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1 ISSUE 2 – ARE THE STRATEGIC HOUSING SITES IN NUNEATON JUSTIFIED, EFFECTIVE 

AND CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY? 

 

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 is there 

that this infrastructure will be viably delivered? 

 

1.1 Policies HSG1, 2, 3, 9, 10 and 11 all share the same omission, namely that the impact 

of these sites upon the police and other emergency services is not recognised or 

accounted for. 

 

1.2 We have previously raised this issue in our representations to earlier public 

consultation stages. The Council’s response has been that the infrastructure 

requirements for the sites have been addressed via the site specific policies. This 

response is somewhat perplexing, given that our point is that they do not in relation 

to the police and other emergency services. 

 

1.3 It is worth noting that the reticence to recognise the emergency services in the 

policies does not reflect the references to them in Objective 5 (paragraph 4.6 (d)) and 

paragraph 10.4 of the Publication Draft (2017) of the Borough Plan, which state they 

are part of the infrastructure needed to support development growth. 

 

1.4 Whilst police and other emergency services infrastructure is not required to enable a 

development to be physically constructed and become operational, all such schemes 

and the populations they support (whether living, working and/or visiting) require 

emergency services coverage 24/7 throughout the year without exception. 

 

1.5 However the reality is that emergency services, like any other public service such as 

education and health, can only be provided to the required standards and within 

acceptable response times to a given development if the infrastructure is provided to 

enable this to happen. 

 

1.6 A common misconception in this respect is that national funding for the police and 

other emergency services, or the monies raised through the Council Tax precept, will 

provide all the resources required for this infrastructure. This is not true 
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unfortunately and mirrors the situation faced by other public services that more 

‘traditionally’ seek infrastructure mitigation through the town planning system. 

 

1.7 The second most common misconception is the view held by some in the 

development industry that what the police and other emergency services seek cannot 

properly be provided by a Section 106 agreement. This is also not true and is a point 

that has been closely examined in relation to the Police Service via a large number of 

planning appeal public inquiries nationally and two cases heard at the High Court. A 

summary of positive appeal decisions in favour of police contributions is enclosed in 

Appendix 1 and the relevant content from the judgements is enclosed in Appendix 2. 

 

1.8 The decisions in Appendix 1 reflect the fact that paragraph 70 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that policies should plan positively for the 

services that a community needs. The police and other emergency services self-

evidently fall into that category; yet the Strategic Housing Site policies do not 

recognise them. This is plainly neither a justified or effective way of planning what 

will be very significant new developments in the Borough. 

  

1.9 Furthermore as policies HSG1, 2, 3, 9, 10 and 11 are major strategic priorities for the 

Borough, paragraph 156 of the NPPF impels them to enable the delivery of the 

security (i.e. police) infrastructure required to support the new developments. Yet 

the policies fail to do so. 

 

1.10 Paragraph 162 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should work with 

infrastructure providers, in order to ensure such infrastructure is provided in a timely 

fashion, as required by paragraph 177 of the NPPF. The absence of recognition for the 

emergency services in the Strategic Housing Sites policies does not accord with this. 

 

1.11 The material strength of the above points is best illustrated by the following content 

from an appeal decision (see Appendix 1) concerning Barrow upon Soar. In his report, 

dated 14 May 2013, the Inspector in the case stated (which was endorsed by the 

Secretary of State): 
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“[291]…the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework…can only be served 

if policing is adequate to the additional burdens imposed on it in the same way as 

any other local public service. The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the 

Framework concerns the promotion of healthy communities and planning 

decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places which 

promote inter alia, safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, 

and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 

 

[292] Adequate policing is so fundamental to the concept of sustainable 

communities that I can see no reason, in principle, why it should be excluded 

from the purview of S106 financial contributions, subject to the relevant tests 

applicable to other public services. There is no reason, it seems to me why police 

equipment and other items of capital expenditure necessitated by additional 

development should not be so funded, alongside, for example, additional 

classrooms and stock and equipment for libraries (emphasis added).” 

 

1.12 The absence of recognition also does not reflect what is currently happening in 

practice in the Borough via the development control process.  

 

1.13 As the Inspector will be aware, the site allocated under Policy HSG1 is the subject of 

three live planning applications. These are as follows: 

 

1.14 The largest, 035279, has been submitted by Warwickshire County Council. 

Warwickshire Police (WP) and West Mercia Police (WMP) submitted a formal 

Section 106 request to this on the 21 December 2017 for the following: 

 

• Set-up and equipment costs for officers and staff - £33,516 

• Police vehicles - £43,622 

• Police premises - £144,211 

• Total - £221,349 

 

1.15 The second, 034076, was submitted by Persimmon Homes. WP and WMP submitted 

a Section 106 request to this on 13 May 2016 for the following: 
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• Set-up and equipment costs for officers and staff - £9,496 

• Police vehicles - £12,650 

• Police premises - £41,225 

• Total - £63,371 

 

1.16 The third is planning application 034615, submitted by Callendar Farm Ltd. WP and 

WMP submitted a Section 106 request to this on the 14 February 2017 for the 

following: 

 

• Set-up and equipment costs for officers and staff - £16,596 

• Police vehicles - £21,811 

• Police premises - £72,106 

• Total - £110,513 

 

1.17 Similarly, the site allocated by Policy HSG2 is the subject of a live planning application 

(035037) by Trenport Investments Ltd. WP and WMP submitted a formal Section 106 

request to this on the 22 August 2017 for the following: 

 

• Set-up and equipment costs for officers and staff - £11,172 

• Police vehicles - £14,755 

• Police premises - £48,070 

• Total - £73,997 

 

1.18 These four requests are part of a large number of others that have been submitted to 

other schemes throughout the Borough and wider County, with the support of the 

Borough Council and Warwickshire County Council. 

 

1.19 It is worth noting that the methodology (endorsed by the National Police Chiefs’ 

Council (NPCC)) used to request the above was most recently approved in 

Warwickshire Police’s area on 11 July 2017 by the Secretary of State in the following 

appeal case: 

 
• Land at Ashlawn Road West, Rugby – APP/E3715/W/16/3147448 (see 

Appendix 1) 
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1.20 Although work is currently on-going to establish the precise emergency services 

infrastructure from the other Strategic Housing sites, this should not preclude Policies 

HSG1, 2, 3, 9, 10 and 11 from recognising the requirement for this. 

 

1.21 We therefore request on behalf of WP and WMP that, in light of all of the above, the 

following additional principle is added under the heading ‘Key Development 

Principles’ for Policies HSG1, 2, 3, 9, 10 and 11: 

 

• Financial contributions towards emergency services infrastructure. 
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2 ISSUE 3 – ARE THE STRATEGIC HOUSING SITES IN BEDWORTH AND BULKINGTON 

JUSTIFIED, EFFECTIVE AND CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY? 

 

Q6.34 With reference to the evidence base, explain what key infrastructure requirements are 

necessary to enable the site to satisfactorily come forward and what certainty is there 

that this infrastructure will be viably delivered? 

 

2.1 Policies HSG4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 all share the same omission, namely that the impact of 

these sites upon the emergency services is not recognised or accounted for. 

 

2.2 WP and WMP have previously raised this issue in their representations to earlier 

public consultation stages. The Council’s response has been that the infrastructure 

requirements for the sites have been addressed via the site specific policies. This 

response is somewhat perplexing, given that our point is that they do not in relation 

to the police and other emergency services. 

 

2.3 It is worth noting that the reticence to recognise the emergency services in the 

policies does not reflect the references to them in Objective 5 (paragraph 4.6 (d)) and 

paragraph 10.4 of the Publication Draft (2017) of the Borough Plan, which state they 

are part of the infrastructure needed to support development growth. 

 

2.4 Whilst police and other emergency services infrastructure is not required to enable a 

development to be physically constructed and become operational, all such schemes 

and the populations they support (whether living, working and/or visiting) require 

emergency services coverage 24/7 throughout the year without exception.. 

 

2.5 A common misconception in this respect is that national funding for the emergency 

services, or the monies raised through the Council Tax precept, will provide all the 

resources required for this infrastructure. This is not true unfortunately and mirrors 

the situation faced by other public services that more ‘traditionally’ seek 

infrastructure mitigation through the town planning system. 

 

2.6 The second most common misconception is the view held by some in the 

development industry that what the police and other emergency services seek cannot 
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properly be provided by a Section 106 agreement. This is also not true and is a point 

that has been closely examined in relation to the Police Service via a large number of 

planning appeal public inquiries nationally and two cases heard at the High Court. A 

summary of positive appeal decisions in favour of police contributions is enclosed in 

Appendix 1 and the relevant content from the judgements is enclosed in Appendix 2. 

 

2.7 The decisions in Appendix 1 reflect the fact that paragraph 70 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that policies should plan positively for the 

services that a community needs. The police and other emergency services self-

evidently fall into that category; yet the Strategic Housing Site policies do not 

recognise them. This is plainly neither a justified or effective way of planning what 

will be very significant new developments in the Borough. 

 

2.8 Furthermore as policies HSG4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 are major strategic priorities for the 

Borough, paragraph 156 of the NPPF impels them to enable the delivery of the 

security (i.e. police) infrastructure required to support the new developments. Yet 

the policies fail to do so. 

 

2.9 Paragraph 162 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should work with 

infrastructure providers, in order to ensure such infrastructure is provided in a timely 

fashion, as required by paragraph 177 of the NPPF. The absence of recognition for the 

emergency services in the Strategic Housing Sites policies does not accord with this. 

 

2.10 The material strength of the above points is best illustrated by the following content 

from an appeal decision (see Appendix 1) concerning Barrow upon Soar. In his report, 

dated 14 May 2013, the Inspector in the case stated (which was endorsed by the 

Secretary of State): 

 

“[291]…the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework…can only be served 

if policing is adequate to the additional burdens imposed on it in the same way as 

any other local public service. The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the 

Framework concerns the promotion of healthy communities and planning 

decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places which 
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promote inter alia, safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, 

and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion. 

 

[292] Adequate policing is so fundamental to the concept of sustainable 

communities that I can see no reason, in principle, why it should be excluded 

from the purview of S106 financial contributions, subject to the relevant tests 

applicable to other public services. There is no reason, it seems to me why police 

equipment and other items of capital expenditure necessitated by additional 

development should not be so funded, alongside, for example, additional 

classrooms and stock and equipment for libraries (emphasis added).” 

 

2.11 The methodology used to request the above was most recently approved in WP’s 

area on 11 July 2017 by the Secretary of State in the following appeal case:  

 

• Land at Ashlawn Road West, Rugby – APP/E3715/W/16/3147448 (see 

Appendix 1) 

 

2.12 Although work is on-going to establish the precise emergency services infrastructure 

from the Strategic Housing sites, this should not preclude Policies HSG4 5, 6, 7 and 8 

from recognising the requirement for this. 

 

2.13 WP and WMP therefore request that the following additional principle is added under 

the heading ‘Key Development Principles’ for Policies HSG4, 5, 6, 7 and 8: 

 

• Financial contributions towards emergency services infrastructure. 
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