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  Woodlands Action Group's response to NBBC/33 - 

Housing Topic Paper - November 2017 (8 Nov 17 - NBBC) 

 

1. Housing Requirements of the Plan 

(A.) Clarify the revised housing requirement of the plan 

 

The Action Group have found the Council's Topic Paper response extremely 

difficult to understand in general terms, mainly due to the lack of new 

information – instead past information is regurgitated. No account has been 

taken of the evidence submitted by others, notably Cllr Keith Kondakor, Mr 

Merle Gering of Keresley, and CPRE Warwickshire, which shows that the housing 

requirements are greatly exaggerated. The ‘objectively assessed need’ for the 

Borough is (as shown by Cllr Kondakor) about 6,600 houses over the full 20 

years 2011-2031, or 330 houses/year. 

 

Unfortunately the ‘Borough Plan Working Party’ which has been the vehicle for 

approving the Council’s Plan at various stages has excluded all but majority party 

councillors, has met in private, has not  heard from local residents and groups, 

and has held no oral hearings for them to present their figures. The Woodlands 

Action Group would have taken part in any sessions of the Working Party had 

held public evidence-gathering events. 

 

The 14,060 figure for the number of new houses to be provided for in the Plan is 

in our view far too high and does not reflect the local need.  In fact, we think it is 

double that is needed for a sensible plan with a vision for the existing residents 

of this borough.  This borough is the most deprived, and densely- populated part 

of Warwickshire with over 1000 people per square kilometre. In our opinion, 

adding up to 15,000 new houses will only cause major infrastructure problems 

and pollution.  It will also create massive competition for a dwindling local jobs 

market. 

 

NBBC also claim there is extra housing needed for ‘economic uplift’ and 

affordability.  This is not likely to work, especially with NBBC accepting 

Coventry's supposed unmet need (4000 houses).  Those new houses if built will 

not be for local need, and will just add pressure to local jobs thus defeating the 
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affordable housing need and any chance of economic uplift.  Especially when it 

is reported that only 86 new jobs were created in 2016.  How does the Borough 

Council believe that there will be 8000 new jobs created in the borough 

between now and 2031 on the evidence of recent job creation – in a period 

when there is nationally a high level of employment already? 

 

2. Site Selection Process (B) 

(Bi.) Demonstrate a robust site selection process having regard to PPG guidance 

 

We refer to the Council's Topic Paper Response Point (2.2) issue and options 

(core strategy issue and options 2009).  This is where their plan started off. In 

the earlier Issues and Options consultation drafts, there was no proposal HSG4 

(Bedworth Woodlands) in the Plan, it must be pointed out that there was no 

sign of HSG4 until 2017.  The earlier consultation stage led to exclusion of 

Bedworth Woodlands and there was public support for its exclusion, and return 

to the Green Belt.  

 

Point (2.8) 

This is where the Woodlands (HSG4) makes its first appearance in the plan in 

2013, even though it was still Council Policy to return the Woodlands to Green 

Belt. That policy was not revoked until a Council resolution in 2017, just before 

the Current draft Plan was published for objections. 

 

Point (2.11) 

Very vague; could the Council elaborate more on the word "change" please. 

Also housing growth: is this related to population growth of the borough ?  

 

Point (2.12) 

The Borough Council despite having a policy did not act to return Bedworth  

Woodlands to Green Belt status.  

 

Point (2.46) 

The Action Group considers that the Borough Council was not pursuing to return 

the Woodlands to Green Belt, despite its resolved policy; instead officers were 

working to include it in the Local Plan. 
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Point (2.49) 

Are the ONS Projections relevant in 2017?  This also begs the question: does 

NBBC disregard projections when they are low and realistic? ONS projections for 

the growth in the Borough’s own population are consistently low. 

 

Point (2.50) 

What is the economic uplift as described?  Yet again up the figure goes even 

against SHMA predictions without any solid evidence . 

 

Point (2.57) 

It was still council policy to return the Woodlands to the Green Belt , so the 

Action group think NBBC should have excluded it from further assessment and 

not be inconsistent with their own planning principles . 

 

Point (2.78) 

 Pros:  We know at the time the Woodlands was not Green Belt land, but 

again, their own policy was trying to achieve this; very strange way to plan 

forward? 

 Cons: Biodiversity constraints at the Woodlands. This needs a full 

biodiversity and ecological study, if ever put in front of a planning 

committee. Also historic landscape constraints:  new aerial photographs 

show the extent of ridge-and-furrow, matching the historic mapping 

evidence. The Woodlands has increasing value as historic landscape. 

 

Point (2.85) 

A consultation should have taken place on the findings of the Coventry and 

Warwickshire HMA with these figures added to existing numbers, but it wasn't. 

'Methodology',  'Findings' this we consider are words used by NBBC to inflate 

again the housing figures. 

 

Point (2.88) 

Why did they not wait until they had resolved point 2.87 before they moved 

onto the submission version.  Allegedly, this came back to cause them problems 

at later stages of the plan with their higher housing numbers? 
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Point (2.92) 

Further information from the Council is required here.  Why did it accept 32.3% 

of the claimed Coventry unmet need when this borough is the most densely 

populated part of Warwickshire (over 1000 people per sq km)? 

What economic uplift? Regarding commuter flows, this borough at peak times is 

gridlocked . It can take 45 minutes to get from Woodlands Road, Bedworth to 

Nuneaton Town Hall at say 5pm, although this is a journey of only 5 miles. 

 

Point (2.97) 

With this approach the Council have opened the door for 4000 houses from 

Coventry that once lived in will have residents of these properties driving back 

to Coventry and beyond for better-paid jobs, as Nuneaton & Bedworth has the 

lowest wages in Warwickshire.  Is NBBC getting the simple planning ethics the 

wrong way round ?  Surely creating well-paid employment comes first with the 

housing following, especially in this deprived borough? 

 

Point (2.102) 

It is clear from this paragraph that Bedworth Woodlands is wildlife-rich. But 

there is no mention of road access constraints, or of flooding. The Action Group 

are certain that proposal HSG4 will destroy the biodiversity and ecology of this 

unique area. 

 

Point (2.108) 

We would stress that many of the proposed housing sites in the current Plan 

were not considered during the Issues and Options stage. At earlier stage of the 

Plan they were not part of the Consultation. It must also be put to NBBC that if 

they had advanced the clear and sound reasons that exist for rejecting the 

‘Coventry unmet need’, they would not be having to propose damaging and 

unjustified changes to the Green Belt boundaries in the Borough.  

 

Point (2.109) 

Infrastructure requirement: this is very vague and who will fund it?  The Council 

bizarrely set CIL levels for development under 298 houses with any development 
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over 298 subject to 106.  This allegedly puts major infrastructure on big sites at 

risk especially with this Council’s poor record regarding 106 agreements. 

 

Regarding the Inspector’s question about non-strategic sites, the only point we 

can make on this is Site NB17 seems to have been discounted when Woodlands 

HSG4 came into the Plan, only for it to be granted permission in May of this 

year.  It begs the question, is this a fair way of putting a Local Plan together or a 

Developer's Charter? 

 

Regarding sustainability appraisal, the Action Group will not be making 

comments on the Councils topic paper response as there seems to be no new 

information.  In fact, we would go as far as to say they have not answered the 

question in a reasonable manner. 

 

3.  Demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist to alter the Green Belt 

boundaries 

 

The planning history of the Bedworth Woodlands location dates from before the 

1997 planning application that was finally refused on Appeal in 2000. It is unique 

compared to other sites in the Plan as it was promised by this Council to be 

returned to the Green Belt (between 2008 and 2017 this was Borough Council 

Policy). 

 

The Action Group over many years and during many meetings were told by 

NBBC that the only way it could be done was through a Local Plan Review.  In 

2016 (first Draft Submission Plan) we found out it was proposed not for Green 

Belt status but for development (1223 houses). Then in 2017 this was reduced 

to half the location - for 693 houses.  But the established Council Policy to return 

the Woodlands to the Green Belt was in 2017 revoked to allow the Plan to 

disregard the policy and put housing on part of the area.  NBBC now claim that 

exceptional circumstances do not exist for its inclusion in the Green Belt, even 

though it was shown as within the proposed Green Belt in the 1960s and early 

70s. 
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The Woodlands Action Group was an invited participant at the EIP of the West 

Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy Review held at Wolverhampton Wanderers 

Football Stadium suite in April 2009. (Relevant pages of the Panel Report 

attached.) We along with CPRE Warwickshire argued our case for Bedworth 

Woodlands’ inclusion in the Green Belt.  In the Panel’s Report on the EIP in 

September 2009 the Inspectors make clear that if NBBC wants to change 

boundaries, by taking land out of the Green Belt, it would also be justified in 

putting land back into Green Belt i.e. Bedworth Woodlands.  So the argument 

from NBBC about circumstances not existing (of returning to green belt) is 

flawed with the RSS EIP report stating that NBBC can take out and put in land to 

the Green Belt through their plan. It seems that the council did not commit fully 

to the job in hand and basically did nothing. The Action Group would argue that 

the 7 year inactivity in implementing their own resolved policy (2008 until 2017) 

has cost everybody in Bedworth dearly (our petition for returning it to Green 

Belt is still the biggest in the town's history: 10,144 signatories).  The Action 

Group have still not received an answer to this question and hopefully the 

Inspector will get to the bottom of this. (I was told by NBBC that I could see the 

legal advice they sought at one stage on whether the woodland could be 

returned to the Green Belt; but I would have to sign a code of silence which was 

would mean that we could not even tell the current  

 Local Plan Examination about the content.) 

 

(D) Clarify the Housing Trajectory 

(i)  Latest Assessment of Supply Capacity 

     NBBC/20 - Revised 11 September 2017 

 

The findings of these new numbers of housing completions has come far too 

late in the process and included applications they already knew about, very poor 

answer from NBBC which allegedly proves the planning departments panic 

station planning. 

 

(ii) An explanation of assumptions on ownership, outlets per site & annual 

average outputs, lead-in times & known infrastructure dependencies (critical 

trigger points for highways and other utilities). 
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(4.3) HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands 

The Council in their explanation on this point seem to have forgotten the past 

history regarding landowners who could not agree on how to bring forward 

development. This was mentioned in the 1998 Inspector’s Report on the Appeal.  

On the subject of infrastructure, NBBC's answer is simply not good enough, 

maybe that is allegedly due to arguments from the landowners. We also argue 

that trajectory for the site is unrealistic due to traffic & flooding which has not 

been addressed by the NBBC in recent years given they know full well HSG4's 

problems. 

 (IV) (V) (VI) 

The Borough Council’s answers to these points seem to me to be made up of ifs, 

buts & maybes and allegedly seems to be the paperwork from the September 

cabinet meeting. The only point which jumps out is the ‘Liverpool method’ 

which allows developers to be granted permission for housing on a large scale, 

even though the evidence is that actual rates of housing completions have 

generally been low.  

Summary of NBBC topic paper 

The Action Group believes the Council response is vague and fails to address key 

facts. The Local Plan has been rushed through to submission to the Inspectorate, 

due to the claim that there would be government intervention had it not been 

submitted when it was. This is on top of the dreadful public consultation which 

was discussed on day one of the hearings (30 August 2017).  In our view the Plan 

is not sound or sustainable and should be halted now and restarted on the basis 

of realistic population, household and jobs projections and not the unjustified 

numbers coming from the Memorandum of Understanding between the 

Councils.  

 

Attached – Relevant pages of the Panel Report on the West Midlands RSS 

September 2009 (3 pp) 
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