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Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
Respondent ID 3.0006  

Matter 8 – Climate Change, the Environment & Design  
 
NUNEATON & BEDWORTH BOROUGH PLAN EXAMINATION 
STAGE 2 HEARINGS  
MATTER 8 – CLIMATE CHANGE, THE ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN  
 
Inspector’s issues and questions in bold type. 
 
This Hearing Statement is made for and on behalf of the HBF which should be 
read in conjunction with our representations to the two pre submission 
Borough Plan consultations dated 18th December 2015 and 13th March 2017 
respectively. This representation answers specific questions as set out in the 
Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions document dated 5th January 2018. 
 
Issue 3 - Natural Environment 
 
Q8.7) Is Policy NE2 (Open Space) justified at crite rion (d)? Does it infer 
that new development would be expected to address e xisting 
deficiencies in provision? 
 
Policy NE2 states that “New development will create an improved green 
network of publically accessible and linked open spaces to support growth by 
(d) addressing deficiencies of open space in terms of quantity, quality and 
accessibility through new provision or improving existing provision in line with 
standards set out in the Open Space Strategy”. 
 
As stated in our original pre submission representations criterion (d) is 
unjustified and infers that new development would be expected to address 
existing deficiencies in provision. The inclusion of criterion (d) is unnecessary 
given the other criterion set out in Policy NE2. It is recommended that criterion 
(d) is deleted. 
 
 
Issue 4 - Design / Built & Historic Environment  
 
Q8.14) Is Policy BE3 (Sustainable Design and Constr uction) justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy?  
 
As stated in our original pre submission representations Policy BE3 is not 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy in regard to requiring that 
major developments will meet Building for Life 12 standards, M4(2) Building 
Regulation optional standards for 35% of dwellings, 110 litres per day per 
person Building Regulation optional water efficiency standard and the 
principles of Secure by Design.  
 
Are the proposed optional standards in relation to accessible and 
adaptable dwellings and water efficiency justified by evidence as set out 
in the PPG (56-007-20150327 and 56-016-20150327 res pectively)?  
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The Council has not demonstrated the need for a requirement for 35% M4(2) 
accessible and adaptable dwellings using the criteria as set out in the NPPG 
(ID 56-007). The Council’s one statement that “35.4% of Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough’s households have at least one resident with a long-term 
limiting illness or disability” provides insufficient information to justify a 
requirement for 35% of all new build housing to meet M4(2) standard. All new 
homes are built to Building Regulation Part M standards. If it had been the 
Government’s intention that the generic statement provided by the Council 
justified adoption of M4(2) then the logical solution would have been to 
incorporate the standard as mandatory via the Building Regulations which the 
Government has not done. Therefore it is incumbent on the Council to provide 
a local assessment evidencing the specific case for Nuneaton & Bedworth to 
justify the inclusion of M4(2) optional higher standards for accessible and 
adaptable homes in Policy BE3 and the quantum thereof. M4(2) should only 
be introduced on a “need to have” rather than “nice to have” basis. This 
requirement should be deleted from Policy BE3.  
 
The Council has also not demonstrated the need for the higher optional water 
efficiency standard of 110 litres per day per person as opposed to the 
mandatory Building Regulation standard of 125 litres per day per person. The 
Joint Warwickshire Partnership Water Cycle Study Final Report dated May 
2017 by AECOM confirms that “the study area would have adequate water 
supply to cater for growth over the plan period” so it is not identified as an 
area of serious water stress as set out in the NPPG (ID 56-016) which might 
support a tighter water efficiency standard. It is noted that the Water Cycle 
Study proposes taking the first step on a water neutrality pathway which 
would be meeting the mandatory national standard set out in Building 
Regulations as opposed to the higher optional standard. This requirement 
should be deleted from Policy BE3.   
  
Have the viability and density implications of 35% provision of M4(2) 
accessible and adaptable standards been assessed?  
 
In the Local Plan Viability Assessment Update 2016 a number of sensitivity 
tests for various combinations of M4(2) and M4(3) requirements have been 
assessed. However there does not appear to be a final assessment of the 
cumulative impact on development of full compliance with all policy 
requirements (including affordable housing provision, CIL, S106 payments 
and other policies such as BE3). 
 
Is the Borough an area of water stress?  
 
No (please refer to answer above). 
 
Is the policy justified in seeking compliance with Buildings for Life 
standards and Secured by Design (residential) and B REEAM very good 
standard (commercial)? 
 
The Council has not justified the obligatory use of Building for Life 12 as a 
requirement in Policy BE3. Building for Life 12 is a voluntary design tool that 
developers may or may not choose to use. The Council is also not justified in 
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requiring the achievement of 12 greens under the Building for Life 12 criteria 
(see Table 32 - Indicators and targets to be monitored for Policy BE3). This is 
a misunderstanding of Building for Life 12 in which there is no explicit 
requirement to meet all criteria indeed a development can be accredited 
without achieving 12 greens. If the Council wishes to use Building for Life 12 
as a monitoring tool it may do so but without requiring developers to submit 
details with planning applications. However if such monitoring is to be 
undertaken it should be understood that the Council will assess residential 
development against Building for Life 12 and will expect positive performance 
against the criteria but without necessarily achieving 12 greens. The reference 
to Building for Life 12 should be deleted from Policy BE3. 
 
The Council has also not justified the obligatory requirement to meet the 
principles of Secure By Design. All development is required to meet the 
mandatory standards for security of buildings as set out in Part Q of the 
Building Regulations. Secure By Design is a Police Security Initiative which 
developers may or may not voluntarily choose to participate in. The 
achievement of standards under Secure By Design which are above Building 
Regulation Part Q standards may have cost implications that have not be 
viability tested by the Council. The Council has not evidenced the justification 
for this requirement in Policy BE3 which should be deleted.     
 
 
 


