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1. Introduction 

This hearing statement has been prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler in response to Issues 

and Questions raised by the Inspector under Matter 6 of the Stage Two Hearings into the 

examination of the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan. 

The statement is submitted on behalf of Warwickshire County Council Property Services 

who have several land interests in the Borough, including land west of Higham Lane which 

forms part of the ‘North of Nuneaton’ strategic housing allocation under Policy HSG1. 

Submissions have been made at previous consultations on the draft Local Plan and these 

representations should be viewed in the context of these previous comments and 

submissions. 
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2. Response to the Inspector’s Issues and Questions 

This section of this Hearing Statement sets out our response to the following Issues and 

Questions that have been raised by the Inspector under Matter 6 – Proposed Housing Sites: 

• Issue 1: Development principles on strategic housing sites (Questions Q6.1 and 

Q6.2) 

• Issue 2: Are the strategic housing sites in Nuneaton justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy? (Questions Q6.3 to Q6) 

• Issue 2a: HSG1 North of Nuneaton (Questions Q6.10 to Q6.14) 

 

2.1 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? 

Policy SA1, as worded, is not considered to be sound.  Some of the stated requirements 

within the policy do not qualify as development principles and simply duplicate other policies 

in the Plan.  A number of requirements (Development Principles) are also considered to be 

unnecessarily onerous and/or too inflexible.  It is also unclear why these requirements 

should be specific to strategic sites and not all housing sites within the Plan If the policy is 

retained the Development Principles that are included should be consistent with but not 

duplicate other policies in the Plan, and should be tailored so that they focus on what is 

specifically important for the strategic sites over other development sites. 

With regard to Development Principle 1, the policy requirement should be for ‘important’ 

landscape features to retained and incorporated where practicable in development 

schemes. Similarly, whilst we do not disagree with the principle of retaining and enhancing 

existing internal hedgerow trees, hedgerows and specimen trees, this should not be an un-

qualified requirement as it is under Development Principle 2.  There will be instances where 

retention of existing internal hedgerow trees etc. on a proposed development site is not 
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feasible and/or practicable, therefore there should be some flexibility in this requirement as 

there is under Development Principle 7 for Public Rights of Way. 

In relation to Development Principle 9, we disagree that sites should be planned around 

ridge and furrow if present on site.  Ridge and furrow is not particularly unique in 

archaeological terms and, if left in situ, it could severely impact on the comprehensive 

planning of strategic sites.  Furthermore, retention of large areas of ridge and furrow is not 

conducive to the delivery of quality public open space as an integral component of a SUE.  

Assessment and recording of its presence in our view would be sufficient. Development 

Principle 9 should be deleted from the policy.    

The requirement that an “independent viability assessment” is submitted with an application 

if the applicant does not meet any one of the development principles under Policy SA1 is 

excessive and not consistent with the NPPF.  An applicant cannot be expected to 

commission an independent viability assessment to support the case for not retaining say a 

landscape feature or hedgerow on a given site.  A viability assessment is not an appropriate 

tool for the purpose stated. 

As worded we therefore consider that Policy SA1 is unsound as it is not positively prepared, 

is overly restrictive and places undue requirements on those brining forward development 

on strategic sites.  As such, we request that the Policy is amended to address our concerns 

as follows:  

• Change the wording from “Proposals on all strategic sites will meet the following 

requirements.” to “Proposals on all strategic sites will have regard to the following 

development principles.” 

• Development Principle #1 and #2 – should be combined and re-worded so that the 

combined policy is less prescriptive and should include a qualification that steps to 

retain and incorporate important landscape features should be taken “where it is 

practical and feasible to do so” 

• Development Principle #9 should be deleted together with the final paragraph and 

the need for an independent viability assessment. 

We do not consider it necessary for the inclusion of a policy mechanism for masterplans 

and/or concept plans embedded within the Plan; this is particular so for North Nuneaton 
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where most of the strategic site allocation is already subject to an approved planning 

application.  

 

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? 

For reasons presented under Q6.1 it is questionable whether Policy SA1 is necessary at all.  

However, if the policy were retained we would have no objection to an amended Policy SA1 

including specific reference to the inclusion of a Development Principle focused on the need 

for SUDS to be incorporated on strategic sites; we note that in the supporting text to the 

policy the Plan, at paragraph 6.16, already highlights the importance of SUDS.  The final 

policy should, however, be consistent with but not duplicate other policies in the Plan 

including Policy NE4. 

 

2.2 Issue 2 – Are the Strategic Housing Sites in Nuneaton justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

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 

On behalf of Warwickshire County Council Property Services, Amec Foster Wheeler has 

submitted an outline planning application for residential-led mixed use development on land 

at Top Farm, Nuneaton (Application Ref. 17/035279). The application site measures 93.8ha 

and forms part of the Strategic Housing Site Allocation under Policy HSG1.  In preparing the 

planning application two principle land use constraints have been identified, these being 

flood risk and land contamination associated with an historic livestock burial pit.  

A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted in support of the application confirms that the 

majority of the Site is situated in Flood Zone 1 and therefore is at a low risk of flooding i.e. 

within 1 in 1,000 year’s annual probability of flooding.  The FRA, however, does identify that 

the southern section of the Site adjacent to the Change Brook watercourse is located in 

Flood Zones 2 and 3, and that a central section of the Site running north south is prone to 

surface water flooding; accordingly the Illustrative Masterplan has been designed with 

residential area to be located outside of these zones.   
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The FRA and Illustrative Masterplan submitted in support of the application demonstrate 

how, through implementation of a comprehensive SuDS network of blue and green 

infrastructure, the proposed development will be resilient to climate change related flood risk 

with surface water draining to a comprehensive network of sustainable urban drainage 

features that will ensure that the risk of flooding on Site is managed and is not increased 

elsewhere.  

Based on a risk assessment conducted and presented a Phase 1 Geoenvironmantal report 

supporting the OPA, nine potential contaminant linkages of concern have been identified on 

Site that require further assessment. These are predominantly associated with a farm animal 

(Foot and Mouth) burial site located to the east of Top Farm, and the potential for impacts 

to current and future Site users including residents, recreation and school users.  

No intrusive ground investigation to date has been undertaken at the burial site and therefore 

the extent of the potential human health risks are not known at this time. Further investigation 

and ground gas monitoring would be required to better characterise this risk. It is, however, 

proposed that the contents of the burial pit are, subject to agreement by the Environment 

Agency, excavated and disposed of off-site. The excavated area could be successfully 

remediated through standard engineering operations to ensure that there is no risk to future 

occupants and/or users of the development Site. 

 

Q6.4) Explain whether the site contains best and most versatile agricultural land, and, 

if so, of what grades. 

The Agricultural Land Classification map for north of Nuneaton shows that the land is 

predominantly Grade 3b, with some pockets of Grade 3a.   

 

2.3 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.  The Plan is not consistent with the evidence contained within the Housing Background 

Paper [NBBC/33].  Policy DS5 allocates 3,331 dwellings at strategic site ‘North of Nuneaton’, 

whilst Policy HSG1 makes provision for “circa 3,331 dwellings’.  Not only is there an 
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importance difference in the wording behind each policy – one allocating a specific number 

of dwellings, the other an approximate number – but actual number of dwellings is at odds 

with Appendix N.  The Housing Background paper at Appendix N identifies a capacity at the 

site North of Nuneaton of 4,439 dwellings, of which 1,396 were already under construction 

or had planning permission.   

Policy HSG1 should be amended so that the provision figure under the policy reflects the 

latest anticipated capacity of this strategic housing site, which should respond to latest 

available information on housing capacity contained in applications that have been 

submitted or amended since the Housing Background Paper was published.   

 

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. 

As part of the development proposals for land at Top Farm, Nuneaton, improvements to the 

existing cycle lane network have been included, which provide a direct connection between 

the site and the railway station, which is situated to the north of the town centre. In addition 

to this, pedestrian and cycle connections are also provided to the west of the development, 

facilitating access onto the National Cycle Network, namely Route 52, which provides a 

connection to MIRA, a large and well established local employer.  

Improvements to local bus services have also been included as part of the development 

proposals, which comprise the re-routing of two existing bus services (No. 65 & No. 67) 

through the site, using the northern and southern site access points. The proposed re-

routing would occur following the completion of Phase 3 of the development scheme, when 

the main north-south estate road is completed. In the interim, the development phasing is 

such that the majority of dwellings front Higham Lane, which is the current route for the two 

services. The bus services provide access to both local and regional destinations, which 

include Nuneaton, Atherstone, Tamworth, Hinckley and MIRA. It has been confirmed 

through discussion with the current service provider that the 65 service is a commercially 

viable service, but the 67 service is subsidised. To ensure the 67 service is continued, 

appropriate contributions have been proposed to support the service whilst the development 

is completed, when it is expected to be commercially viable based on conservative 

patronage estimates.  



 8 © Amec Foster Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited 

 
                      

   

February 2018 

 

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? 

No, to both questions. 

Land included within the ‘Landscape Buffer’ is generally consistent with the wider local 

landscape character and is not recognised as being of high landscape and/or visual 

sensitivity, nor has the area previously been the subject of a landscape designation.  In past 

versions of the Local Plan this land was designated as part of a wider ‘Area of Restraint’, its 

overriding purpose being the protection of land with an open character which also had a 

positive contribution to the character and structure of towns, but this designation to the north 

of Nuneaton was not retained in the current adopted Local Plan.   

In the Land Use Designations Study Volume 3: Site Analysis and Selection report [T8, page 

19], The Environmental Partnership (TEP) state that the land form to the north of Nuneaton 

partially helps to restrict views from the A5 of Nuneaton which is on lower ground.  The 

authors of the report also state that development in this location would present an 

opportunity to reduce the prominence of the urban edge, and that linear woodland is a 

characteristic in the landscape and could be used in mitigation proposals as screening to 

development.  Within this context we consider that development to the north of Nuneaton 

can be affectively screened by structural landscaping close to the A5 itself and that there is 

no clear rationale or justification for a wide landscape (farm land) buffer between the 

northern boundary of HSG1 and the A5.  

Under ‘Form of Development’, criterion 31 of Policy HSG1 states that land above 90m AOD 

should be retained for unspecified “appropriate open space treatment” but no justification 

for this is provided in the Plan.  Although we are aware that in the landscape evidence based 

studies carried out on behalf of the Borough Council, TEP recommend a number of 

landscape guidelines which, amongst other things, would seek to ensure that new 

development would not be more prominent in the landscape, we are not aware of the 90m 

AOD contour being specified as a threshold above which built development would not be 

permissible.  Such a restriction also appears at odds with the Figure 3 of the Landscape 

Character Capacity study as this clearly shows parts of land at Top Farm, above 90m AOD, 

not being sensitive in terms of landscape [T10.3]. 
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Overall we consider that landscape evidence itself is not robust and that the Borough 

Council has afforded more weight to landscape than other important considerations, not 

least the delivery of new housing in sustainable locations.  This point we feel is best 

illustrated by one of the main arguments which we understand lies behind the proposed 

landscape (farm land) buffer, namely a desire to retain views from the A5 towards Mount 

Judd (a minerals spoil heap). 

 

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?   

Full alignment of the new distributor/link road to the north of Nuneaton is not fully understood; 

the main uncertainty lies with its route between Higham Lane and The Long Shoot.  We 

consider that there would be a benefit in its route being identified on the Policies Map.  

The delivery of the new distributor/link road would not be delivered solely through existing 

permissions and resolutions to grant permission, but is also reliant on future permissions 

including the planning application for proposed development on Land at Top Farm 

(Application Ref. 17/035279), which is currently before the Borough Council for 

determination.  

 

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]? 

The Plan should be updated to reflect the recent resolution to grant planning permission for 

proposed development at Callendar Farm (Planning Application 17/034615), which included 

a signal controlled connection onto the A5, in between Higham Lane and The Long Shoot.    

 



 10 © AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited 

 
 

   

February 2018 
Error! No text of specified style in document.   

 


