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BRV16.01 BRV would wish to  respond to particular  questions  relating to  Matter  6,  as  set  out  below,
because they impact on our representations and previous written responses.

Issue 3: Are  the  Strategic  Housing  Sites  in  Nuneaton  justified,  effective  and  consistent  with
national policy?     (for sites in Bulkington please provide brief details)

Q 6.31 Explain whether there are any significant land use constraints on the site and how is it
envisaged that such constraints will be overcome

HSG8 south of Bedworth Road
BRV16.02 The area under HSG8, south of Bedworth Road, is traversed by a private access to Bulkington

Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). Two parcels of land (NUN173, NUN169) within HSG8,
share a common boundary with the access road, which would need to be accommodated in
some way. The gravity outfall from Bulkington takes the same route to the WWTP, and we
believe that  it  rises  above ground on its  final  run to  the  WWTP,  via  the  bridge under  the
WCML. Thus, the outfall cannot have much ground cover for half of its route across the site,
before it finally emerges.  Whilst the the general ground level is higher towards Bedworth Road,
it seems very probable that the foul drainage from the site would need to be collected at a new
pumping station, in spite of proximity to the WWTW. None of this is reported in the SHLAA,
or other supporting documents we are aware of.

BRV16.03 Also, we anticipate that the site would require a large retention pond as part of a SuDS system
to contain and control the rate of run off from the site into Wem Brook, which has a history of
flooding. The low point for the land tends to be at the root of the railway embankment, but
almost  certainly,  the  presence  of  the  embankment  and  WCML would  constrain  where  a
retention pond could be located. 

HSG8 north of Bedworth Road
BRV16.04 Similarly,  any  development  of  land  north  of  Bedworth  Road  would  require  surface  water

retention as part of a SuDS system. Most probably it would be in the form of a large retention
pond near the low point at the south west corner of the site.  However, the presence of the
WCML railway cutting would limit where a pond could be located. The same considerations,
apply to the embankment approach to the road bridge over the railway.  Also we would note that
the road bridge abutments have been the subject of continual monitoring for some years by
Network Rail because of concerns about possible movement. 

BRV16.05 The existing edge of development was well chosen, both for best land use purposes, and for the
very  practical  reasons  that  it  is  progressively  more  costly  to  develop  beyond  it,  nor  is  it
desirable  to  do  so.  The  existing  provision  for  surface  water  from  the  fields  is  either
indeterminate, or the outlet is defunct. We believe this is a matter that cannot be easily resolved
without a new surface water outfall, which would require deep excavation.  Foul drainage from
the site is also known to be problematic to the extent that it carries the risk of deep excavation
in potentially difficult ground conditions, or it requires a pumping station to serve development.

BRV16.06 We consider the above matters should have been raised with Network Rail, and the appropriate
drainage authority as consultees. Also, these issues should have been brought into the SA, and
should have informed the Plan.

Q 6.32 Explain whether the site contains best and most versatile agricultural land, and, if so, of
what grades.

BRV16.07 We explained this in our main representations, and feel there is nothing necessary to add at this
point.  We wish to  reserve further  comment  subject  to  other  responses  on this  matter  being
considered during the hearing.
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Q 6.34 With reference to the evidence base,  explain what key infrastructure requirements are
necessary to enable the site to satisfactorily come forward and what certainty there is that
this infrastructure will be viably delivered.

BRV16.08 As explained above at Q6.31, we consider that drainage issues have been summarily dismissed,
whereas from local knowledge they have always been recognised as a critical issue. 

BRV16.09 Response to Matter 6, at HSG7, page 3. para BRV15.07 refers.

Q6.35 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?

BRV16.10 We wish to reserve further comment subject to other responses on this matter being considered
during the hearing.

Issue 3e: HSG8 West Bulkington  to alter the Green Belt boundary at this location?

Q6.51 Has  the  site  been  appropriately  assessed  through  Sustainability  Appraisal  and  the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment processes? 

What  evidence  has  informed  the  Council  to  revise  its  earlier  assessments  that  the
environmental sensitivity of the site meant it was not suitable for development?

BRV17.01 We wish to reserve further comment subject to NBBC response on this matter being considered
during the hearing.
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