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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 These representations are submitted on behalf of Warmflame Developments who have 

land interests in Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough, including land at Exhall House Farm, to 
the west of Ash Green/Neal’s Green. 

 
1.2 Warmflame Developments has made representations throughout the various stages of the 

Local Plan process, most recently in March 2017, in response to consultation on the 
publication draft of the Local Plan.  At that time, strong objections were raised to the Plan 
on the basis that the Council had not met the statutory Duty to Co-operate and on the 
basis that the Plan was not considered to meet the test of soundness. 

 
1.3  It is noted that the Inspector has written to the Council (on 19 September 2017) following 

the Stage One Hearings, stating that he feels that the Council has met the Duty to Co-
operate. These conclusions are noted despite remaining concerns about collaborative 
working between Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) and other authorities 
across the Housing Market Area (HMA). 

 
1.4  The Council has since provided a Housing Topic Paper in response to matters raised by 

the Inspector following the Stage One hearings. These representations set out 
Warmflame’s views on the Topic Paper. 

 
 
 

2.0 HOUSING REQUIREMENT OF THE PLAN 
 
2.1 The Housing Topic Paper sets out a housing land requirement for 14,060 dwellings. This 

includes NBBC’s requirement for 10,040 homes plus 4,020 homes to meet Coventry City’s 
unmet need. It seems that the Council is now prepared to work collaboratively with its 
neighbours across the HMA, and the Council’s revised position is that it can identify 
sufficient land and/or existing commitments to meet the housing land requirement.  It is 
hoped that the Council will be able to sign and commit to the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU), which was agreed amongst other members of the HMA in 2015, 
before the Stage Two hearings resume in 2018 to avoid further uncertainty about how 
many homes the Plan is provided for. 

 
2.2  The Topic Paper mentions that, despite not signing the MoU, NBBC has always sought to 

accommodate as much unmet need from across the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA as 
possible.  While this is a positive response, it would have been preferable if NBBC had 
committed to accommodating all of the unmet need that is deemed appropriate following 
engagement with partners across the HMA. 

 
2.3 The Topic Paper refers in the paper’s opening paragraph that 2,331 dwellings towards 

Coventry’s unmet needs (of 4,020) were included at Publication Stage of the Plan, along 
with a 10% buffer for flexibility.  This buffer is described as a contingency without which 
“the Borough Plan could be at risk of failure” if one or more of the allocated or consented 
sites are not delivered as expected.  The Topic Paper explains that that the Council has 
now agreed to meet its share of unmet need from across the HMA because there have 
been more completions and more windfall permissions/resolutions than previously 
anticipated.  In other words, NBBC is now only accepting that its housing need is 14,060 
homes because this fortuitous situation has come to light since the Publication Draft Plan.   

2.4. However, because there are not quite sufficient completions / windfall permissions, the 

Topic Paper goes on to state that a flexibility buffer of only 8.3% is sufficient, rather than 

the 10% previously planned for.  As the Council accepted that a 10% buffer was 

reasonable at Publication Stage, it is not unreasonable to expect the same 10% buffer to 

be applied now.  If the Council’s own logic is now extended to the updated position, the 

Plan should be aiming to deliver an extra 233 homes to ensure that the 10% flexibility 
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buffer is maintained.  This would give a total housing need of 15,466 homes, not 15,223 as 

set out in paragraph 1.3 of the Topic Paper. 

 

2.5. The Topic Paper explains that on adoption the 5 year housing supply using the Sedgfield  

method would be 4.1 years (paragraph 4.31).  The Sedgefield method is the Government’s 

preferred approach, and is generally considered to much more directly support the NPPF’s 

requirement (paragraph 47)  to deliver a ‘significant boost’ to housing supply by meeting 

any shortfall in the first 5 years of the Plan period.  It is also inconsistent with the NPPF 

(paragraph 49) which clearly says that the relevant policies for the supply of housing 

should not be considered up to date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 

five year supply of deliverable housing sites. 

 

2.6. The Council’s change in position with regards to housing supply and its ability to help meet 

the needs of Coventry brings to the fore strategic weaknesses and contradictions in the 

spatial strategy of the Plan.  The Council had been consistent in maintaining that it was 

unable to deliver higher levels of housing as part of cooperation across the wider HMA, 

and earlier iterations of the draft Plan were prepared and written from this perspective.  

These strategic contradictions are referred to in further detail below with regard to site 

selection, deliverability, and the location of planned growth. 

 
 
 

3.0  SITE SELECTION PROCESS 

3.1 It is reassuring that the Council is finally recognising that additional homes are required to 

meet unmet need from across the HMA (notwithstanding the shortfall identified above). 

However, it is disappointing and surprising to read at paragraph 1.7 that this has not 

resulted in an increase in the number of new allocations, nor any increase in size of any of 

the allocations already put forward.  

 

3.2 Homes should be provided in the most sustainable locations and, subject to sustainability 

and site specific considerations, at or close to where the demand arises.  Over 4,000 

dwellings are being ‘added’ to Borough Council’s OAN to meet Coventry City’s unmet 

need, but there is no strategy to provide those homes in the locations that have good 

association or accessibility to Coventry City. 

 

3.3 The Housing Topic Paper refers at paragraph 1.5 to the way in which these increased 

housing numbers have been accommodated.  These are described as being largely 

‘windfalls’ - speculative schemes or increased housing numbers approved on existing 

sites.  This means there has been no co-ordinated or planned approach to allocating sites 

close to where the demand has arisen.  The Council has simply relied upon the numbers 

that have been approved (or built) speculatively.  This has the consequence of delivering 

housing in no small part to meet the needs of people from Coventry City furthest from 

where they are likely to already work, and school their children, resulting in a need to travel 

considerably further. This approach flies in the face with what the government’s 

sustainability agenda as set out within the NPPF.  

 

3.4 The difficulty with the Plan having been prepared in advance of full and constructive 

dialogue with its HMA partners (and in advance of the signing of the MoU) is that the 

strategy for growth, and the individual selection of sites, has not factored in the unmet 

need from Coventry City that NBBC has now accepted.  The strategy was drawn up solely 
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to support the expansion of the urban areas of Nuneaton and Bedworth, seemingly on the 

basis of the earlier approach based around meeting a lower level of housing.   

 

3.5 The Settlement Hierarchy which in part underpins the spatial strategy fails to fully 

recognise the sustainability of locations outside of the two main urban areas of Nuneaton 

and Bedworth.  The strategy assumes that all other settlements and areas, including those 

well located with regard to the urban area of Coventry and on good public transport 

corridors providing access to and from the City – such as Ash Green/Neal’s Green – are 

very low down the settlement hierarchy and allocated no growth.   

 

3.6 That approach may have been more appropriate and sustainable had there been no cross-

boundary requirement which reflects different spatial patterns of housing need.  However, 

to now accept that the NBBC Local Plan aims to meet in full the considerable growth from 

Coventry City it is inappropriate to not consider whether an element of this growth should 

be provided closer to NBBC’s boundary with the City as this is where the pressure for 

growth will arise from.  The Topic Paper fails to explain how the Local Plan would deliver 

collaborative and joined-up planning with other local authority partners across the HMA, 

and this needs to be revisited.  

 

3.7 The Housing Topic Paper sets out that the various options have been tested through the 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) processes the various stages:  

 The 2009 Issues and Options SA process tested eight options (Topic Paper para 2.2) 

and concluded at para. 2.5 that option 7 was the most suitable growth option to “meet 

the needs of the community and delivering the Coventry Growth requirements in a 

sustainable manner”. There was recognition at this time that a strategy which supports 

Coventry’s growth was the most appropriate.   

 At Preferred Options stage (2013), the Council planned for just 7,900 homes, with 

sites selected that did not follow the logic flowing through the 2009 SA process.  This 

included a 3,000 home allocation north of Nuneaton and other smaller allocations 

around the towns of Nuneaton and Bedworth.   

 At Submission stage in 2015, the Plan made provision for 10,400 homes with nothing 

provided to meet unmet need from the wider HMA.  Again, other than relatively 

modest allocations south of Bedworth at Hospital Lane and School Lane (less than 

1,000 units), most major allocations were identified North and West of Nuneaton and 

elsewhere around Bedworth.  The bulk of these major allocations did not respond 

spatially or geographically to the pressure for growth from Coventry City to the south. 

 

3.8 It is apparent from the Housing Topic Paper that during the considerable period of time 

that the draft Plan has been evolving, the strategy has been based solely on housing need 

from Nuneaton and Bedworth and not pressure for growth from the wider HMA.  This is 

because NBBC has not, until this time, reached agreement upon what additional growth it 

would accommodate. While the importance of getting a Plan adopted is recognised, a 

strategy that ignores the fact that over 4,000 homes within the housing need being met will 

arise from Coventry City is unsound and less sustainable than a strategy which more 

proactively responds to these cross-boundary issues. 

 
 

4.0 EXHALL HOUSE FARM, ASH GREEN – A SUSTAINABLE OPTION 
 
4.1  Representations have previously been made to the Council to demonstrate why the Exhall 

House Farm site, West of Ash Green, should be released from the Green Belt and 
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allocated for around 250 dwellings.  This representation will not repeat those previous 
submissions, other than to highlight the following: 

 

 The Exhall House Farm site is extremely well located with regards to Coventry City  

so would be a sustainable solution to NBBC’s housing land shortage. 

 There are no technical constraints to development on the site. 

 The site is in single ownership and can be brought forward for development within 

the next two years. 

 The site will help deliver housing early in the Plan period while larger sites are 

being assembled. 

 The site makes a very limited contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt, as 

confirmed through the Council’s evidence base and earlier site assessments - a 

generous green buffer would be retained between the site and development 

further to the west and south. 

 

4.2 The Exhall House farm could deliver both early delivery, contributing to the ‘boost’ required 

to supply, and help address the existing shortfall or backlog in the first 5 years of the Plan 

period.   As a minimum this site would could deliver all of the 233 homes shortfall identified 

in Paragraph 2.3 above. 

 

4.3 The Council has previously considered the site, and the evidence base provides a 

generally useful summary of the site’s sustainability and other characteristics, albeit with 

some errors and misrepresentations included in regard to several issues.  Notwithstanding 

these errors, the Council’s evidence base provides a generally positive picture of the site’s 

suitability for development. 

 

4.4 Key misrepresentations in the 2016 SHLAA include: 

 Describing the site as ‘agricultural field’ when it also contains residential 

properties and derelict buildings and outbuildings; 

 Indicating that ‘some impact’ would be likely on Local Wildlife Sites – the reasons 

for this are unclear given the distance and relationship to surrounding land-uses 

and sites (additional open space and landscaping proposed on the site would 

have a beneficial impact on the Prologis Country Park LWS); 

 Public Transport accessibility is scored as ‘accessible to neither bus or rail’ – this 

is wholly inaccurate, with the No. 56 and 57 bus services regularly stopping along 

Ash Green Lane (less than 200m from the site), providing access to Bedworth, 

Nuneaton and Coventry City Centre.  The No. 55 bus runs along New Road and 

connects the site with Keresley End and Prologis Park in the west.  Therefore, 

the site should be scored ‘green’ not ‘amber’;   

 With regard to Agricultural Land quality the site is given an ‘amber’ score 

suggesting development would result in the loss in some of the best and most 

versatile arable land.  In fact, the site is largely poor semi-improved grassland 

which has been subject to intensive grazing, rather than arable agriculture, for 

some time.  There is understood to be very little soil in the best and most 

versatile arable categories. 

 In terms of ‘intentions’ and ‘legal’ issues, the site has a classified as ‘promoted’ 

and ‘unknown’ respectively.  In practice there has been a developer promoting 

the site for many years, and this should be ‘green’ not ‘amber’ for both 

categories. 
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4.5 Finally, and crucially, the conclusions to the SHLAA refer to the overall conclusions for the 

much larger land parcel ‘NG5’ which was assessed in the Green Belt Study of 2015.  NG5 

was a very large area of land, and although the Exhall Farm site (site NUN 133) is part 

NG5, they have very different characteristics overall.  While the comments regarding 

‘achievability’ might be accurate for area NG5 they are not accurate with regards to site 

NUN 133. 

 

4.6 Site NUN 133 was assessed in various studies and earlier iterations of the SHLAA – key 

points have been made in full in representations submitted earlier in the Plan Examination 

process and the 2016 SHLAA contradicts or fails to make use of existing earlier evidence 

base documents which indicate the potential of the site to accommodate development.  In 

summary: 

 The Landscape Character Assessment (2011) of the Borough assesses the 

‘Keresley Urban Fringe’ character area which includes the Exhall House Farm 

site.  The Assessment details that the area has ‘weak character’ and the 

landscape condition is considered to be ‘poor’.  The Assessment details that new 

development should be set in a ‘strong landscape framework’ and should ‘create 

distinctiveness between settlements’. It is therefore clear from the Assessment 

that development can be accommodated or assimilated into the landscape; 

 The Council’s Stage 1 of the Housing Background Paper (2013) considered a 

wider area covering the site for development and stated that the land and 

concluded that it was “not best performing Green Belt” and referred back to the 

TEP Landscape Value Assessment (2012) which did not identify this parcel as 

important to retaining separation. 

 The site was considered in the 2013 SHLAA, and given site reference NUN133.  

The Council’s Assessment considered that the site could bring forward up to 260 

homes within the Plan period, and identified it overall as being in the ‘with future 

potential’ category.   Key comments within the 2013 SHLAA about site NUN133 

include:  

 ‘due to the already strong and still developing landscape structure there is 
scope to accommodate further development’;  

 ‘because of the areas very strong landscape structure development could be 
accommodated without wider harm and the perception of merging of 
settlements’;  

 ‘development would be very well located to the employment opportunities at 
Prologis Park’;  

 ‘the site is adjacent to Ash Green and well-related to facilities’;  

 ‘the eastern and northern part of the site is considered suitable in principle 
for future housing potential because of its accessibility to facilities, job 
opportunities and public transport and because there are no insurmountable 
constraints as an future urban extension’.  

 Notwithstanding the distinction between the larger scale of parcel NG5 and the 
smaller scale of site NUN133 proposed by Warmflame, the 2015 Green Belt 
Review gave land parcel NG5 a score of 14 out of 20.  This was comparable with 
a number of other large parcels within the Green Belt, including several parcels 
which were later allocated for removal to enable development in emerging Local 
Plans. 

 

4.7 The Settlement Hierarchy which in part underpins the spatial strategy underplays and fails 

to fully recognise the sustainability of locations outside of the two main urban areas of 

Nuneaton and Bedworth to accommodate further growth.  Despite being well located with 

regard to the urban area of Coventry and employment at the Bayton Road Industrial 
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Estate, with good public transport links to the City, retail and other services including a 

Secondary School, Ash Green/Neal’s Green is placed low down the settlement hierarchy 

with development limited to within the existing urban area.  However, Policy NB3 

recognises the ‘local centre’ which serves Ash Green, and states that growth of an 

appropriate scale will be directed to this and other smaller settlements.  Similarly, the 

reference in Policy NB2 that the remainder of the 10,040 figure minus the delivery on the 6 

allocated sites listed should be “directed to” a number of urban areas, including Ash 

Green/Neal’s Green, is welcomed.   

 

4.8 It is unclear from the Housing Topic Paper how this part of the Plan’s spatial strategy, 

which would look to sustain and support existing centres outside of Nuneaton or Bedworth 

is being met. 

 

4.9 The reasons given in rejecting site NUN133 appear to be more related to the lack of fit with 

a strategy which focuses on Nuneaton and Bedworth than on concerns over impact on the 

Green Belt or the wider landscape.  Elements of the SHLAA assessment referred to above 

which appear to question the principle of further growth in Ash Green/Neal’s Green on the 

basis of accessibility or sustainability also seem to contradict these elements of the 

subnitted Plan. 

 
  

5.0  CONCLUSIONS  
 
5.1  The Council’s Housing Topic Paper seeks to convince the Inspector that it can deliver 

sufficient homes to meet its needs over the Plan period and that the sites selected are the 
most appropriate to meet the OAN including its allocation of unmet need from Coventry.  It 
further seeks to demonstrate that it has selected the most sustainable strategy and sites 
and that no additional sites are required to meet development needs. 

 
5.2  Despite now acknowledging that it needs to help provide housing land to accommodate 

the unmet need from the wider HMA, the Council appears to have happened upon a make-
shift solution which makes no provision for land in the vicinity of the origin of more than 
4,000 homes to meet Coventry’s needs. 

 
5.3  In addition to these fundamental questions regarding the distribution of growth, to remain 

internally consistent the Plan should at least be providing for an additional 233 dwellings to 
meet its OAN + HMA Unmet Need + 10% buffer for flexibility to reduce the risk of the Plan 
failing due to poor delivery. 

5.4. The Topic Paper makes no provision for new sites or to expand allocated sites and 

therefore will not meet its housing land requirements in full, nor deliver the ‘significant 

boost’ required over the short-term. 

 

5.5. Most of the sites envisaged for development over the next five years will be on sites to the 

north of Nuneaton (Long Shoot and Weddington Road).  This is unrealistic as such 

intensive development risks saturating the market, and in reality developers may well slow 

down rather than ‘boost’ delivery.  It also raises questions over infrastructure capacity.  

Land should be released elsewhere to boost housing supply early in the Plan period.  

Identifying additional smaller sites would help provide a more resilient and deliverable land 

supply. 

 

5.6. It is unclear how focussing development, including that intended to meet the need of 

Coventry, in the urban areas of Nuneaton and Bedworth meets the NPPF requirement to 

ensure that sufficient land is available “in the right places and at the right time” (paragraph 
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7).  Furthermore, it falls short when held against many of the ‘core planning principles’ of 

the NPPF (paragraph 17), including: 

 

 “identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of 

an area, and respond positively to the wider opportunities for growth”; 

 “take account of the different roles and character of different areas”; 

 “actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 

transport, waling and cycling, and focus significant development in locations 

which are or can be made sustainable”. 

 

5.7. For the reasons set out above, the Plan in its current format fails the statutory tests of 

soundness, and does not represent the most sustainable approach to delivering growth in 

full. 

 
 


