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Response to Stage two questions 
Keith Kondakor 2nd Feb 2018 
(Original question in this red colour) 
 
 
Matter 4 – Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Strategy), 
Development Principles & Approach to the Green Belt  
Issue 1: Whether the distribution of development is 
justified and consistent with the local evidence base and 
national planning policy.  
Q4.1) Is the submitted strategy the most sustainable when 
considered against reasonable alternatives? Please explain. What 
other spatial strategy options were considered and why were they 
rejected? How has Sustainability Appraisal assessed and recorded 
the process?  
The submitted plan is one of the least sustainable possible. It is 
highly dependent on a significant increase in traffic from the very 
North of the Borough to Coventry and South Warwickshire.  
 
It fails to provide infrastructure for increased modal shift to rail 
(no railway station at Stockingford, no 2nd entrance to main 
railway station on North side and little housing within walking 
distance of Bermuda or Bedworth stations).   
 
It fails to provide funding for a complete cycle network and 
cycling provision is done far too late in development of sites (if it 
ever happens). 
 
It fails to build on existing bus routes and instead sprawls out 
onto hard to serve greed field sites. 
 
It sharing out housing and employment across the housing 
market area no account is take of more sustainable distribution.  
 
It seems the plan was created and then the sustainably appraisal 
was done to justify the political gerrymandering.       
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Q4.2) Does the Memorandum of Understanding relating to the 
planned distribution of housing within the Coventry & 
Warwickshire Housing Market Area include any spatial dimension 
such as requiring development arising from the unmet needs of 
Coventry to be located either adjacent to the City’s boundary or 
along key transport corridors that connect into the City? 
No,  We also do not have a method to sort out the population 
wanting to live in Coventry, Stratford or Warwick but the 
allocation being fixed.  
Q4.3) Explain whether other locations in the Borough proximate 
to Coventry have been assessed in sustainability appraisal as part 
of an alternative spatial strategy for meeting the housing and 
employment land requirements? Which parts of the Borough are 
within the Coventry Travel to Work Area? Has accessibility to, and 
availability and capacity of, services outside of the Borough 
boundary informed the spatial strategy?  
No. There has also been no consideration of swapping the use of 
sites which have been assigned for political reasons. EMP5 is a 
good example of a site which could provide sustainable afford 
able housing but is only considered for employment.  
There is also opportunities to swap sites around Arbury so that 
housing is closer to the new railway station and employment is 
placed next to existing Bermuda Park employment land.  
 
Q4.5) Explain why the strategy of concentrating new 
development around Nuneaton is the most appropriate for 
sustainable growth and justify the approach of two strategic 
urban extensions for the town (North of Nuneaton & Arbury). 6  
The ruling Labour group initially pushed as much development as possible into the 
non-Labour North of the Borough. Over the last 8 years the vast majority of 
approved housing has been in the north of the Borough and at Galley Common. It 
has been very difficult for developers to get as much approved in the centre of 
Bedworth or Wem Brook. The 2017 annual monitoring report shows how uneven 
development has been.  The one Labour area where significant development has 
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been is the regeneration project in Camp Hill.  

   
 
Q4.6) Is the Plan’s spatial strategy robust and sufficiently flexible 
to accommodate higher homes and jobs figures and/or able to 
respond to changing circumstances? (NPPF paragraph 153)  
The figures are already impossibly high. With almost 1/3rd of the 
plan period gone we have seen minimal population rise and 
probably no increase in employment by location.   
 
Q4.7) Explain the evidence that Bulkington can sustainably 
accommodate the additional scale of development proposed (691 
dwellings). What is the connectivity from Bulkington by non-car 
modes to higher order centres (including Coventry) and areas of 
employment? 
Bulkington is poorly connected to the centre of Coventry or South 
Warwickshire by non-car modes. Bus services are very infrequent 
and there is absolutely no direct safe cycling routes.  The direct 
routes are B roads with plenty of speeding traffic and no 
separation for cyclists or even walking.   
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Issue 2: Development Principles – Policies DS1 and DS3  
Q4.8) Is there a need for Policy DS1 ‘the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development’, given the extent to which it recites 
paragraph 14 of the NPPF?  
There is nothing sustainable about this borough plan. The 
borough council takes very little notice of sustainability issues in 
producing the plan or approving applications.    
Q4.9) Is Policy DS3 justified and sufficiently flexible? How would 
‘sustainable’ in the policy be decided?  
It is impossible for DS3 to be correct as there is no effort made to 
decide what is sustainable. The council and developers just over 
use the word. Developments so far have added sustainable 
transport as an afterthought that gets missed out or massively 
delayed in reality. We have cycle route and even pedestrian 
crossings removed from planning conditions or delayed until 
years after development starts. The council has no policy for 
cycle parking or storage provision. No policy to improve energy 
efficiency or recycle rain water  .    
Issue 3: Whether the approach to the Green Belt is 
justified and consistent with the local evidence base and 
national planning policy.  
Q4.10) Is there a robust evidence base that demonstrates that all 
other reasonable options for development land have been 
examined fully prior to the consideration of alteration of Green 
Belt boundaries?  
No. Other Site should be built with more smaller homes, flats and 
we need more care/extra care provision. We should be have 100s 
of more homes in our town centres. Importantly a large part of 
the alleged population pressures were from additional students 
who want to be close to the two university campuses.     
Q4.11) Is the Plan clear on what are considered to be the 
exceptional circumstances to justify the release of land from the 
Green Belt for housing and employment? What is the key 
supporting evidence that the Council relies on?  
We are underusing land in our town centres.  
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Q4.16) Are there the exceptional circumstances to expand the 
Green Belt designation in the Borough? (NPPF paragraph 83) 
Please explain, including particular reference to the Bedworth 
Woodlands area to the west/north-west of the town.  
It is illogical to make Bedworth wider by extending into the 
Bedworth Woodlands area. Any development on that side of 
Bedworth would be highly dependent on travel by car. I do not 
accept that we need a massive expansion of the Borough but if 
development did have to take place to expand Bedworth, then 
the area that could be best served by rail services and the only 
area with a Coventry Bus service is Hawkesbury.  


