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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 9 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 Questions raised by the 

Inspector under Matter 9 – Infrastructure (including transport), Viability and Monitoring. 

2.1 Issue 1– Does the Local Plan provide the infrastructure necessary to 
support the delivery of development? 

Q9.1) Does Plan policy clearly identify the infrastructure necessary for each phase of 

development on strategic site allocations and the likely timing of delivery? Is there a 

clear understanding of the timing, phasing and overall delivery of infrastructure 

needed over the plan period to support the growth proposals? 

No, to both questions.  The reasons why we believe this to be the case are documented in 

our written response to consultation on the Publication version of the Borough Plan.  For 

convenience an extract of the relevant section from said representations is appended to this 

Hearing Statement (Appendix A).  

Q9.2) Does the updated 2016 Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) provide a robust, 

proportionate and up-to-date evidence base for the purpose of Planmaking? Is there 

a need for more detailed modelling of each site to determine travel demand, impact 

on existing networks and any required mitigation? 

The modelling conducted to date is concerned with the impact of the entire Local Plan 

allocation and therefore detailed modelling for each allocated site is not apparent. However, 

we would note that it is the applicant’s responsibility to consider the impact of their respective 

development within the context of the Local Plan and the Strategic Transport Assessment, 

as per policy LUT6 of Warwickshire County Council’s Local Transport Plan. Therefore it is 

considered that sufficient modelling has been conducted. It is also worth noting that the 

recent supplementary modelling work conducted by Vectos Microsim indicates that the 

junctions likely to be subject to the greatest impact have already been allocated suitable 

mitigation schemes that would be further refined as a result of having an updated modelling 

base.  
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Q9.3) Is there a clear policy relating to travel assessments and, where necessary, 

(Green) Travel Plans? 

The Local Plan does not make specific reference to ‘travel assessments’ or the application 

of ‘(Green) Travel Plans’, but it is noted that the delivery of such measures is the 

responsibility of the Highway Authority, Warwickshire County Council. Under the Local 

Transport Plan (2011 – 2026), Travel Plans are specifically referenced under Policy LUT2: 

Travel Plans.   

2.2 Issue 2 - Whether sufficient and justifiable provisions for transport 
infrastructure have been made and whether the provisions are 
deliverable. 
 

Q9.11) … What is the ‘Northern Relief Road’? [North Warwickshire Borough Council 

representation 3.0024]. Is this the proposed distributor link road through North of 

Nuneaton (HSG1)? Should such a scheme be identified in the Plan? 

Although we are not aware of any reference to a ‘Northern Relief Road’ in the Submission 

version of the Borough Plan, one of the stated objectives of the Local Plan is ensuring that 

all new development and investment contributes to a significant improvement in 

infrastructure and facilities that serve the Borough including “A northern distributor road” 

(Objective 5 (d)).  We believe that the Northern Relief Road and northern distributor road 

are one and the same, and that road will run through the strategic site allocation, North of 

Nuneaton (HSG1). 

A proposed northern distributor road running through site HSG1 has been included in 

previous versions of the Local Plan and included on proposals maps.  Furthermore, a 

northern relief / distributor road has been included in the County Council’s highways model, 

which underpins the Strategic Transport Assessment.  Given this, it is rather perplexing that 

road is not clearly identified as a scheme in the Plan and also the accompanying IDP.   
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Appendix A 

An extract from written representations on the NUNEATON AND BEDWORTH 

BOROUGH PLAN 2011 – 2031 PUBLICATION (2017) CONSULTATION made by Amec 

Foster Wheeler on behalf of Warwickshire County Council Property Services (March 

2017) 
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Policy HS1 - Ensuring the Delivery of Infrastructure of the Plan 

In order to successfully deliver the identified level of growth across the Borough, new 

development must be supported by improvements to existing infrastructure, and where 

necessary, creation of new infrastructure. Therefore the identification of required 

infrastructure schemes is a fundamental part of the plan making process and an essential 

element in ensuring that the Local Plan is robust and deliverable. 

The importance of infrastructure planning is rightfully acknowledged in the Publication 

version of the Local Plan.  Policy HS1 (Ensuring the Delivery of Infrastructure of the Plan) 

states that new development will be required to provide infrastructure appropriate to the 

scale and context of a given site in order to mitigate any impacts of the development and 

address the needs associated with the development. To ensure infrastructure provision 

keeps pace with new development, the Policy further states that new and/or upgraded 

infrastructure should be suitably phased with the associated development.  Planning 

proposals are also to have regard to the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which 

identifies the key infrastructure requirements associated with the Borough. 

As a ‘live’ document we recognise that the IDP may continue to be updated over the coming 

weeks before it is finalised and submitted to the Planning Inspectorate alongside the 

Borough Plan, and that following submission, the final version of the IDP will still be subject 

to review and updates. However, we would have expected that the IDPs content would have 

been more refined for this the ‘Publication’ stage and, as a consequence, we have a number 

of key concerns relating to its detailed content and costings, and the significant gap in 

infrastructure funding which it identifies.  

The Local Plan and IDP cover the 20 year period 2011-2031, and together should set out 

the key infrastructure requirements necessary to deliver planned growth sustainably, along 

with information on costs, funding and phasing.  Although some of this information is 

provided, there is an absence of: 

• detail on phasing/ timescale for delivery e.g. short, medium or long term; 

• clear justification for the infrastructure in question;  

• recognition of the importance of named infrastructure to the successful 

delivery of the Local Plan; and  

• detail of the risks to infrastructure delivery. 
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In addition to the above, the IDP also fails to highlight and provide details of where required 

infrastructure is justified and funded, in whole or part, by already consented development.  

Given that within site allocation HSG1 in particular there has already been a large number 

of schemes consented, this information should be readily available and would provide 

transparency and clarity to the IDP.   The lack of transparency leads us to conclude that our 

client is going to be over burdened with providing for and funding infrastructure which is 

intended to mitigate the impact of development across the whole of HSG1; a burden which 

will call in to question the viability of proposed development.   

Where information is provided there a lack of specificity and also, what appears to be, a 

number of duplications in infrastructure requirements and /or significant inconsistencies in 

what is required between sites.  In Table 1 below, we highlight some of these duplications 

and inconsistencies; projects are listed in the order as they appear in Appendix H of the IDP. 

Table 1  IDP infrastructure requirements – a critical appraisal 
 

IDP Project 
reference 

IDP project name Amec FW Comment 

CR (b) Canal upgrade The requirement appears to overlap with funding contributions 
being sought under IDP Proj. Ref ECC GI (b) -Rights of Way 

GI (c)  Allotments The requirement appears to overlap with funding contributions 
being sought under IDP Proj. Ref GI (i), GI (p) and GI (q).  
Furthermore why are contributions being requested to extend 
existing allotment sites if new allotments are also requested on the 
allocation sites? 

GI (f) Play Area, MUGA… It is assumed that is a stated requirement for named facilities to be 
provided on each of the allocated sites listed. However, the same 
requirement appears to be made under GI (i) and GI (v) 

GI (m) and GI (o) Small span and large span 
pedestrian bridges 

These requirements are set against site HSG1 without any clear 
justification or detail as to what their purpose is intended for.  

GI (t) Provision of outdoor gym It is assumed that is a stated requirement for each of the allocated 
sites listed.  However, no clear justification is provided or 
explanation given as to why the same scale of provision /cost is 
attributable to each site despite the scale of development proposed 
on each site being very different. 

GI (y) Upgrade existing pavilion Given that there is no existing pavilion on site HSG1, no clear 
justification is provided for the stated requirement or detail as to 
what pavilion is proposed to be upgraded. 

JS and IS (a) Whitestone Infants and 
Chetwynd Junior expansion 

The stated requirement for the expansion of these schools to meet 
demands arising from site HSG1 currently lacks justification when 
two new primary schools are also required under PS (a) for the same 
site.  It is not clear whether one of the two new primary school 
includes or is in addition to the one already identified on Land at 
Lower farm (app ref 033184) 

SS (c) The George Eliot School The stated requirement for site HSG1 to provide funds to expand 
George Eliot School is at odds with a separate requirement for a 
new secondary school to be delivered on HSG1 (refer SS (a)).  Unless 
that is there is a timing issue of providing more school places by 
expanding an existing school before the new school is constructed.  
If that is the case, it should be clearly spelt out.   

WCC Cycling (b) Cycle Coventry and 
Warwickshire: Nuneaton-

The IDP states that contributions are required from sites HSG1 and 
HSG10 towards provision of dedicated cycle infrastructure on the 
B4113 Coventry Rd between Bermuda Park and Coventry.  However 
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IDP Project 
reference 

IDP project name Amec FW Comment 

Bedworth- Coventry Strategic 
Cycle Route 

we fail to understand why this financial request appears to be 
pinned against two sites which are physically not as well related to 
the proposed cycle route compared with other strategic site 
allocations.  

WCC Cycling (i) A5 Corridor Cycle 
Improvements 

It is unclear why contributions appear to be required towards the 
named infrastructure improvements from HSG1, HSG10 and HSG11, 
but not HSG9? 

GI (w) and GI (x) Provision of tarmacadum 
footway and crushed stone 
footway 

No clear justification is provided for the stated requirement or detail 
on where new footways are to be provided. 

P (a) and P (b) Additional personnel 
required to serve the 
proposed additional housing 
growth 

Effectively the same requirement appear to be made under each IDP 
Proj. Ref. However, one states that the requirement is for 2 police 
officers and 1 police staff, and the other 4 police officers and 4 
police staff.  It is not clear which, if any, is correct.   

SS (a) Secondary school expansion The scheme details provided are vague.  The IDP states that a new 
secondary school is needed on HSG1 but provides no details on 
when this school is needed by or its size.  Given the importance of 
this piece of infrastructure, the land take requirements and cost of 
construction, the lack of such detail is a major omission.  
Furthermore, what, if any contributions, have been secured towards 
the new school from other recently consented residential 
development? 

 

Given our concerns relating to the IDPs detailed content and, in particular, a lack of detail 

on phasing and transparency as to what contributions have already been secured from 

approved schemes towards named pieces of infrastructure, we do not believe that is 

possible for the Borough Council or any other party to confirm whether or not proposals in 

the Plan are financially viable.   

In the context of the IDP we do not consider that the Borough Council has objectively 

assessed the need for new or improved infrastructure to support proposed development and 

therefore the Plan is judged not to have been ‘positively prepared’ in this regard.  In the 

absence of a robust and credible evidence base on infrastructure requirements, its funding 

and delivery, the plan is also considered to be neither ‘justified’ or ‘effective’.  To be found 

sound, we consider that the Council needs to provide much more detail in the IDP on 

infrastructure requirements, risks to infrastructure delivery and the potential need for 

contingency actions which are adequate for the purposes of the Local Plan. 
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