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 Q.4

BRV01.01 We  consider  that  the  consultation  process  did  not  accord  with  the  Statement  of
Community Involvement (2015).  Our main representations1 set out our concerns about
consultation  failures.  We  identified  a  primary  contributing  factor  as  the  disconnect
between the stated aims (para1.2)2 of the SCI, and what actually happened.  We wish to
amplify  this  with  further  statements  to  illustrate  deficiencies  in  the  SCI,  and  its
application.

BRV01.02  The title 'Statement of Community Involvement' would appear to offer much to local
communities.  The  stated  aims  of  the  SCI(2015)  reinforce  expectations  for  public
involvement, and for transparency. Yet, one of the difficulties in responding to Q.4, is
the very absence of open public records, and helpful public information about changes
in the content of the Plan during its final 12 months of evolution. NBBC Cabinet and
Council meetings make occasional passing reference to a Borough Plan Working Party.
It appears that the Working Party was very influential in forming decisions later ratified
by Cabinet  and Council.  However,  we have not been able to  find any minutes  for
Working Party meetings, or details of material presented, or names of persons present;
and hence, no public audit trail. Given this approach to plan making, there was never
any prospect of sensible community involvement.

BRV01.03 On close inspection, SCI(2015) is thin on real commitment. The operative words are
'minimum'  (para  4.2)2 and  'may'  (para  4.3)2,  indicating  the  lowest  possible  starting
threshold for consultation. This same approach is characterised in an advisory letter3

sent out to some residents at the beginning of  the 2017 Public Consultation exercise.
An early priority in the second sentence,  is  to tell  the reader that NBBC are going
“above  and  beyond”  requirements.  This  rather  begs  the  real  purpose  of  the
communication. Also, we would note that we have been unable to find a “register, or
list  of  Call  for  Sites  submissions”,  as  required  by  the  Sub  Regional  SHLAA
Methodology.4 This  would  have  been  an  important  resource  towards  alerting  local
communities  to  take  closer  interest  in  the  progress  of  the  Plan.  However,  the  only
findable related documents were the formatted blanks for site submission.  

BRV01.04 NBBC publish a magazine under the title 'Intouch'. In the normal publishing cycle, a
new issue would have appeared in January, 2017, which could have helped to support a
public information and involvement campaign. In fact, the next 'Intouch' was published
on 6 March, 2017.5 The Plan was given a two page spread, dominated by a graphic
entitled 'When was your house built?'  A related article, next to the 'Leader's Column'. is
helpfully  entitled 'Consultation  on the Borough Plan  ended on 13 March,  but  what
happens  now?'  We  consider  this  does  not  constitute  going  “above  and  beyond”
requirements. Nevertheless, NBBC may well be able to claim they have met the legal
requirements  of  SCI(2015),  because  the  more  ambitious  initial  stated  aims  are  not
translated further into identifiable and accountable actions in the document itself. We
conclude that SCI(2015) is neither a good example, nor a good document.
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BRV01.05 NBBC did not make use of the Whitestone & Bulkington Community Forum, which
could have acted as a very effective vehicle for informing and engaging the Whitestone
and Bulkington communities in the Plan process. In response to our verbal questions to
NBBC, it was said that NBBC were unable to use the Forum because it did not meet
frequently, or at suitable dates. Also, NBBC noted that the Forum is inspired by County
Councillors, and organised by Warwickshire County Council.  We do not agree with
these  pessimistic  views.  Some  elected  members,  who  attend  the  Forum,  are  both
Borough  and  County  Councillors.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  NBBC ever
considered this option,  or sought the co-operation of the County Council to arrange
timely, or additional, meetings to fulfil this local need. We are aware that the Forum has
attracted minimal attendance in the past, and this has tended to condition the perceived
need for the Forum. However, the February, 2017, meeting coincided with the Public
Consultation exercise, and the room was packed to capacity, with some residents being
unable to gain entry to the meeting. This shows there was a real and untapped demand
for  local  participation  in  the  plan  preparation  stage.  Given  the  apparent  sensitivity
between authorities, we would ask whether this indicates an underlying DtC issue.

BRV01.06 The failure of the earlier Submission Version (December 2015) should have taken the
plan process back to a new Options Stage, because of the need to find and evaluate
many new additional housing areas. However, this did not happen. Instead, we were
presented with 'fait accompli' in the subsequent Publication Version; because in NBBC
view, removing any of the additional new housing policies would have further breached
NBBC attempts to satisfy the DtC. No doubt, NBBC will say that all options were
evaluated under the SHLAA process, and that the Publication Version represents the
only viable option. We do not accept this view, because we have not seen any evidence
to show that a thorough 'restraints off' exercise was undertaken. Whilst we deprecate
the conversion of established Green Belt to development, we can demonstrate that there
is an alternative development strategy for a substantial part of the Plan, which is a
better  fit  to  the   objectives  than  the  proposed  Publication  Version.   Appropriate
publicity and community involvement, possibly through a further Options Stage would
have revealed this, with opportunities for discussion and resolution. 

BRV01.07 In the Consultation Statement, NBBC describe the Publication Version (2017) as an
update to accommodate extra housing and employment (para.2.12).6 This is a gross
understatement covering an exercise which became a re-write and radical extension of
the previous Plan version. The consultation was a 'telling' exercise with no prospect of
securing any significant changes to proposed policies that were presented as tablets of
stone.

BRV01.08 NBBC were not willing to sign up to the MoU, but whole communities are expected to
accept a covertly developed Plan. We struggle to identify any meaningful community
involvement in its production. On that level SCI(2015) fails and has no useful meaning.
This leads us to a conclusion that if it is deemed that  the process was sound, then
SCI(2015) is not fit for purpose.  
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          Q.5 

BRV02.01 We need first to explain and compare the respective initiatives by NBBC, and by BRV.
NBBC's  local  effort  was  a  two  hour  'Drop-in'  session  at  the  Village  Centre,  on  a
Wednesday afternoon, ten days into the Consultation. NBBC was represented by two
officers, who endeavoured to answer questions, and explain the Plan, with the aid of
display  panels  and  supporting  documents.  The only  active  Borough Councillor  for
Bulkington was also present; but on his own admission, he had no prior knowledge of
the new policies presented to the Cabinet meeting just two weeks before. For many
local residents, this was the first introduction to new major housing policies in the Plan,
and the huge amount of information generated in closed sessions during the past year.
The venue was crowded, and noisy, with little prospect of useful contact time with the
officers.  The timing of the drop-in session did not suit  the needs of residents who
would  normally  be  at  work.  Especially,  as  most  commute  from  Bulkington,  and
consequently, tend to have a longer working day.

BRV02.02 BRV was born7 as a direct result  of the inadequacy of the drop-in session. A huge
logistics task followed, to inform and make contact with local residents, many of whom
were still not properly aware of the Plan proposals.  We drafted an outline of perceived
issues;  and  leaflets  announcing  an  evening  public  meeting,  were  delivered  to  an
estimated  3.000  households.  The  centrally  located  venue  provided  for  about  250
people, which we trusted would be enough, if indeed people were willing to turn out.
An estimated 300 people attended, with many others having to turn away as the venue
was full. A follow up meeting at a larger venue (Weston Hall Hotel) was attended by
approximately 350 people. We had no previous experience of running a campaign, or
public  meetings  on  this  scale.  Nevertheless,  there  was overwhelming support  from
residents, and the meetings were very orderly. Only two speakers in the audience gave
opposing views. Other supporting campaign activities were:-

• Facebook page
• Dedicated website with news updates
• Draft and final documents available on website
• Two 'local surgery' sessions in the village.

A total of 1248 residents lodged representations with BRV against the Plan process,
and the housing policies affecting Bulkington.

BRV02.03 Clearly, there was a huge suppressed demand for information and involvement, with a
need for local residents to make their views known. Fortunately, the initiative by BRV
was welcomed by residents, and yielded a justified, properly representative view. We
doubt that it was an expected supplementary method of engagement, as it arose out of
necessity, and what was felt locally to be a broken process. It is not  something that
planning authorities should rely on, because there is no certainty that all  communities
will be able to find the necessary resources. We consider that primary responsibility for
effective and representative consultation should rest with the promoting authority. A
more  inclusive  process  would  have  informed and engaged much earlier  with  local
residents.
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Q.16 

BRV03.01 We wish to contribute to this matter because it impacts on housing policy decisions that
affect Bulkington residents.8  We consider that the distribution of the Coventry housing
shortfall,  to  partner  authorities,  did  not  take  sensible  account  of  their  respective
capabilities to accommodate even more housing. It is laudable that some were willing
to agree to take a large share of the shortfall, but we believe it was not sufficient reason
to force consequential bad planning decisions on those not well placed to take such
numbers.  We are told that Nuneaton & Bedworth, and Coventry stand out as areas of
high unemployment, and feature highly in terms of level of deprivation.9 Also, there is
a clear inference that  sustained and significant population growth is a contributory risk
factor.  Contrary to this, the proposed NBBC share would impose an accelerated rate of
housing growth on an area with acknowledged issues, and already the most densely
populated district in Warwickshire. From our limited view of matters it appears that
NBBC were subjected to long and sustained pressure to agree to an arrangement that
would be detrimental to the Borough Plan, and the Borough as a whole. Therefore, we
believe that broadly, NBBC were right not to sign the MoU as drafted, and were not in
breach of DtC in this respect.

BRV03.02 However,  the  SHMA  process  does  allow  an  authority  to  say  that  it  cannot
accommodate more housing growth; as Coventry City Council did.  We consider that
NBBC should have made a clear and similar case, with a qualification that it was at
least meeting its own OAN; and therefore, not a direct burden on the other authorities.
Indeed, it may have been possible to improve on this, to a limited extent, without harm
to the Plan,  or the Borough. Superficially,  it  seems that the NBBC case was never
properly made in this respect. Also, NBBC were not expeditious in completing their
SHLAA review, and the position simply remained that NBBC was unable to sign the
MoU. Trusting that we have understood the situation correctly, then NBBC inaction
might be considered to be a breach of DtC, and it was also detrimental to residents'
interests.

Q.25 

BRV04.01 We note that Rugby BC officers expressed concern as to whether the small pieces of
land, looked at in the SHLAA, had been evaluated on the overall score for the large
parcel that they form part of.10  We would draw attention to the similarity between this
and a comparable point we have made.11

BRV04.02 Whilst BRV and Rugby BC are looking for very different outcomes. it is apparent that
we are both concerned to see proper and careful application of the same underlying
principle.  Our findings indicate that NBBC have taken the global scores assigned to
Green Belt  parcels,  and treated  them as  fully  representative  of  the  individual  land
pieces that make up the parcel. On that basis, the SHLAA is not sound.  We find the
NBBC notes from the Rugby meeting rather ambiguous as to whether NBBC consider
they have followed the same SHLAA process as other authorities.
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