
 

 

Pg 1/6 Lichfields.uk 
15291652v1 
 

Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Borough 
Plan 2011-2031 Examination – Matters 
Statement 
 

Our ref 04916/02/JG/JCx 
Date 31 January 2018 

 
Matter  6 – Proposed Housing Sites 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Lichfields on behalf of ProLogis UK Ltd 
(“Prologis”) and responds to questions 6.1 – 6.14 set by the Inspector in relation to Matter 6. It 
follows our earlier representations made on behalf of Prologis in respect of Matter 3 (ref. 
2.0023).  

1.2 This Hearing Statement should also be read in conjunction with Prologis’ representations 
submitted during the Local Plan Consultation (2017) (comment reference number 2.0023.1).  

2.0 Questions 

Issue 1: Development principles on strategic housing sites 

Q6.1) Is Policy SA1 justified, effective and consistent with national policy? Is it 
suitably flexible to respond to changing circumstances? Is it necessary given the 
policies of the Plan (including the detailed criteria within strategic site policies)? 
Would a policy mechanism for masterplans and / or concept plans embedded 
within the Plan achieve a similar outcome? 

2.1 Yes, it is considered to be justified, effective and consistent with national policy. Whilst Prologis 
has no particular view as to what the most appropriate policy mechanism is for achieving the 
ambitions of Policy SA1, the Plan in general should recognise that where multiple 
landownerships apply to allocated sites (such is the case at HSG-1), decision makers should be 
allowed sufficient flexibility with regard to the application of individual policy criteria so as not 
to prevent what would otherwise be sustainable development from proceeding. This flexibility 
should be reflected into the wording of Policy SA1 and / or strategic site policies throughout the 
Plan. 

Q6.2) Should Policy SA1 refer to SUDS as recommended by the Environment 
Agency in their correspondence OTH/07? Is this sufficiently dealt with in Policy 
NE4? 

2.2 Given that Policy NE4 already requires new development – in general – to implement 
appropriate SUDS techniques, it is not considered necessary to duplicate this requirement 
within Policy SA1.  

Issue 2: Are the Strategic Housing Sites in Nuneaton justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy? 
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2.3 The responses to the following questions are made only in relation to HSG 1 (North of 
Nuneaton), to which Prologis has a land interest. 

Q6.3) Explain whether there are any significant land use constraints on the site 
and how it is envisaged that such constraints will be overcome  

2.4 There are no significant land use constraints to overcome on the HSG 1 site and this is reflected 
in the various permissions and extant planning applications that relate to it. Indeed, the lack of 
land use constraints mean that Site HSG 1 is capable of delivering new housing and 
infrastructure very early within the Plan period.  

Q6.4) Explain whether the site contains best and most versatile agricultural land, 
and, if so, of what grades 

2.5 The site is best and most versatile agricultural land, comprising land of Grade 2 and Grade 3 
quality. Whilst only site-specific surveys could verify this position, we note that the Agricultural 
Land Classification for the West Midlands region – produced by DEFRA – identifies significant 
swathes of Grade 2 and Grade 3 land around the urban area of Nuneaton and its wider environs. 
As such, whilst development of Site HSG1 could lead to the loss of best and most versatile 
agricultural land, this is not a scarce resource within this particular area of the borough.  

Q6.5) Explain whether there are any features on or near the site, including 
heritage assets (and their settings), biodiversity and geodiversity which require 
preservation / protection, and briefly how it is envisaged this will be achieved  

2.6 There are no Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Registered Parks or Gardens, Registered 
Battlefields or Listed Buildings on the site or within 1km of the site. The A5 Watling Road is a 
Roman road located to the north of the site but it is separated from the majority of the site by 
agricultural land. 

2.7 An Initial Archaeological Assessment in respect of Prologis’ land holding within Site HSG-1 has 
been undertaken. This concluded that there is not likely to be any archaeological remains that 
could prevent development. In particular, there is no evidence of nationally or regionally 
important archaeological remains. This position has been verified in the Heritage Statement 
that accompanies the planning application in respect of the same site which is currently before 
the Council for determination. The application has been submitted by Persimmon Homes.  

2.8 There are no national or local landscape designations covering the site or the immediate 
surrounding areas. There are no designated Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National 
Parks or World Heritage Sites within 20km of the site.  

2.9 There are no national or local nature conservation designations covering Site HSG-1 or in its 
immediate surrounding area which could constrain development. Indeed, there are no statutory 
designated sites of nature conservation interest within 5km of the site. The nearest non-
statutory designated site of nature conservation interest (“Coronation Walk”) is located circa. 
1km to the south west of the site.  

2.10 No geological designations exist on or within close proximity to Site HSG-1. In terms of ecology, 
an Ecological Assessment has been undertaken in respect of Prologis’ land which identifies that 
the site is generally considered to be of low ecological value and species poor due to intensive 
agricultural practices. Whilst a number of features of potentially higher ecological value do exist 
within the HSG-1 site (such as hedgerows, streams and ponds), these can be readily integrated 
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into future development proposals. Indeed, this is reflected within the site layouts that have 
been submitted as part of the planning applications and permissions that relate to HSG-1.   

2.11 In the absence of any designations which may otherwise restrict or prevent Site HGS-1 from 
coming forward, its development for a residential-led scheme at the earliest opportunity is 
entirely appropriate. 

Q6.6) With reference to the evidence base, explain what key infrastructure 
requirements are necessary to enable the site to satisfactorily come forward and 
what certainty there is that this infrastructure will be viably delivered.  

2.12 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2017 (ref. D4.1 and D4.2) identifies a number of infrastructure 
requirements to be delivered as part of the HSG-1 strategic allocation. Notwithstanding the 
infrastructure requirements that are expected to be delivered as part of ‘all sites’, these include: 

• Canal upgrade; 

• x3 community parks; 

• Allotments; 

• Link to Change Brook open 
space; 

• Play area, MUGA and playing 
pitch; 

• Contributions to existing 
allotments and sports provision; 

• Large span pedestrian bridge; 

• Creation of a wildlife habitat; 

• Provision of landscape buffer; 

• Structural tree planting; 

• Whitestone infants and 
Chetwynd junior school 
expansion; 

• Two new primary schools; 

• Weddington pumping station 
and CSO improvements; 

• Expansion of Nuneaton Hartshill 
Sewage Treatment Works; 

• (Potential) expansion of The 
George Elliot School; and 

• Provision of cycle infrastructure 

2.13 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies a variety of mechanisms for implementing the above 
infrastructure works – as required – including through financial contributions (via S106 
agreements / Community Infrastructure Levy) or through developer-led proposals. With regard 
to the latter, it is noted that many of the extant planning applications on the HSG-1 site pro-
actively incorporate many of the above infrastructure requirements within the submitted 
schemes. 

2.14 It is noted, for example, that the planning application by Warwickshire County Council (ref. 
035279), to the west of Higham Lane, makes provision for a district centre, community and/or 
health centres uses, a primary school, land safeguarded for a secondary school and sixth form, 
Green Infrastructure (including formal and informal open spaces, children’s play areas, 
allotments and structural landscaping), drainage works, footpaths and cycleways.  

2.15 The Prologis site – for which Persimmon has submitted a full planning application for 453 
dwellings and associated infrastructure (application ref. 034076) – incorporates public open 
space, children’s play areas and landscape buffer areas. This is in addition to the provision of a 
spine road through the site as part of proposals to provide a co-ordinated access arrangement 
for the wider HSG-1 allocation. 
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Q6.7) Explain what access options have been considered as part of the Strategic 
Transport Assessment and explain why preferred access options have been 
chosen. How have traffic impacts been strategically assessed in respect of 
residential amenity, air quality and assumptions on modal shift? 

2.16 The Strategic Transport Assessment has assessed different combinations of strategic housing 
allocations sites being brought forward for development and, in doing so, identified various 
transport mitigation measures / interventions that would be required to support them. It is 
noted that in all scenarios where Site HG-1 (identified as PDA1 within the Strategic Transport 
Assessment) is to be brought forward for development, the provision of a link road between the 
site and the A47 or A5 is identified as a pre-requisite to serve the uplift in traffic associated with 
the new housing development and also to alleviate ‘current and future’ congestion.  

Issue 2a – HSG1 North of Nuneaton  

Q6.8) Is the Plan (and the evidence base (Appendix N of NBBC/33)) sufficiently 
clear on what has been built/permitted/remains to be allocated at this location? 

2.17 For the most part, yes, the Housing Topic Paper provides a good overview as to what has been 
built / permitted / remains to be allocated.  With regard to Prologis’ land-holding, however, the 
Housing Topic Paper should reflect that the latest revision of the Persimmon scheme (to the 
north of Milby Drive) seeks to provide 453 dwellings (as opposed to the 474 dwellings stated 
within the Topic Paper). 

Q6.9) During the Plan period, as a result of permissions and allocations, what 
would be the total scale of growth North of Nuneaton (HSG1, Longshoot, Hinckley 
Road)? 

2.18 This is dependent on the delivery rates put forward by the other developers / landowners that 
make up the HSG-1 allocation. We can confirm, however, that all 453 dwellings that are 
proposed to be delivered on the Prologis site, as part of Persimmon’s extant planning 
application, are expected to be delivered during the Plan period.   

Q6.10) Does the Old Hinckley Road Air Quality Management Area constrain the 
proposed levels of housing development to the north of Nuneaton? Has 
Sustainability Appraisal of HSG1 reflected latest Air Quality data and assessments? 
Can impacts or air quality be appropriately mitigated?  

2.19 As detailed within the Sustainability Appraisal (2017) (ref. D6.11), parts of the HSG-1 site, such 
as land to the west of Higham Lane, are to include new local/district centres which will 
significantly reduce the need for travel by car in the long-term. In the meantime, the various 
extant planning applications/permissions across the HSG-1 site are all supported by Travel 
Plans which look to encourage the use of non-car modes and enhance public transport measures 
where possible; for example through the provision of an integrated bus route within the layout 
of individual sites.  

2.20 Given that new housing will be delivered across the HSG-1 site in a phased manner – given the 
existence of multiple land ownerships / development proposals – it means that any mitigation / 
intervention measures can respond to the cumulative air quality effects of any neighbouring 
development. This, in turn, will ensure that appropriate forms of mitigation can be implemented 
at appropriate times, thus ensuring that the Old Hinckley Road Quality Management Area does 
not act as a constraint on the proposed levels of housing development.  
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Q6.11) What is the connectivity by modes other than the car from this part of 
Nuneaton to: (i) the town centre / railway station; and (ii) employment areas. 

2.21 The northern-most part of Site HSG-1, comprising Prologis’ land, is located within an 
approximate 2km walking distance from the town centre / railway station. Within this same 
distance, the site is also accessible - via footways along the local highway network and traffic-
free public footpaths - to the local education, employment, health and retail facilities within St 
Nicholas Park and Weddington to the south of the site and Higham on the Hill to the north of 
the site. These facilities include the Milby Primary School, St Nicholas Primary School, 
Weddington Primary School, Higham Lane Secondary School and North Warwickshire and 
Hinckley College. It also includes the Higham Lane Post Office, a One Stop Store and Co-
operative food store. 

2.22 The site is also accessible by existing bus services with the Arriva Midlands Service 65 passing 
through the HSG-1 allocation, along Higham Lane, providing hourly services between 
Tamworth and Nuneaton from Monday to Saturday. The 67 bus also runs along Higham Lane, 
providing regular connections between Nuneaton and Hinckley.  

Q6.12) Is the proposed extent of the landscape buffer and criterion 31 of Policy 
HSG1 justified? Is the retention of land above the 90 metre AOD for open space 
justified? 

2.23 The proposed landscape buffer is justified insofar as it helps soften the visual impact of Site 
HSG-1 from the A5 and also reduces the extent of any noise from the road. It also provides an 
opportunity for providing a suitable habitat and foraging opportunities for local wildlife. Indeed, 
this has been incorporated into Persimmon’s proposed layout for the Prologis site, at the 
northern end of the HSG-1 allocation. 

2.24 In terms of the HSG-1 allocation being required to retain land above the 90 metre AOD for open 
space, the draft Local Plan provides no explanation as to why this must be the case. In the 
absence of this, we do not consider this requirement to be justified. In any event, we would 
consider that it would be more appropriate for individual masterplans within the HSG-1 
allocation to identify the best use of such land; be it for open space or any other appropriately 
designed use. 

Q6.13) Paragraph 6.34 of the Plan refers to a new distributor / link road through 
the allocation. Is the alignment understood and should it be identified on the 
Policies Map? Would it be delivered through existing permissions and resolutions 
to grant permission? 

2.25 We consider that the Plan provides sufficient detail for the general alignment of the distributor / 
link road through the allocation to be understood, without needing to be shown on the Policies 
Map.  

2.26 The link road has been incorporated into all of the extant planning applications and permissions 
that relate to HSG-1 (including Persimmon’s application on Prologis’ land) and it is, therefore, 
capable of being delivered through existing permissions and resolutions to grant permission.  

Should the Plan recognise that an additional junction onto the A5 could serve 
North of Nuneaton as advised by Highways England [3.0017]? 

2.27 Yes, but this should not be at the expense of the distributor / link road which remains to provide 
an important co-ordinated access arrangement for the HSG-1 allocation.  For this reason, we 
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also consider that HSG-1 should explicitly state that unfettered provision of land to 
accommodate this link road should be provided and be a pre-requisite of any planning 
permission granted within the relevant parts of the HSG-1 allocation. No planning permission 
should be granted that does not provide for the delivery of the link road up to the boundary of 
that site to adjoining land.  

 


