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Response to Stage two questions 
Keith Kondakor 2nd  Feb 2018 
(Original question in this red colour) 
  
Matter 6 – Proposed Housing Sites  
Issue 1: Development principles on strategic housing sites  
Nuneaton – Strategic Housing Sites  
HSG1 North of Nuneaton  
HSG2 Arbury  
HSG3 Gipsy Lane  
HSG9 Golf Drive  
HSG10 Attleborough Fields  
HSG11 Tuttle Hill  
Issue 2 – Are the Strategic Housing Sites in Nuneaton 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy?  
For each of the above sites in Nuneaton please provide brief 
details of the following:  
Q6.3) Explain whether there are any significant land use 
constraints on the site and how is it envisaged that such 
constraints will be overcome  
Parts of the HSG1 site contains burial pits from the foot and 
mouth outbreak around 16 years ago. 
 
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. 13  
There are limited places to cross the West coast Mainline from 
HSG1 and both councils have failed to progress plans for an 
entrance on the Weddington side of the railway station.  There 
will be a considerable air quality impact between 2018 and 2026 
from the developments HSG1 and HSG11 on the two AQMAs.   
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Q6.7) Explain what access options have been considered as part 
of the Strategic Transport Assessment work 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?  
 
The transport assessments have been done for less housing than 
is now proposed and with very little funding for modal shift. 
Walking to school and local facilities is often made difficult by a 
number of undocumented ransom strips. There are at least 3 of 
these on HSG1. The transport assessment is base far too much 
on everyone driving but with an aging population many may no 
longer be able to drive. The county council has refused to release 
the output of the traffic models in terms of flows on each link and 
the air quality assessment is based on a different and incomplete 
traffic model. None of that modelling has been released but I 
have managed to reverse engineer some bits of modelling from 
the air quality work. All the modelling assumes all the mitigation 
is in place but with no CIL and poor viability we will get housing 
with only some highway changes. The changes on south side of 
Leicester road bridge seem unviable.    
 
Site Specific Issues  
In addition to those questions in Issue 2 for Nuneaton sites, the 
following issues, specific to each site, are set out as follows:  
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?  
No. We have loads of approved and pending applications at 
different densities and overflowing into the landscape buffer. We 
also have at least 5 applications/development site which add to 
the impact of HSG1 on Weddington road, The Long Shoot and A5. 
HSG1 is far too big and diverse. It should have been considered 
as 2 or 3 sites.  
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)?  
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This should include land at Church Lane, Land on Corner of 
Eastboro Way and developments approved/proposed in the 
landscape buffer. Total growth north of Nuneaton including on 
Eastboro way seems to be around 5000-6000 homes.  
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 on air 
quality be appropriately mitigated? 
The air quality assessment is deeply flawed and the traffic 
modelling from which it was produced does not match the scale 
of proposed development or contain the full amount of HGV 
movements. It seems like they have just modelled the change 
from part of the developments which did not already have 
approval but were in the plan. It is also based on 2031 rather 
that the point of maximum pollution which is likely to be in the 
early 2020s. It is based on flawed 2015 measurements and the 
flawed assumption that they would fall sharply every year. It 
seems pollution rose in 2016 and may be still very high in 2017. 
The assessment also assumes the infrastructure plan and modal 
shift are complete when there is little funding or planning 
requirements for either.  HSG1 is being progress far quicker than 
its impact can be mitigated by cleaner vehicles, especially in 
poorer ex-industrial town.  
I have attached a report about some of the issues with 
monitoring the air pollution (Appendix 4) which includes poor 
siting and distances from kerbside which will lead to more errors 
in the model.  I also attach an email which shows a council officer 
asking for the assessment to made as positive as possible. Given 
the officers roll also in measuring and reporting air pollutions the 
public will have little confidence that monitoring is accurate and 
objective.   See appendix 2 for email, appendix 3 for 2016 data 
and appendix 4 for issues with monitoring locations.  
          
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.  
There is very poor connectivity to the town centre or railway 
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station by cycle. There are good but expensive bus services  on 
the Long Shoot but these do not connect with any rail stations. It 
is a very long ride on the bus to Coventry or Bermuda/Bedworth 
employment sites.  There is no safe cycling route over the 
Leicester road bridge or around the gyratory systems.  
Going by cycle to employment sites at Bermuda using the 
Eastboro Way is also unsafe. There are part funded plans to add 
cycling along part of the route but no solution to crossing West 
Coast mainline at Attleborough.   
 
Q6.12) Is the proposed extent of the landscape buffer and 
criterion 31 of Policy HSG1 justified? Is the retention of land 
above the 90metre AOD for open space justified? 
The buffer is justified. The council does not care and has already 
approved a lorry park and housing in the buffer.   
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? 
The link road is becoming a mess. There is a hostage strip 
stopping it being develop via the Davidson development on The 
Long Shoot.  Planning for the Callander farm site has just been 
approved by the planning committee with no link to the Bellway 
Development. From there it seems agreement has been now 
reached to cross the drive of Nuneaton fields farm but that will be 
off a dog leg from the main Callander farm road.  
 
 
Q6.14) Should the Plan recognise that an additional junction onto 
the A5 could serve North of Nuneaton as advised by Highways 
England [3.0017]?  
 
Issue 2f - HSG11 Tuttle Hill  
Q6.30) Does the allocation make the most of an opportunity to 
regenerate the area and rejuvenate the Coventry Canal at this 
location?  
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This allocation could have a serious impact on the Abbey Green/ 
Midland Road AQMA. There is an opportunity to rejuvenate and 
make the canal and Stoney Road into sustainable transport 
corridors. There should be a safe cycling route provided from 
HSG11 to the town centre and railway station.     
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Appendix 2 email asking for air quality assessment to be as positive as possible  

 

Appendix 3 report on 2016 air quality measurements  

Appendix 4 report on diffusion tube locations.  


