
Cllr. Seb Gran response to Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough 
Local Plan Housing Topic Paper - November 2017 

 
1: Housing Requirements of the Plan 
(a) Clarify the revised housing requirement of the Plan 
 
 The number of 14,060 the Borough Council has come to 
appears to be based on out of date information and 
misplaced policies such as the 10% tolerance that is an 
unnecessary part of the plan, inflating the housing figures 
above demand. 
 This figure is also inflated by the 4000 overspill that the 
Borough Council have taken from Coventry City Council at 
the last minute. These houses were not consulted on as they 
only became part of the plan shortly before the September 
hearings and long after the most recent stage of the Borough 
Plan Consultation earlier this year. 
 In addition, these figures are based on the allegedly 
overinflated estimations for growth put forward by Nuneaton 
& Bedworth Borough Council. Since 4000 of these houses 
would be Coventry overspill, any new inhabitants as a result 
of this would be more closely linked economically to the 
Coventry area, not driving the sort of growth that would 
necessitate a rise in housing demand in Nuneaton & 
Bedworth. 
 The 14,060 number would also cause severe issues with 
local infrastructure, with current road infrastructure unable 
to met the boroughs need as they stand. 
 
2. Site Selection Process  



b. Demonstrate a robust site selection process having regard 
to PPG guidance 
 
2.2: There is no sequential approach, with areas of 
countryside such as areas of restraint and green belt being 
added in at the expense of brownfield sites. 
 
2.5: Growth and self sufficiency of Bedworth Town Centre 
seems to be overstated and it is allegedly difficult for these 
areas to integrate over 14000 houses. 
 
2.8: The HSG4 site was first identified in 2013 but not 
released as public information until September 2015. At this 
time it was council policy to return this site to the Greenbelt. 
 
2.9: By allegedly not 'ranking' the preferred options sites, 
categories such as lack of infrastructure, council policy and 
wildlife and environmental impact were not considered in 
choosing sites. The Borough Council seem to have done this 
for flexibility in choosing sites, despite guidance showing that 
each site should be chosen on merit rather than to 'make up 
numbers'. Can the Council clarify what they meant by 
flexibility in choosing sites? 
 
2.11: The Council have to elaborate on the nature of the 
change in the scale of housing growth they noticed 
 
2.12: It appears that the Council's first course of action was 
to go against council policy to choose a site (PDA 6) 
 



2.13: The Council need to explain  how these sites are 
allegedly suitable and deliverable. This is very vague 
 
2.25: What were the mix of approaches taken? The Council 
need to go back and explain. 
 
2.34: The Borough Council need to explain what "an 
Economically Drive Plan" is and what they view as the needs 
of Nuneaton and Bedworth. The council allegedly have not 
put forward a settlement hierarchy and role. Can they 
publish this? The principle of Protecting Green Belt Land has 
not been met. 
 
2.46: This is correct. This was still council policy during and 
after the Borough Council decided to include this land as 
preferred options for housing. 
 
2.49: Up to date ONS figures need to be used. Since 2014, 
growth projections have changed, Britain has voted to leave 
the European Union and the jobs market has been alleged to 
have changed. The Council must take into account new 
figures when setting housing needs. 
 
2.50: The 10040 at the time was chosen over the identified 
need of 8580. What was the nature of the council's alleged 
economic uplift that would be provided? They should 
elaborate on this and explain what they mean. 
 
2.56: See my bullet point on 2.34 
 



2.57: The Woodlands site being included in the borough plan 
allegedly goes against the overarching principles and 
planning policy. 
 
2.59: The excessive use of green belt land and land of 
restraint in the plan and the lack of proposed and existing 
infrastructure surely goes against the principle of sustainable 
development. 
 
2.76: Part of the site is owned by Diane Startin, who is in the 
process of getting her land removed from the plan. 298 
dwellings would be undeliverable on this site. 
 
2.77: The local wildlife site, combined with the council policy 
at the time to return the site to greenbelt and the council's 
map of natural areas of restraints makes even a small scale 
development here difficult to achieve. 
 
2.78: Biodiversity constraints, which were included by the 
Borough Council later in this report are not considered a con. 
They should be by the Council's own admittance. The 
woodlands was not merely suggested for greenbelt, but 
voted on by two separate council resolutions to be included 
in greenbelt. This should have been done as a boundary 
change. 
 
2.85: The Borough Council have done a really poor job of 
explaining what their methodology is and the implications of 
their findings, beyond allegedly overinflated housing figures. 
 



2.87: A Memorandum of Understanding has not been 
considered, undermining points 2.86, 2.88 and 2.89 
 
2.92: The council need to show their working out for 
commenting and migration flows. This needs to be re-
evaluated in the light of reduced growth forecasts and Britain 
leaving the EU. It is not economically viable to give the most 
heavily populated part of Warwickshire 32.3% of Coventry's 
unmet need. Road infrastructure is too poor in Bedworth to 
take Coventry levels of traffic and population. 
 
2.95: Due to the Borough Council's report on Biodiversity 
Constraints in Bedworth Woodlands, the site surely fails the 
tests of suitability and achievability. School Lane also fails the 
test of availability due to one of the main land owners not 
wishing her site to be used for housing. 
 
2.97: Coventry overshadows Nuneaton & Bedworth for 
employment opportunities. 
 
2.105: As the land south of the long shoot is not green belt 
but serves an important role in separating Nuneaton and 
Hinckley, the Woodlands similarly serves a significant 
function in separating Nuneaton from Bedworth. 
 
2.108: Sites such as the woodlands do not round off 
development, but develop a rural area of the borough. 
 
2.109: The Borough Council have presented no evidence that 
the publication version of the plan meets the road 
infrastructure requirements, particularly for Bedworth on 



Coventry Road / Newtown Road and for the new proposed 
housing estate in the rural woodlands. 
 
 
 
 


