasonable 
alternatives) been consistently applied? Is there a clear audit trail, 
including the identification and removal of unreasonable options? 

No.  The initial 2013 plan was gerrymandered to locate most of the building on 
Countryside outside Labour’s core area and against the officer’s 
recommendation. There has been little public audit trail of site allocation or 
housing targets. Sites with planning permission such as those at Galley 
Common have been ignored. The Borough Plan Working party operated like a 
time-share presentation.  
 
Q.10 Does Sustainability Appraisal adequately deal with the issue of air 
quality? Should there be specific policy content and related 
monitoring/mitigation on air quality in the Plan? 

The SA does not deal with issues.  The council has done everything possible to 
ignore the issue of Air Quality. It has removed monitoring just as significant 
housing is being built in the North of Nuneaton and it has failed to do even one 
thing on its air quality action plan. The Air Quality report is deeply flawed and 
the council asked the consultants to modify its conclusions.   The traffic data on 
which the report was based seems to miss out some HGV movements and all 
the traffic from some of the development sites. The study in any case models 
impact of only some of the proposed housing. 

The plan and council have made zero progress on modal shift.  After 5 years the 
only proposed path & cycle connection from Bellway development/East of HSG1 
into existing estate at Pallett Drive ends in a hostage strip including ditch & 
hedge.  
 
This week the council published details of a planning application at Poplar’s 
Farm which lies outside and to the east of HSG1. Unlike the NBBC air quality 
report this application lists the change in traffic flow expected as well as data 
used to verify the model.  

Q.13 Does the local plan adequately address the needs for all types of 
housing (excluding affordable housing) and the needs of different 
groups in the community (as set out in paragraphs 50 and 159 of 
NPPF)? 

The working age population of the borough is expected to be static over the 
whole 20 years of the plan.  The plan fails to address needs of over 65s. There 
are no requirements or allocation for communal housing C2/care homes, 
bungalows or extra care housing.  
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Q.15 Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 
2004 Act and regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, 
having regard to relevant national policy and guidance?  
 
The SHMA and housing MOU have been developed with no ability for challenge 
or scrutiny from the public or opposition councillors such as myself. The agreed 
SHMA &MOU have not been presented to the local full council, cabinet or 
scrutiny committee. The Borough Plan working party also seems to have 
excluded any role in looking at these documents when I was allowed to take 
part. The Duty to cooperate has been used as an excuse for the development of 
targets in an unaccountable way. It has not been possible to challenge the 
assumptions used and the cherry-picking between demographic and economic 
growth forecasts. The duty to cooperate has also produced an undeliverable 
housing target for the borough. The south of Warwickshire and south side of 
Coventry has the economic growth, universities and well paid employment.         
 
 
Q.16 Does the lack of agreement to date between NNBC and other local 
planning authorities within the Housing Market Area (HMA) regarding 
the capacity to accommodate the shortfall arising from Coventry in full 
qualify as a failure in the duty to cooperate?  
 
Coventry and Warwick have pushed a housing target on the borough which 
would only be deliverable   by encouraging considerable relocation to the 
borough with the least employment, highest crime and worst access to culture 
and higher education.  We also do not have a time machine which means we 
cannot deliver extra growth in the past.  Retrospectively increasing prosperity in 
the borough is not possible. The level of discount to selling prices to deliver 
1,150 homes a year in the borough would wipe out any funding for suitable 
infrastructure. Building homes for £150,000 in Nuneaton or Bedworth cannot 
support the need to provide transport capacity to get people to Warwick.  
 
We have the problem that the Borough has a working age population of around 
78,000 people but only 28,000 full time jobs. The overall job density including 
part time jobs is around 0,6.  By comparison the Job density in Warwick is 
already above 1.      
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Q.17 What dialogue has there been with other HMA authorities between 
close of the ‘Publication’ consultation on 13 March 2017 and 
submission of the Plan on 6 June 2017?  
 
Q.18 Have Plan examinations elsewhere in the HMA identified increased 
capacities to reduce the need to re-distribute unmet housing need 
within other HMA authorities?  
The unmet need has been exaggerated and there is unlikely to be any residual 
unmet need after the impact of reduced migration and realistic economic 
growth is considered. The other plans also have phased targets which see 
increased growth in later years. Given the lowest house prices in the SMA it is 
impossible for the Borough to have a more front- loaded trajectory.   
 
Q.19 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council did not sign the 2015 
MOU citing capacity issues in terms of meeting all of the assigned share 
of unmet housing need from Coventry (4,020 units). This position was 
maintained during the 2017 Publication stage for the Borough Plan 
although the submitted Plan provides for 2,330 dwellings from 
Coventry. Is the timing of the Council’s position regarding its 
assessment of capacity the nub of the Duty to Cooperate issue within 
the HMA? Given the size and nature of the Borough is the capacity issue 
understandable?  
 
I attended and videoed the public session of the shadow economic prosperity 
board which then became the joint committee. It seemed that the political 
leadership did not understand the implication of the methodology agreed to 
allocate the alleged shortfall. Only when the resultant target was made public 
did the leader of Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough council realize the target 
would be so high. There seems to be an issue with planning policy officers 
backing the council leader into a corner. The head of Planning policy has now 
left the authority.       
 
Q.20 Are all HMA authorities agreed that the 2014 based projections 
whilst comparable with the 2012 based projections at HMA wide level 
do not trigger a need to revisit individual authority OAN and the 
balance of HMA apportionments on Coventry’s unmet need as part of 
this round of Local Plans?  
 
The scale of disparity between expected population growth in ONS2012 and real 
mid-year population estimates means that the boroughs OAN need revisiting. 
The Demographic based OAN for the Borough dropped to 6,891 in 2014 
forecast [Table 406: Household projections by district, England, 1991- 2039] 
and would drop even more if we had a 2015 or 2016 forecast. We also need a 
post BREXIT vote based OAN. 
 
There are also serious issues with the measured population of Coventry which 
will not be addressed by ONS until next year.   
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I have added the mid-year 2016 population estimate as appendix 7 and a graph 
& table comparing the mid-year populations with the two GL Hearn projections 
for Nuneaton & Bedworth as appendix 8. The Employment based population 
projection assumed we needed 9,600 extra households while the demographic 
one assumes we would produce 8,200 extra households.  The historic trend 
growth rate for the Borough’s population points to a growth of less than 6,000 
people over the 20 year period. The sharper rise in population here between 
2015 & 2016 is still below the required demographic forecast and is as a result 
of very low growth in Rugby. 
 
Q.21 It is arguable that Nuneaton & Bedworth’s demographic OAN has 
reduced by some 20% based on the 2014 projections and therefore is 
maintaining the higher 2012 demographic starting point a more robust 
OAN or does it imply that NBBC would be potentially accommodating a 
greater share of Coventry’s unmet need than set out in the MOU?  
The 20% reduction in OAN will have become something like a 30% reduction by 
2016. We are not an attractive location compared to Coventry for inward or 
internal migration. Already the 200-400 homes a year being built in the 
Borough sell at a discount compared to the 1000 built each year in Coventry.  
 
Q.22 Is there a review mechanism for the MOUs if the OAN across the 
HMA cannot be met through the current round of Local Plans?  
No.  
 
Q.23 Is the SHLAA for Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough broadly 
consistent with the 2015 joint methodology agreed by all authorities 
within the Housing Market Area (HMA)?  
The methodology should not have been agreed without proper consultation and 
consideration of sustainability. By allocating alleged unmet need by commuting 
flows only makes the impact of commuting considerably worse. The sensible 
alternative is to allocate housing and employment between authorities to even 
out the job density. That means more employment and less housing for 
Nuneaton and Bedworth. The reason for excessive commuting is the lack of jobs 
within the borough.  See table of Job Densities at appendix 3.   
 
Q.24 Submissions have been made that housing site capacity in the 
SHLAA could be increased when applying the joint SHLAA methodology. 
Is that a fair assessment? Has any additional work been undertaken to 
review site capacity? Does the joint methodology allow for local 
flexibility on site assessment matters?  
The capacity of sites in the borough is limited by the near total lack of 
affordable regular public transport and issues with the road network. There is 
no money for the ~£79M needed for the plan as it stands.  The council has been 
approving sites such as that on corner of Eastboro Way and The Long Shoot 
which uses up capacity needed for HSG1.  
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Q.25 Is there agreement that the joint approach to Green Belt (the 
2015 LUC Study) is being consistently applied at Plan level across the 
HMA including Nuneaton & Bedworth? Are authorities pursuing 
separate review work to demonstrate Green Belt changes (removal 
and/or addition of land)? In 7 particular, is there agreement on the 
consistency of approach where the Green Belt designation crosses the 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough and Coventry City administrative 
boundaries?  
  
Nuneaton and Bedworth is being expected to give up Green Belt land now to 
make capacity for Coventry alleged housing requirement when the city itself is 
adopting a Green Belt last policy. 
 
Q.26 Would employment land provision below that identified in the 
2016 Employment Land MOU (signed by NBBC) amount to a failure on 
the duty to cooperate? Is the Council receptive to exploring options to 
address the under-provision?  
 
 
Q.27 Does the employment site at Prologis Park, Keresley qualify as a 
cross border strategic matter?  
 
Q.28 Does transport infrastructure qualify as a cross border strategic 
matter? If so, what are the issues (A5 corridor including a northern 
relief road, M6 Junction 3, the rail corridor (NUCKLE)?) and what has 
been the ongoing dialogue? 
The Northern distributor road is already compromised by the piecemeal 
development at each end.  We are not getting the help with infrastructure that 
is needed, which does make it a cross border matter.  
 
NUCKLE phase 1 should have been in place before the start of the plan in 2011. 
In 2008 the borough lost most of its Virgin Train Services to London from 
Liverpool. The proposed HS2 interchange station will draw even more growth 
towards Solihull.   
  
Cllr Keith Kondakor 

18 August 2017 
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Appendix 1 – HSG1 at Nuneaton Fields Farm 

 

Figure 1 - HSG1 - Nuneaton Fields Farm 
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Appendix 2 – Email refusing to supply traffic modelling outputs. 

 

Figure 2 - restricted email  redacted 
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Appendix 3 - JOB Density  
(sourced on 16/8/2017 from  NOMISWEB 
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157182/subreports/jd_compared/report.aspx?allInGB=&
pivot=-&&sort=2&ascending=) 

local authority numbers 

density  

North Warwickshire 47,000 1.22 
Stratford-on-Avon 78,000 1.10 
Warwick 92,000 1.02 
East Staffordshire 70,000 0.97 
Solihull 121,000 0.96 
Worcester 59,000 0.89 
Wychavon 63,000 0.88 
Lichfield 53,000 0.86 
Telford and Wrekin 92,000 0.85 
Herefordshire, County of 94,000 0.84 
Rugby 51,000 0.81 
Stafford 64,000 0.79 
Birmingham 560,000 0.79 
Stoke-on-Trent 124,000 0.78 
Redditch 42,000 0.78 
Shropshire 146,000 0.78 
Coventry 174,000 0.76 
Tamworth 37,000 0.76 
Malvern Hills 32,000 0.74 
Wolverhampton 114,000 0.71 
Bromsgrove 41,000 0.71 
Sandwell 143,000 0.71 
Walsall 118,000 0.70 
Cannock Chase 44,000 0.70 
Dudley 126,000 0.65 
Nuneaton and Bedworth 51,000 0.65 
Newcastle-under-Lyme 51,000 0.63 
Wyre Forest 37,000 0.63 
Staffordshire Moorlands 35,000 0.60 
South Staffordshire 40,000 0.59 
Source: ONS jobs density [2015] 
 
Note:   The density figures represent the ratio of total jobs to working-age population 
 

Appendix 4 email chain showing SA being done last. 

Emails about SA obtained from NBBC via Freedom of information request on 13th March 2017 – day consultation 
closed. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: xxxx 
Sent: 16 January 2017 09:38 
To: Ian Powell; PEPPITT Dale <dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; FORD Kelly 
<kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: RE: Final SA 

 

Morning Ian 

 

Thank you for your emails and associated final comments on the SA report and matrices.  

 

xxxx 

 

 

I trust the above update/clarification is useful and thank you again for your observations and thoughts xxxx. 

 

Kind regards 

 

xxxx 

 

 

From: xxxx 
Sent: 16 January 2017 09:05 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Cc: PEPPITT Dale <dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; POWELL Ian 
<ian.powell@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: NBBC - SA 

 

Kelly 

 

xxxx 

 

Should you have any queries please contact me.  

 

Regards 
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xxxx 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: xxxx 
Sent: 14 January 2017 08:43 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; Ian Powell; PEPPITT Dale 
<dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Final SA 

 

Kelly 

 

Yes - i will get a final version ready for 9am - Monday.  

 

xxxx 

 

Regards 

 

xxxx 

________________________________________ 

From: FORD Kelly [kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk] 

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2017 6:44 PM 

To: Ian Powell xxxx; PEPPITT Dale 

Subject: RE: Final SA 

 

Hi xxxx 

 

Are you able to address these points before 9am on Monday which is the deadline for print? 

 

Regards 

 

Kelly 

 

From: IAN POWELL  

Sent: 13 January 2017 17:23 
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To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; xxxxxxx; PEPPITT Dale 
<dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 

Subject: Final SA 

 

Kelly, Dale,xxxx 

 

I just speed-read the final SA (track changes version), with the following comments: 

 

xxxx 

 

I will speed read read the appendices tomorrow and contact you with any further observations. 

 

Ian Powell 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

From: xxxx 
Sent: 12 January 2017 19:41 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; PEPPITT Dale 
<dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: NBBC - Borough Plan - Publication Draft  

 

Kelly/Dale 

 

I have just completed uploading all the amended documents for the Borough Plan to the drop-box folder.  

 

Any queries, please contact me.  

 

Regards 

 

xxxx 
 

 

From: xxxx  
Sent: 10 January 2017 13:51 
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To: POWELL Ian <ian.powell@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Cc: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk>; PEPPITT Dale 
<dale.peppitt@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: NBBC SA Meeting 

 

Ian 

 

Many thanks for your email and the document setting out your further comments and observations on the site 
specific matrices. I have reviewed these and agree that they can be readily resolved as part of the changes 
we are currently undertaking.  

 

I agree the meeting was very productive and confirm that Dale/Kelly have supplied me with the additional 
information we discussed yesterday.  I am currently amending the report in line with our discussion.      

 

I confirm that we will undertake a proof read of the document before uploading the final report on Thursday 
but, to assist your own processes, I am happy to also supply you with a ‘tracked’ changes version confirming 
the amendments since the version you received on Friday.  

  

Xxxx 

 

Should you have any concerns with this revision please let me now. 

 

Kind regards 

 

xxxx 
 
From: xxxx  
Sent: 06 January 2017 18:21 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Cc: xxxx POWELL Ian <ian.powell@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: NBBC - Updated SA Report - DRAFT 

 

Kelly 

 

Further to our exchange of emails before Christmas of the above matter, I confirm that I have uploaded the 
‘tracked changes’ version of the SA report to the shared ‘dropbox’ folder ahead of our meeting on Monday 
morning. The drop-box link is below: 

 

xxxx 
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I will bring paper copies of the report for discussion/agreement together with a memory stick of all the 
Appendices.  

 

I look forward to seeing you on Monday.  

  

Kind regards 

 

xxxx 

 
From: xxxx  
Sent: 22 December 2016 15:56 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: NBBC - SA - Update 

 

Kelly 

 

Fine with me – see you on the 9th. 

 

Just one correction – xxxx is speaking to Ian on the 10th not the 12th - I understand that the 12th is the 
deadline for Committee.  

 

Have a good Christmas.  

 

Regards 

 

xxxx  
 

 

From: FORD Kelly [mailto:kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk]  
Sent: 22 December 2016 15:44 
To: xxxx> 
Subject: RE: NBBC - SA - Update 

 

Hi xxxx 
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Thanks for updating me – would 10am on 9th be OK with you?  

 

Regards 

 

Kelly 

 

From: xxxx 

Sent: 22 December 2016 14:11 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: NBBC - SA - Update 

 

Kelly 

 

Further to the telephone conversation between xxxx and Ian earlier today we confirm that we will have a 
‘tracked changes’ version of the SA Report and the Non-Technical Summary, addressing all the red and amber 
issues set out in Table 3 of SPRU’s Quality Check Review, by close of business on Friday 6th January. I will 
also provide a separate summary table setting out the references in the revised SA to each of the items raised 
in the Review.    

 

It was also agreed that you and I should meet on the 9th January in order to review and discuss the changes 
that have been made to the SA documents (against the Quality Check Review items) and the rationale behind 
them. Xxxx and Ian will then ‘touch base’ on the 12th January to confirm that the amended documents are in 
a form that the Council is happy with.          

 

I am happy to meet at your offices on the 9th January and am available all day. What time would be 
convenient for you?  

 

Regards 

 

xxxx  
 
 
 

 

From: xxxx  
Sent: 22 December 2016 08:07 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Cc: POWELL Ian <ian.powell@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Nuneaton & Bedworth BC - Sustainability Appraisal 
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Thanks Kelly 

 

As you know we are currently reviewing these comments in detail and will be provide Ian and you with an 
update this afternoon. 

 

Regards 

   

xxxx 
 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: xxxx 

Sent: 19 December 2016 14:08 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: SA Query 

 

Kelly 

 

Thank you for your email setting out the queries on the SA. 

 

I think a table confirming how and where we have addressed the points raised by xxxx if this would be helpful but will 
need to look into the query about xxxx 

 

I am out of the office today but will follow this up in the morning. 

 

The non-technical summary is a separate, slimmer,  document and is usual issued when you and we are ‘happy’ with 
the draft SA (as it summarises the assessment process we went through and the final conclusions) but I can send the 
current draft  over too if you wish? 

 

Are you still aiming for a January Cabinet? 

 

Regards 

 

xxxx 
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From: FORD Kelly<mailto:kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 

Sent: 19 December 2016 13:31 

To xxxx> 

Subject: SA Query 

 

Hi xxxx 

 

Reading through the SA report I can’t find how points raised by xxxx have been addressed, for example xxxx 

 

Regards 

 

Kelly 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: xxxx  
Sent: 13 December 2016 12:52 
To: FORD Kelly <kelly.ford@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk> 
Cc: xxxx 
Subject: RE: dwelling numbers query 

 

 

Kelly 

 

I am out today but have copied xxxx into this email as he xxxx 

 

xxxx- please reply to Kelly direct, thanks. 

 

Regards 

 

xxxx 
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Appendix 5 – In Touch 2016 last edition and 2017 first edition.  
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Appendix 6 November 2016 forward plan  
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…. 
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Appendix 7  - latest Midyear population 2016, pre BREXIT vote. 
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Appendix 8 latest mid-year population graph against GL Hearn projections. 

 
 

 125,000

 127,000

 129,000

 131,000

 133,000

 135,000

 137,000

 139,000

 141,000

 143,000

GL Hearn Demographic (8,200 homes)

GL Hearn Jobs (9,600 homes)

ONS mid year

Linear (ONS mid year)



Keith Kondakor response to questions 18/8/2017  Page 26 
 

 

 


