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Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan 

Additional statement in response to Housing Topic Paper – November 2017 

 

Having received the above titled document from Carmel Edwards, Programme Officer for the 

Examination process I would comment as follows on this document. 

I have referenced each comment to the topic and page references. 

1.1 (page 1) 

The NBBC Borough Plan quotes that the borough is the most densely populated borough in 

Warwickshire yet it is taking massive overspill from Coventry, West Midlands. 

 

The borough plan references its figures from a Warwickshire County Council Publication ‘Quality of 

Life in Warwickshire 2014/15’ 

These show on page 7: 

Borough   Area (hectares)   Persons per square kilometre  

North Warwickshire  28516    218 

Nuneaton & Bedworth  7898    1592 

Rugby    35558    283 

Stratford – on – Avon  97657    123 

Warwick   28226    491 

Total Warwickshire  197855    277 

 

There is also a map on page 5 which show graphically how small Nuneaton and Bedworth is and how 

it is constrained by its neighbours. 

If you work out the figures above that means the density of Nuneaton is an amazing 5.75 times that 

of the average, 7.3 times that of neighbouring North Warwickshire and a staggering 12.9 times that 

of Stratford – on – Avon. 

Yet NBBC Borough Plan seeks to add up to 15223 houses to our already over populated towns. What 

will be the imbalance in 2031 when all these houses get built compared with elsewhere in 

Warwickshire which has space in abundance? 

Stratford – on – Avon is over 12 times larger than Nuneaton and Bedworth. Even the next smallest is 

3.6 times larger. 



This serious imbalance must be addressed with Nuneaton and Bedworth taking significantly less 

development especially on green belt and productive farmland. 

 

1.7 (page 3) 

This proposes most strangely that in effect there can be more houses on the same land space 

without increasing density.  How? 

At the NBBC special meeting on 6th September 2017 this was raised and the NBBC councillors argued 

that more houses on the same land does not increase density!! Not in my way of thinking. 

More houses on the same land means more people per hectare, more cars, increased congestion, 

less parking, less greenery etc. 

Interestingly it has just been announced that developers FCC Environment for HSG 11 (Tuttle Hill) 

are promoting around 400 houses (plus a canalside pub, doctor’s surgery, shops, coffee shop and a 

small hotel). This site in the Borough Plan is for 200 homes so one must assume yet more increase 

density and 200 to be removed from another site in the plan?  

 

2.5 (page 6) 

If NBBC has to take any Coventry overspill it should be near to Coventry. The vacant land to West of 

A444 keeps them near Coventry and next to a main transport corridor keeping traffic out of 

Nuneaton, Bedworth and Bulkington (remember Nuneaton and Bedworth includes Bulkington) 

 

2.6 (page 6) 

This states ‘strong concerns were raised over the loss of green belt land and in the borough due to 

development and the significant increase in traffic that would be created’ 

You can add productive farmland (some in green belt) to the loss. Also note that in their own NBBC 

Borough Plan the council reference the traffic problems that already exist. 

Referring again to the WCC Quality of Life Publication - on page 8 it shows another staggering set of 

statistics which shows how much Nuneaton and Bedworth needs to protect its green 

spaces/productive farmland. 

Borough  Urban>10k Total Rural Rural fringe Rural village   

North Warwickshire 25.9%  74.1%  53.9%  20.2% 

Nuneaton & Bedworth  100%  0%  0%  0% 

Rugby   75.4%  24.6%  10.4%  14.2% 

Stratford – on Avon 22.9%  77.1%  43.3%  33.8% 

Warwick  89.8%  10.2%  2.8%  7.4% 

Total Warwickshire 67.5%  32.5%  18.3%  14.2% 

 



2.84 (page 30) 

This refers to a need for 10440 houses in 2015 which by 2017 has rocketed to up to 15223 being the 

highest of the many figures quoted in NBBC documents. 

This represents an increase of 5183 homes or plus 52%. 

How is this justified and are we expect it to keep on this upward trend? 

How robust are the figures from Coventry? 

What is the effect of the influx of single students moving into Coventry? 

What is the effect of the reduced net immigration of 106000 annually reported yesterday by Office 

for National Statistics? 

 

 

2.92 (page 32) 

Why is already overcrowded Nuneaton and Bedworth expected to take 32.3% of Coventry excess. 

Coventry is also in West Midlands, not Warwickshire, and is building for student accommodation at 

an amazing rate. Surely this releases homes previously occupied by students for Coventrians? 

 

2.98 (page 34) 

Seems HSG 9 and others only get put in the plan at last minute after pressure from outside NBBC 

area. 

 

2.100 (page 35) 

Good to see Hawkesbury could be back in the mix. There is a huge swathe of land beside the west of 

Coventry canal that lies unused between Hawkesbury and Bedworth. 

 

3 (pages 39 – 47) 

The document shows 5 scores for green belt in the tabulations on pages 44 to 47 but does not define 

the 5 areas. 

Looking at the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 80 shows them as: 

- To check the unwanted sprawl of built up areas 

- To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

- To assist safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

- To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

- To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land 

These would seem to be correct as the 5th corresponds to the statement in paragraph 3.12 (page 43) 



If this is correct how can they not justify full marks for items 1 and 3 at least. 

Item 2 gets variable scores presumably dependent on location. 

Item 4 gets zero on every plot – why?  Nuneaton has some history. OK it is not Stratford but it was a 

small market town now being turned into urban dormitory commuter town sprawl with no heart. 

Town Centre is dying. 

Scoring is odd as item 4 always gets zero but they still count marks out of 20. 5 columns of 5 is surely 

25? 

In relation to HSG 9 (pages 45 -46) it states 

- Defensible railway line to west.  There is no railway next to HSG9 so I suspect this refers to 

BU4 above. 

 

4.7 (page 50) 

This paragraph states that for HSG9 some limited public consultation carried out including with 

infrastructure providers. 

The only public consultation I know of was via the flawed NBBC Borough Plan Consultation process 

in February/March 2017. This was the first I knew of plans to build on this productive green belt 

farmland. 

Since the Examination stage 1 our local NBBC councillor was approached by a developer and shown 

outline plans but these were not for public consumption. 

As my house backs onto HSG 9 I would have expected to be included in this ‘limited public 

consultation’. 

Please can someone advise what public consultation has taken place regarding HSG 9 and why as a 

local resident, deeply affected by this proposal. I was not invited to attend. 

 

Appendix G (pages 72 – 73) 

This clearly states that at the stage 2 process the plot HSG9, then known as NB8a, was rejected as 

unsuitable for development for various reasons. In particular the need for maintaining green belt 

separation between Nuneaton and the neighbouring borough. 

At this point it should be clearly understood that the border between Nuneaton and its neighbouring 

borough does not follow the A5 as is often assumed. 

The majority of the land to the East of the Long Shoot and South of the A5 as far as River Anker is not 

part of Nuneaton and Bedworth so any plans to build on this are not under the control of Nuneaton 

and Bedworth Borough Council. 



If HSG 9 goes ahead then the green belt separation between Nuneaton and Bedworth and the 

neighbouring borough would only be the width of one small field and surely cannot meet the 

requirements of a green belt separation. Note that at this point the River Anker is little more than a 

stream and is not a significant border. 

The parameters by which this land was rejected at a previous stage have not changed yet it has now 

been included in the current plan – why?  

What sustainability and infrastructure assessments have been made? The NBBC borough plan 

introduction already cites B4114 Lutterworth Road, onto which most HSG9 traffic would emerge, as 

a traffic congestion hot spot. 

Seems to be a developer lead plan – refer back to page 50 – paragraph 4.8 which states: 

‘Land promoters are acting on behalf of developer’ 

 

 

4th December 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 


