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Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Plan 

EXAMINATION HEARINGS – Stage 2 
 

AGENDA – DAY 11 
 

  Wednesday 21 March 2018 at 9.30am 
Nuneaton Town Hall 

 

MATTER 9 – Infrastructure, Viability and Monitoring 
 

 

 
Matter 9 – Infrastructure, viability and monitoring.  
 

9.30am  
 
General Approach to Infrastructure Provision – Policy HS1 & within 

strategic site policies  
 

Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 
Cllr Clare Golby  
Highways England  

Stagecoach  
Savills (for Arbury Estates)  

Pegasus (for Callendar Farm Ltd) 
Amec Foster Wheeler (for Warks CC)  
Woodlands Action Group  

Cllr Keith Kondakor 
 

Please note:  

 
•  All participants are encouraged to familiarise themselves with the hearing 

statements (and any additional evidence) produced by the Council and 

other parties in respect of the matters addressed at this session. These are 
available on the examination website.  

 
• Most references to questions refer to those posed by the Inspector in his 

Matters, Issues and Questions (already circulated). 

 
• In order to make efficient use of time whilst allowing each participant the 

opportunity to put their case, the hearing will be run as a ‘rolling 
programme’, with no set timings for agenda items (other than where 
identified).  The matters to be discussed will be dealt with in Agenda order 

unless any participants have time constraints, in which case the 
programme will be adjusted by agreement at the commencement of the 

hearing.   
 

•  This session will not consider detailed site-specific representations. 
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The first part of today’s session identifies 3 themes (in bold) beneath which are 

(1) the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions; and (2) further questions 
generated by the hearing statements/latest evidence.   

 

 
 

(a) How has the Council, working with other authorities and 

providers, assessed the capacity of infrastructure and the 
ability of infrastructure to meet forecast demands arising from 
the Plan’s growth?   

 
MIQ 

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?  

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

a robust, proportionate and up-to-date evidence base for the purpose of 
Plan-making? Is there a need for more detailed modelling of each site to 
determine travel demand, impact on existing networks and any required 

mitigation? 
 

(1) In response to OTH/37 (Highway England’s letter dated 14 February 
2018) what further improvements may be required at the A5/A47 
junctions in addition to the RIS1 funding for the A5 Dodwells to 

Longshoot widening?   
(2) Is the impact of Plan growth on A444 approaches to M6 Junction 3 

understood?  Will the committed programme of upgrading the M6 
(Junctions 2-4) to smart motorway standard have a bearing on the 
overall performance of Junction 3 over the plan period?  (noting 

response to Inspector’s Q9.10 at page 11 of Council’s Statement).    
(3) Has there been dialogue with Leicestershire County Council in terms of 

connectivity from Nuneaton to Mira and Hinckley?  
(4) Has there been dialogue with transport providers/stakeholders on a 

wider basis (Rugby/Coventry)?  

(5) Are the generic costs for ‘sustainable transport contributions’, ‘bus 
priority enhancements’ and ‘cycle routes’ (through the STA process) 

reasonable, justified and capable of further proportionate detail?  
Would that be reasonable at a plan-making stage?   
 

(b) Does the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) provide a 
reasonable basis for understanding infrastructure requirements 

(and development costs) and demonstrate that there is a 
reasonable prospect that planned infrastructure is deliverable 
in a timely fashion?   

 
Q9.5) Explain who is going to provide the infrastructure to support the 

growth in the Plan and what assurances have been given by service providers 
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and others that their investment plans and/or developer contributions will 
facilitate the infrastructure necessary to support levels of growth over the 

Plan period. Explain what certainty there is that the required infrastructure 
will be delivered, including what funding is currently secured and what 

funding gap remains. 
 
(6) Is there sufficient precision/justification for the infrastructure identified 

in the IDP/Infrastructure Delivery Scheme? 
(7) Is it the case that the Infrastructure Planning & Delivery Group last 

met on 20 October 2015 (Appendix D of IDP)? If so, how have the 
proposed post-2015 allocations been discussed with infrastructure 
providers?   

 
Q9.6) The capacity of education and health infrastructure to support the 

proposed numbers of additional homes appears to be of particular local 
concern. How have the Education Funding Agency and Health Authorities 
been engaged in the Plan preparation and is this reflected in the IDP? What 

robust evidence is there that education and health services cannot be 
expanded to accommodate additional needs arising from the planned growth? 

 
(8) Should the Plan/IDP recognise the need for security (Police) capital 

infrastructure and community infrastructure (community centres) as 
part of a strategic policy approach as identified at paragraph 156 of the 
NPPF?  (Policy DS3 and supporting text?)   

(9) Is there a need for the Plan to take account of strategic infrastructure 
including nationally significant infrastructure?  (Reference has been 

made in submissions to HS2, a new railway station for West Nuneaton 
and more widely the M6 and A5).     

 

(c) Are the scale of obligations and policy requirements (including 
mitigation) understood, identified and can they be viably 

secured?  Does the Local Plan Viability Assessment meet the 
requirements of NPPF at paragraphs 173-177 and are the 
assumptions/values applied reasonable in the context of the 

markets in the Borough so as to ensure a competitive return to 
a willing land owner?   

 
Q9.8) Do the IDP and Local Plan Viability Assessment meet the requirements of 
NPPF (paragraphs 173-177)? Please explain. 

 
(10) Is the Plan’s approach to securing and delivering strategic 

infrastructure dependent on a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to 
lawfully coordinate and combine contributions (for example the 
£64.7million of Borough wide works identified in the Strategic 

Transport Assessment)?    
(11) What is the likely programme for CIL (noting a Preliminary Draft 

Charging Schedule (document H2) was published in 2015)?    
 

(12) In light of potential main modifications and updated evidence (for 

example NBBC/41 identifying specific transport infrastructure (at 
£1.5million) in Bulkington) would there be a need to 
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revisit/’consistency check’ aspects of the Plan’s infrastructure and 
viability evidence base?    

 
 

2pm  
Health, Safe and Inclusive Communities Policies  
 

Policy HS2 – Strategic Accessibility & Sustainable Transport 
 

Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 
Pegasus (for Callendar Farm Ltd) 
Harris Lamb for Heyford Developments Ltd 
 

Q9.4) Is the Plan’s target of a modal shift of 15% in Policy HS2 justified and 
suitably realistic in terms of delivery? Is any progress being made on achieving 

modal shift in the Borough? 
 
(13) What infrastructure is identified in the IDP to facilitate the modelled modal 

shift?   
(14) Should the 15% modal shift target take priority and apply to other (non-

strategic) developments?   
 

Q9.13) Does the Plan reflect the West Midlands Metropolitan Transport Emissions 
Framework (WMMTEF) in respect of transport’s role in tackling air quality issues?  

Are there grounds to require new air quality monitoring apparatus as necessary 
new infrastructure? 
 

(15) Does the Policy and/or supporting text need to reference either the West 

Midlands Strategic Transport Plan “Movement for Growth” 2016 and/or the 
WMCA/TfWM Transport Plan 2017/18 (examination document OTH/36)?     
 
 

Policy HS4 – Retaining Community Facilities  

 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 

 
(16) Is Policy HS4 as submitted sound?  Is any specificity to proposals at North 
Warks & Hinckley College needed for plan soundness?   

 
 

Policy HS6 – Sport and Exercise  
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 
GVA (St Phillips/UK Land Developments) 

Harris Lamb for Heyford Developments 
Pegasus (for Callendar Farm)  

Amec Foster Wheeler (for Warks CC) 
 

Q9.15) Is Policy HS6 (Sport and Exercise) justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy? 
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Policy HS5 – Health Impact Assessment  
(Please note that part of the policy relating to ‘Fast Food Proposals’ is to be 

discussed separately on Thursday 22 March 2018)  
 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 
Pegasus (for Callendar Farm Ltd)  

Amec Foster Wheeler (for Warks CC) 
GVA (St Phillips/UK Land Developments) 
Harris Lamb for Heyford Developments  

Michele Kondakor    
 

Q9.14) Is Policy HS5, in relation to Health Impact Assessments (HIA), justified 
and effective? Is the inter-relationship between assessing health and the 

information required as part of the Environment Impact Assessment process 
clear? Please explain. 
 

(17) What is the intended function of the Supplementary Planning Document and 

in accordance with NPPF paragraph 153 would it be clearly justified?   
 
 

Monitoring Indicators 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 

 
Q9.16) Is the Plan’s approach to monitoring practicable?   
Q9.17) What contingency measures are in place in the event of non-delivery?  

Q9.18) Are suitable arrangements in place for reviews at appropriate times? 
Q9.19) Are the suggested monitoring indicators in Natural England’s 

correspondence [OTH/06] reasonable and relevant to plan-making in Nuneaton 
& Bedworth? 
 

Session Ends.  


