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Ms Christine Kerr MSc MCIPD    Your ref: 
Chief Executive       
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 
Town Hall       Our ref: PINS/W3710/429/1 
Coton Road 
Nuneaton
Warwickshire   CV11 5AA     Date:  January 2004 

Dear Madam

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN 
REPORT OF INQUIRY INTO OBJECTIONS

1. As you know I was appointed by the First Secretary of State to hold a public inquiry into 
objections to the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan.  I now enclose my report of the 
inquiry containing my recommendations, both on those objections heard at the inquiry and 
those made in writing. 

2. I held a Pre-Inquiry Meeting to outline arrangements for the inquiry on 10 March 2003.  The 
inquiry sat on 13 days between 3 June and 17 July 2003 at the Town Hall, Nuneaton.  I have 
visited all the sites that were the subject of objections before, during or after the inquiry. 

3. The Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan (NBBLP) was prepared by Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) under Section 36 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990, in accordance with the associated Regulations, legislation and Planning Policy Guidance 
Note PPG12.  The NBBLP is a statutory local plan prepared in the context of the established 
framework of planning policy guidance at national, regional and local level.  This includes 
Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands (RPG11) [CD26] and the Warwickshire 
Structure Plan 1996-2011 (WASP) [CD34] adopted in 2001.  When adopted the NBBLP will 
replace the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan 1993 [CD36] and form part of the 
statutory development plan for the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough.  The NBBLP contains 
planning policies and proposals covering the period up to 2011. 

4. The Council undertook extensive pre-deposit consultation including by way of issues papers, 
leaflets, community forums, an elected members forum, public meetings and school visits.  
These all lead to the preparation of the First Deposit Draft Local Plan [CD37] which was 
approved as a basis for consultation by the Council in April 2001.  Due to a delay in the 
adoption of the Structure Plan the Deposit Draft was unable to be published until September 
2001.  The consultation period took place between 28 September and 9 November 2001 and 
was accompanied by a series of press releases and drop-in exhibitions.  The resultant responses 
were summarised in a report proposing amendments considered by the Council in February 
2002.  The agreed changes were incorporated into the Second Deposit [CD38] which was 
placed on formal deposit between 28 June and 9 August 2002.  Full details of the consultative 
steps and processes are contained in the Statement of Publicity [CD58].
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5. At the start of the inquiry the representations made at the various stages was as follows: 

    Deposit Plan 2nd Deposit 
Plan

       Total 

Total Number of representations         2,075         131        2,206 
Total number of objections         1,923           89        2,012 
Objections withdrawn unconditionally            640             3           643 
Supporting representations            111           32           143 
Outstanding objections          1,283           86        1,369  

6. By the end a further 23 objections had been withdrawn and 1,346 remained to be considered. 

7. In preparing the plan the Council had regard to the Government’s 1999 publication, “A Better 
Quality of Life, A Strategy for Sustainable Development in the UK” based on four objectives 
which the plan has sought to follow:
¶ Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and development; 
¶ Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone 
¶ Effective protection of the environment; and 
¶ Prudent use of natural resources. 

8. In line with these overarching aims the Council drew up a set of 13 sustainability criteria listed 
at page 9 of the Second Deposit.  These “Sustainable Criteria” [CD53] were further refined in 
visits to local schools prior to adoption by the Council’s Planning and Development Committee.  
Thereafter they have formed a key part of the development and appraisal of the policies in 
accordance with the plan’s overriding vision of ‘Building Sustainable Communities’.  A further 
and related part of the plan’s preparation was the undertaking of Sustainablility Appraisals of 
both the First and Second Deposit Plans [CD54&55] in 2001 and 2002 in accordance with the 
guidance in PPG1 and PPG12.  Five background technical papers on a range of relevant topics 
were also produced to help inform consideration of the various policy issues [CD39-43].

9. In making my recommendations on the objections I have taken into account all the evidence, 
submissions and representations made at the inquiry and in writing by NBBC and the objectors, 
including the supporting representations.  I have not dealt with objections that have been 
withdrawn unconditionally.  I have also had regard to the Council’s schedule of responses to the 
objections at the First and Second Deposit stages, along with all the material in the Inquiry 
Library including Core Documents, statements and other material.  These are listed in Annex B
of my report.  A schedule of the representations, including objections to the First and Second 
Deposit Plans, supporting representations and withdrawn objections, is appended at Annex C.
The inquiry programme, listing those who appeared, is appended at Annex A of my report. 

Procedural Matters

10. At the opening of the inquiry NBBC confirmed that all the statutory formalities had been 
complied with, including the publication of notices announcing the inquiry.  Reference was 
made to an administrative error concerning the non-placing of an advert in the London Gazette, 
but I understand that this was made good during January with a 6-week deposit period.  I am 
not aware of any party having been prejudiced by this procedural slip.  During the course of the 
inquiry there were no issues arising from procedural aspects of the NBBLP. 
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The Report

11. The report includes my recommendations on the various objections to the 92 policies contained 
in the nine main chapters of the plan, along with the objections to the various specific sites, 
either proposed in the Plan, or mentioned as omissions by objectors.  It generally follows the 
order of the Second Deposit Local Plan on a policy-by-policy basis, covering general and site-
specific objections under the appropriate policy heading.  Policy objections are generally dealt 
with first, leaving site-specific ones till later, although there are occasions where there is a 
necessary interplay between the two.  Where objectors refer to several policies in their site-
specific objections they are normally dealt with separately under the relevant policies.  The 
report is to be read together with the Second Deposit version of the plan [CD38].  All 
statements and documents have been recorded and the Council and objectors are familiar with 
the evidence and hence my report concentrates on the key issues raised in the objections 
together with my conclusions and recommendations.

12. In preparing the report I have not received any further material from the Council or objectors 
after the inquiry closed.  Since then few relevant Circulars, Planning Policy Guidance Notes or 
other government advice documents have been issued.  However, in September 2003 the First 
Secretary of State published “Proposed Changes to Regional Planning Guidance for the West 
Midlands (RPG11)" with a consultation period expiring in December 2003.  After considering 
responses to the consultations, I understand it is hoped to publish the final RPG in Spring 2004.  
The Council may have to consider the implications of this and any other later national planning 
guidance when considering my report and preparing modifications to the plan with particular 
reference to any outstanding employment land, regeneration and Green Belt review issues. 

Main issues and recommendations 

13.  In general terms I found the plan to be well thought out and comprehensive, covering the key 
issues relevant to the District.  With a few exceptions most objectors have not seriously 
challenged its main aims and objectives, the overall development strategy, or the key theme of 
building sustainable communities.  Clearly the application and interpretation of the plan’s 
policies has been contentious in some cases.  This is to be expected given the size of the 
borough and the sometimes conflicting pressures it faces.  The Council’s commonsense 
approach and willingness to concede valid points made by objectors whenever it could was 
helpful.  As a result the plan has been progressively improved and refined through the 
consultative stages and up to the inquiry itself.  Hence the modifications I recommend often 
adopt the thrust, if not always the wording, of proposed revisions put forward by the Council in 
response to objections.  However, in addressing the outstanding unresolved objections and the 
Council’s responses thereto, my aim has been to ensure the best possible reflection of national, 
regional and strategic policy, while being responsive to local circumstances and priorities and 
seeking to avoid or minimise any internal inconsistencies.   

14. On Housing, the main objections related to housing land supply, omission sites in peripheral 
locations and affordable housing.  Given the relatively high level of completions and 
commitments, and the modest quantum of new provision needed to meet the Structure Plan 
requirements, there is relatively little room for manoeuvre.  The Council’s prompt and largely 
successful pursuit of the sustainable development of brownfield development over recent years, 
in line with the thrust of government policy in PPG3, has been instrumental in ensuring that 
only a small amount of greenfield development is necessary.  While housebuilders and 
landowners of greenfield sites questioned the potential for a continuing flow of brownfield 
windfall sites, the evidence suggests that for the present plan period the Council’s approach is 
sustainable.  But clearly the outcomes will need monitoring to ensure that sufficient homes 
continue to be provided to meet the community’s needs.  The question of the confidential
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windfall sites category originally proposed at the Second Deposit stage was of understandable 
concern to a number of objectors.  I could see how it had arisen, with the aim of being as 
comprehensive and as up to date as possible.  But it did risk a less than transparent examination  
of the relative merits of sites (ie ranking) which is part of the sequential search approach.  In the
event I have recommended that the plan be modified by including in the H1 supply calculations 
the Council’s proposed modification to include a large windfall site allowance and to continue 
to monitor outcomes in line with the PPG3 plan, monitor and manage approach. 

15. In identifying the greenfield sites that may be necessary towards the end of the plan period I 
found the Urban Capacity Study a generally helpful tool, albeit less than fully transparent and 
needing some fine tuning on occasions.  In particular, I have recommended that the positive 
landscape and environmental qualities of the Grove Farm, Nuneaton “reserve” site (H1e) 
warrant additional protection from housing development by reduction of the proposed 
allocation from 200 to 100 units.  On the other hand I have found, on the evidcnce, that the case 
for the long term protection of the open land at Park Farm, Bedworth has not been justified and 
I have recommended its inclusion as a reserve site to be developed in the latter part of the plan 
period only if required.  The figure of 100 units would compensate for the reduction of the 
Grove Farm allocation in the same phase thus preserving the overall balance of supply. 

16. Consideration of objections to the proposed Affordable Housing policy (H3) was more 
difficult to resolve.  I have recommended that the Council revisit the underlying justification.  I 
do not doubt that home ownership is difficult for the borough’s young people and newly formed 
households, but in my view the available evidence on the nature of the demand for and supply 
of affordable housing across all tenure types fell below the convincing demonstration of need 
required by government guidance.  That is not to say that it is entirely unsupportable, but simply 
that the case has not yet been convincingly and clearly demonstrated.  At the round table 
session I was told that the Council is requesting its consultants to update the housing needs 
survey and re-examine the matter.  Thus I would hope that a fully reasoned position could soon 
be reached that would command greater public confidence in the percentage of affordable 
housing being sought during the plan period.  Housebuilders were not averse to the policy in 
principle but were concerned that it be properly justified and fairly implemented.  If the 
underlying case can be more clearly shown I have not found a particular difficulty in agreeing 
that a smaller site/size threshold would be appropriate in the borough’s case because of the 
relatively modest level of supply to come, and the generally smaller sites proposed. 

17. The other major plan issues, which are inter-related, are Employment and Environment.  In 
particular the argued need for a significant Green Belt release and the rationale behind the 
largely edge of settlement Areas of Restraint policy, Env2 go to the heart of many objectons.  I 
have recommended the deletion of the proposed Green Belt release at Griff East/Faultlands 
Farm for employment development purposes in Emp1 and 2, a decision I did not reach lightly.  
Balancing the community’s needs for economic and social development with the need for the 
protection of environmental assets in the long term goes to the heart of planning and is not 
always easy to resolve, particularly in finely balanced cases such as this.  However, in my view 
the borough’s economic and social inclusion case, important though it is, has not been clearly 
shown to outweigh the irreversible environmental harm that would be caused to the Green Belt. 
Green Belts were always intended to be more-or-less permanent policy instruments, and hence 
the test for the release of large strategic sites within them is deliberately high.  The uncertainties 
surrounding the strategic land requirement, the lack of an adopted borough-wide economic 
development strategy, and the dynamics of the sub-regional planning and land availability 
context, have led me to conclude that the Griff East case has not been clearly shown to be 
sufficiently exceptional to warrant the particular release proposed in this plan period.
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18. The knock-on effect of this recommendation is that there could be a shortfall of employment 
land against the strategic requirement, although this is unlikely to be felt until quite near the end 
of the plan period.  The recommended modest release of 4 or so hectares at Prologis Park 
(Coventry Colliery), Keresley would make some contribution but there would still be a 20 
hectares or so shortfall.  However, I have also recommended that the proposed Area of Restraint 
policy Env2 needs to be reviewed with a view to identifying those areas worthy of long-term 
protection because of some special environmental value, and those areas which may be required 
to meet development needs in the longer term.  The analysis work in that regard could enable 
the Council to identify a compensatory element of employment land if, after consultation with 
the strategic planning authority, that is deemed necessary before any mid-term review of the 
plan.  Such identification should follow a sequential search sequence giving somewhat higher 
weighting to the Green Belt constraint in view of its strategic importance in the long term. 

19. I have recommended a range of smaller and less controversial modifications with regard to the 
plan’s other Environmental policies, and to the Shopping, Recreation and Transport chapters.  
However, the main thrust of these has not been affected, with proposed alterations mainly 
focussing on fine tuning, greater clarity and improved explanation to assist implementation.  
The need for ongoing and transparent monitoring of policy performance is also supported. 

General Comments 

20. Finally, I would like to express my appreciation for the co-operation and courtesy given to me 
by all those persons who appeared at the inquiry.  Statements and evidence were taken briefly 
and there was little unnecessary repetition of the arguments.  Thus inquiry time was used 
efficiently and effectively with most objections being dealt with by hearing sessions.  The 
Council’s planning team shouldered a heavy burden in preparing and presenting its rebuttal 
evidence both at the inquiry and in producing responses to written representations.  The 
Council’s advocate and witnesses were always helpful and I also appreciated the hard work of 
the support team.  Thanks must also go to the various companies, organisations and individuals 
who gave much time and thought to their representations both in writing and at the inquiry.

21. Personal thanks go to the Mr John Banbery, the Programme Officer, whose organisational work 
greatly assisted the inquiry’s efficient running.  His help at the Round Table Sessions on 
Housing Strategy and Affordable Housing was invaluable, as was his organisation of the 
inquiry documentation and programming, ensuring that all sessions ran smoothly and to time. 

22. After this preamble is a Summary of Main Recommendations and a list of Abbreviations.
Annexes setting out the inquiry programme and appearances, lists of inquiry documents and a 
Schedule of Representations with details of proofs of evidence and statement are at the rear , the 
latter based on the Council’s database containing details of all representations and objections. 

Yours faithfully 

Philip A Goodman 
BA(Hons) DMS MRTPI 
Inspector

cc. Government Office for the West Midlands, 77 Paradise Circus, Queensway, Birmingham B1 2DT 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, Eland House, Bressenden Place, London SW1E 5DU
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SUMMARY OF MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS 

Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
   
INTRODUCTION 
Community Aspirations No modifications 1.2 
Page 5 editing Modify by deleting last sentence of 1st para 1.4 
Historic Environment issue No modifications 1.7 
Environmental principles etc No modifications 1.10 
Site for New Prison Modify by including reference to need in Introduction 

chapter and consider including a criteria-based policy 
1.15

Railway requirements No modifications  
   
GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
Cultural Heritage No modifications 2.3 
Plan vision Modify by bringing forward para from page 12 alongside 

Local Plan Vision caption 
2.6

Retail floorspace Key Issue No modifications 2.9 
Monitoring policy No modifications 2.12 
   
HOUSING 
Policy H1 – General Modify in accordance with the Council’s Appendix 1 

Schedule of Clarification in CD57, subject to detailed 
amendments in paragraph 3.68 

3.68-9

H1 – Site specific: 
Goodyears End, Ash Green No modification 3.72 
Hawkesbury, Bedworth No modification 3.77 
North of Oberon Close, Nuneaton No modification 3.80 
Plough Hill Golf Centre, Nuneaton No modification 3.85 
Weddington, Nuneaton (CBDF) No modification 3.90 
Gypsy Lane, Nuneaton No modification 3.96 
Knightsbridge Avenue, Bedworth No modification 3.99 
Gorse Fm, Nuneaton No modification 3.102 
Burbages Lane, Exhall, Bedworth No modification 3.106 
Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton No modification 3.111 
Higham Lane, Nuneaton No modification 3.116 
Grove Lane, Keresley No modification 3.119 
Weddington, Nuneaton (Hallam) No modification 3.123 
Coventry Road, Bulkington No modification 3.126 
Calendar Grove, Nuneaton No modification 3.129 
Nuneaton Road, Bulkington No modification 3.133 
Parks Farm, Bedworth Modify by including site in list of reserve sites to be 

developed only if required in 5-10 year phase (100 units) 
3.140

Arden Forest School, Bulkington 
& Leyland Special School, 
Nuneaton 

No modification 3.143 

Abbatoir, St Mary’s Rd, Nun’ton No modification 3.147 
Brook Street, Bedworth No modification 3.151 
Policy H1a-Garages, Newcomen 
Rd, Bedworth 

No modification 3.155 

Policy H1b-Camp Hill Urban 
Village

No modification 3.157 

Policy H1b-Geo Eliot Hospital-
main site, & H1c-Maternity Ward 

No modification 3.163 

Policy H1d-Ryders Hill Allotments, 
Nuneaton 

No modification 3.167 

Policy H1d-Confidential sites Modify by deleting category and adjusting explanatory text 3.169 
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
in line with recommendation for policy H1 general (above) 

Policy H1e-Opp 58-104 
Marlborough Rd, Nuneaton 

No modification 3.173 

Policy H1e-Charity Docks, 
Bedworth 

No modification 3.177 

Policy H1f-Grove Farm, Nuneaton Modify by reducing site at western edge and reducing the 
estimated number of units to 100; and consequential 
changes to allocations table, Proposals Map and explanation

3.186

Policy H1k-W of Eastboro Way/N 
Camborne Drive, Nuneaton 

No modification 3.189 

Policy H1l-Heath Rd Burial 
Ground, Bedworth 

No modification 3.192 

Policy H1m-S of Griff School, 
Nuneaton 

No modification 3.197 

Policy H1n-Allotments, 
Greenmoor Rd, Nuneaton 

No modification 3.199 

Policy H1o-E of Bramdene 
Avenue, Weddington, Nuneaton 

No modification 3.201 

Policy H3 Affordable Housing Modify by reviewing and updating needs assessment to 
provide clearer and more substantiated basis for policy, and 
25% level of provision and reduced site size threshold 

3.236

Policy H4 Mix of types and sizes Modify in accordance with Council’s proposed amendment 3.239 
Policy H5 Adaptable Homes No modification 3.242 
Policy H6 Planning obligations Modify by inserting “services and ” between “transport” and 

“facilities”
3.247

Policy H7 Windfall Sites criteria Modify by deleting words “of less than 0.4 hectares” and 
amending text in line with detailed recommendation 

3.255

Policy H8 Conversion/Re-use Modify by inserting into criterion (c) “a farm building or is” 
between “is and “within” 

3.261

Policy H9 Sub-divisions No modification 3.265 
Policy H10 Off street parking stds. No modification 3.269 
Policy H10 HMOs No modification 3.274 
Policy H11 Density Modify by deleting 2nd and3rd sentences and inserting: “A

minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare will be sought 
on all sites.  Density above 50 dwellings per hectare will be 
considered where the type of housing provision can lend 
itself to higher density, such as sheltered housing for the 
elderly, or where a site is located within 400m of good public 
transport facilities.”

3.277

Policy H12 Design & layout stds No modification 3.283 
Policy H13 Travellers’ 
accommodatin 

No modification 3.287 

Omission-Affordable rural housing No modification 3.290 
Omission-‘Cordons sanitaires’ No modification 3.293 
Omission-Monitoring Modify with recommendations in H1 General 3.296 

EMPLOYMENT
Introduction – CPRE No modification 4.10 
Introduction – B’worth B Park #1 Modify by including reference to PPG3 definition of 

“previously developed land” in text and Glossary of Terms 
4.12

Introduction – B’worth B Park #2 Modify if Griff East allocation is retained, delete final 
sentence of introduction 

4.14

Policy Emp1 – General Modify: a) explanation to include WASP PDL target of 61%, 
quantify progress to date in use of PDL and SIS/LIS, detail 
future monitoring, refer to scope for mixed use development 
contribution to land supply, update residual land 
requirement; b) reconsider need for major Green Belt 
release in light of conclusions 

4.39

Emp1 Site specific:   
Judkins Quarry No modifications – but see Emp3 (new) 4.41 
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
Norwood Fm, B’worth Woodlands No modifications 4.46 
Griff South, Nuneaton No modifications 4.48 
Higham Lane, Nuneaton No modification 4.51 
Emp2-Griff East/Faultlands Farm, 
Nuneaton 

Modify by deleting proposed allocation and adjusting Emp1 
table

4.59

Emp3 (Deleted) Griff South No modifications 4.62 
Emp3 (New) Judkins Quarry Modify a) by adding to end of explanation: “ and will identify 

the area to be developed within the surplus land at the site.  
The Development Brief will be the subject of public 
participation.”; b) by amending Proposals Map to reflect 
larger area of allocation from which 16 ha will be found 

4.69

Emp4-Redevelopment of sites Modify a) by adding to criterion (g): “of features of historic or 
archaeological interest.”; b) by replacing 2nd sentence in last 
para with: “Where this is likely appropriate site investigations 
and risk assessments should be carried out and appropriate 
remediation measures completed prior to the redevelopment 
of the site.” 

4.76

Emp5-Colliery Lane, Bedworth Modify a) by replacing 2nd sentence of explanation with: “An 
appropriate site investigation and risk assessment should be 
carried out and appropriate remediation measures 
completed prior to the redevelopment of the site.”; b) amend 
Proposals Map to show 0.6ha site 

4.80

Emp6-Griff Clara No modification 4.82 
Emp8-Commercial uses in 
residential areas 

Modify a) by inserting “detrimental” in criterion(b) and “the 
number and sizes of” before “cars and vehicles”; b) modify 
explanation in line with conclusions to refer to the possible 
need to impose operational conditions to protect living 
conditions.

4.86

Emp10-Planning Obligations Modify by inserting “services and” after “transport” 4.88 
Emp12-Design Standard Modify by amending explanation in line with conclusions to 

refer to role of development briefs and SPG 
4.90

Emp13-Hazardous Substances Modify by adding to end of explanation’s 2nd para: “Further 
sites granted consent by the Health and Safety Executive 
will have similar consultation zones, the size of which will 
depend on the type and amount of material stored.”

4.92

Emp Omission-Possible 
Sutherland Drive access 

No modification 4.94 

Emp Omission-Hazardous 
Substances 

No modification 4.96 

Emp Omission-Tourism Modify by considering inclusion of a tourism policy and any 
related cross references 

4.100

Emp Omission-Safeguarding Modify by considering inclusion of a policy to safeguard 
existing industrial and employment land/premises unless 
environmental impacts suggest otherwise 

4.102

Emp Omission-Lutterworth Road, 
Nuneaton 

No modification 4.104 

   
SHOPPING
Policy S1 Modify by changing criterion (b) to: “It is of a size which 

would not contribute to a change in the function of the centre 
within the sub-regional hierarchy of retail centres and 
thereby have a detrimental impact on other centres;”
and by amending explanatory text as set out 

5.7

Policy S2 Modify by replacing with Council’s proposed revision 
subject to last clause being made a specific criterion 

5.11

Policy S3 Modify by replacing with Council’s proposed revision subject 
to last clause being made a specific criterion 

5.13

Policy S4 No modifications 5.16 
Policy S5 Modify by replacing with Council’s proposed revision 

subject to last clause being made a specific criterion 
5.19
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
Policy S6 No modifications 5.23 
Policy S7 Modify by replacing with Council’s proposed revision subject 

to last criterion (h) being relocated at top of list 
5.27

Policy S8 Modify by inserting “also” between “policy” and “relates” in 
penultimate sentence of explanation 

5.29

Policy S9 Modify by replacing criterion (b) with: “A sufficient 
separation gap is available and can be maintained between 
the proposed development and the nearest residential 
property (including flats above premises) having regard to 
the size and nature of the proposal and the nature and 
character of the surrounding area.” and by inserting in the 
explanation: “Where the proposal is in or adjoining an 
established, mainly residential area, to protect the living 
conditions of neighbouring residents the separation distance 
in criterion (b) is unlikely to be less than 30 metres, and may 
need to be more.” 

5.31

Policy S11 Modify by considering whether the policy and explanation 
accords with the latest Ministerial advice including the 
possible need to impose conditions on sui generis retail 
planning permissions in out-of-centre locations 

5.36

Policy S12 Modify the explanatory text by replacing the second 
sentence with: “Therefore, it is considered that new car 
parking is not currently required for such development but 
that the supply should not fall below the current level.  
PPG13 refers to the need to strike a balance between 
encouraging new investment in town centres by providing 
adequate levels of car parking and potentially increasing 
congestion.  In the Council’s view this policy strikes a 
balance appropriate to the current circumstances, having 
regard to the existing provision and proposals under 
construction to improve accessibility by transport means 
other than the private car.  It is recognised, however, that 
the circumstances affecting that balance may change over 
the lifetime of the plan.  Therefore, retail development 
proposals that include new parking provision in or on the 
edge of the town and district centres will be judged on their 
merits against the circumstances prevailing at the time.” And 
by deleting from the third sentence the words “an element of 
car parking should be provided” and inserting in their place 
the words: “developers may wish to provide car parking”; 
and by inserting at the start of the next sentence the words: 
“Where it is to be provided,…”;

5.42

Policy S13 (Deleted) No modifications 5.44 
Policy Omission (Tesco’s) Modify by adding the first sentence of the third para to the 

second para and deleting the rest of the third para. 
5.46

Policy Omission (GOWM) Modify by including the designated boundaries of town and 
district centres as an insert(s) on the Proposals Map 

5.48

Policy Omission (Portust) No modifications 5.51 

RECREATION 
Policy R2-Recreational Priority 
Areas 

Modify by deleting the last sentence of the explanation and 
replacing with: “Where such surveys identify areas or 
features of substantive nature conservation, geological or 
archaeological value, mitigation plans will need to be 
implemented including, where necessary, the exclusion of 
the valuable areas/features from the developable land.” 

6.4

R2 Site specific:   
Bedworth Leisure Centre No modification 6.6 
Nuneaton Rugby Club No modification 6.8 
Harry Cleaver Sports Ground, 
Nuneaton 

No modification 6.10 
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
Eastborough Way, Nuneaton No modification 6.13 
Weddington Rd, Nun’ton (deleted) No modification 6.16 
Policy R3-Small development No modification 6.18 
Policy R4-Development on or 
change of use of Playing fields etc 

Modify: a) add “or” after criteria (a) and(b); b) amend 
explanation to clarify application of policy to spaces under 
0.4ha and to refer to advice in PPG17 

6.23

Policy R5-Floodlights in RPAs No modification 6.25 
Policy R6-Golf courses Modify: a) omit “normally”; b) omit criterion (h); omit 

“Important wildlife” and replace with “nature conservation” 
6.30

Policy R7-Golfing allocation, 
Plough Hill Road 

Modify: delete “would” and “nature conservation” and 
replace with “will” and “important wildlife” 

6.32

Policy R8-Green Track routes Modify:in last sentence of explanation insert between 
“routes” and “will”: “ will be devised in consultation with and 
with the agreement of landowners and occupiers, and..” 

6.34

Policy R9-Recreational use of 
rivers etc 

Modify: insert “In particular, the area supports one of the 
few remaining substantial populations of water voles in the 
Upper Trent catchment, and as well as protecting existing 
colonies the opportunity exists to encourage their further 
colonisation of the area.” after the 2nd sentence of the 
explanation

6.36

Policy R10-Paradise Fm,Bermuda No modification 6.38 
Policy R11-Existing allotments No modification 6.41 
Policy R12-Equestrain uses Modify: delete criterion(h) 6.44 
Policy R13-High value open 
space protection 

Modify: a) insert: “This policy does not imply a presumption 
in favour of development of open spaces sites of relatively 
low value.  Proposals to develop such sites will be 
considered on their merits in the context of other relevant 
development plan policies.” after 2nd sentence of 
explanation;  
b) consider how spaces between 0.2-0.4ha would be 
assessed 

6.48

Policy R14 (deleted)-Outdoor 
recreational development in the 
Green Belt 

No modification 6.50 

Policy R14 (new)-Noise 
generating sports proposals 

Modify: delete “important wildlife” and replace with ”nature 
conservation” in criterion (b); b) delete criterion (g) 

6.53

Omission-loss of recreation 
spaces in town centres 

Modify: consider how open spaces below 0.4ha would be 
assessed if subject to development proposals 

6.56

   
ENVIRONMENT
Env1 – Green Belt - General Modify: include in explanation the scope for the appropriate 

re-use of buildings in the Green Belt. 
7.10

Env 1 Site specific:   
Bedworth Road, Bulkington No modification 7.12 
Goodyears End Lane, Bedworth No modification 7.14 
Hawkesbury, Bedworth No modification 7.16 
Wentworth Drive, Nuneaton No modification 7.18 
Bedworth Woodlands No modification 7.24 
Marston Lane, Bedworth No modification 7.26 
Gypsy Lane, Nuneaton No modification 7.29 
Griff South  No modification 7.36 
Griff East Modify: retain Green Belt designation and amend Proposals 

Map accordingly 
7.36

Rowleys Green, Bedworth No modification 7.39 
Bulkington Lane, Nuneaton No modification 7.41 
Golf Drive, Nuneaton No modification 7.43 
Coventry Colliery/Prologis Park, 
Keresley 

Modify: a) amend Proposals Map to exclude from Green 
Belt the small parcel of land at the eastern end of the Emp1 
allocation; b) amend the Proposals Map to exclude from 
Green Belt the area land shown as Area B on Figure 1b of 

7.52
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
Document O/ENV1/372/0029/ENV1/1;
c) include the two released parcels of land referred to above 

within the Emp1 allocations 
7.52

McDonnell Drive, Exhall,  No modification 7.54 
Exhall, Bedworth (Miss Startin) No modification 7.56 
Burbage Lane, Exhall No modification 7.61 
Coventry Road, Bulkington No modification 7.63 
Env2–Areas of Restraint–General Modify: a) reconsider aims and justification of policy; 

b) delete criterion (b) and replace with: “Any loss of the best 
and most versatile agricultural land is minimised;” 
c) review the categorisation of land at Weddington Road, 
Nuneaton as an AOR in the light of the general conclusions; 
d) review the inclusion of the SINC at Camp Hill in the 
adjoining AOR;  

7.76

Env2 Site specific:   
Norwood Farm, Bedworth 
Woodlands 

No modification 7.79 

Alder Lane, Nuneaton Modify: delete site from AOR and amend Proposals Map 7.81 
Higham Lane, Nuneaton Modify: review the categorisation of the land as an AOR in 

the light of the general conclusions on Env2
7.84

Grove Lane, Keresley Newlands Modify: delete site from AOR and amend Proposals Map 7.86 
Rectory Drive/Park Fm, Bedworth Modify: delete site from AOR and amend Proposals Map 7.89 
Calendar Grove Fm, Nuneaton Modify: review the categorisation of the land as an AOR in 

the light of the general conclusions on Env2 
7.91

Judkins Quarry, Nuneaton Modify: review the categorisation of the land as an AOR in 
the light of the general conclusions on Env2 

7.93

Bedworth Woodlands No modification 7.95 
Env3-Development in flood risk 
areas 

Modify:a) by altering text as per LPA/Env3/255/0002/Env3/1 
b) amend Proposals Map in respect of flood risk area at 
Weddington in line with the EA drawing 

7.100

Env4 (deleted)-agricultural land No modification 7.102 
Env4 (new) – Farm diversification Modify: a) replace criterion (h) with: “The loss of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land on any particular 
holding, needed to enable the diversification project to 
function satisfactorily, is minimised.”; 
b) amend explanatory text and clarify Proposals Map to 
reflect advice in revised PPG7 and in line with conclusions 

7.107

Env7-Listed Building No modification 7.109 
Env9-Locally listed buildings Modify: insert at the end of explanation: “The Council will 

notify owners in writing of the inclusion of their building(s) on 
the Local List.”

7.111

Env16-(deleted)-Nature 
Conservation-designated sites 

No modifications 7.115 

Env16-(New)-Nature 
Conservation & Geological 
interest-Designated sites 

Modify: a) replace text with wording in document ref 
LPA/Env16/253/0004/Env16/1; 
b) amend explanatory text to refer to “Griff Hill Quarry”; 
c) amend Proposals Map to show SSSIs and cSACs and 
explanation to clarify this; 
And that a timetable for completed review of SINCs be 
published 

7.119

Env17 (deleted)  No modifications 7.121 
Env17-(New)-Nature 
Conservation-Rare/endangered 
species 

Modify: replace text with wording in document ref 
LPA/Env17/566R/0006/Env17/1; 

7.124

Env19-Development fronting 
watercoures and canals 

Modify: replace text with wording in document ref 
LPA/Env19/255/0001/Env19/1; 

7.126

Env20-Recycling facilities in major 
development 

Modify: a) replace text with wording in documents ref 
LPA/Env20/44/0002/Env20/1 & Env20/873/0004/Env20/1 
b) amend explanation to refer to need to protect amenities of 

7.129
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
adjoining occupiers 

Env21-Designing for personal & 
community safety 

Modify: replace text with wording in document ref 
LPA/Env21/373/0002/Env21/1; 

7.131

Env22-Telecomms equipment Modify: a) replace text with wording in document ref 
LPA/Env22/157/0008/Env22/1 
b) insert in explanation a reference to PPG8 and the need to 
have regard to technical constraints and possibly to 
evidence of need for development 
c) clarify policy applies to applications for Planning 
Permission and Prior Approval 

7.136

Env24-Contaminated land No modification 7.139 
Env26-Cemetery allocations Modify: retain Exhall allocation but modify in line with 

detailed conclusions at para 7.145 
7.146

Env27-Renewable Energy Modify: amend explanation in line with document ref 
LPA/Env27/796/0002/Env27/1; 

7.148

Env28-Sustainable Drainage 
Systems-SUDs) 

Modify: amend explanation in line with documents ref 
LPA/Env28/255/0001/Env28/1 & Env28/373R/0006/Env28/1 

7.151

Env29-Encouraging public art Modify: a) amend policy in line with document ref 
LPA/Env29/373/0003/Env29/1; 
b) amend explanation to include reference to the need for 
planning obligations under Section 106 to accord with the 
guidance in Circular 1/97 

7.154

Env30 No modifications 7.156 
Env Omission-Landfill gas Modify: include a criteria-based policy and explanation on 

Development in relation to Landfill Gas in line with detailed 
conclusion  

7.159

Env Omission-flood risk No modification 7.161 
Env Omission-Water supply Modify: include a criteria-based policy and explanation on 

Safeguarding and Protecting Water Resources in line with 
detailed conclusion 

7.164

Env Omission-Foul and Surface 
Water Drainage 

No modification 7.166 

Env Omission-Air Quality No modification 7.168 
Env Omission-Water based 
recreation 

No modification 7.170 

Env Omission- natural features of 
river & stream corridors, ponds or 
wetland habitats 

No modification 7.172 

Env Omission-waste 
management 

No modification 7.174 

Env Omission-use of “normally” Modify: delete “normally” from policies Env15 and Env23 7.176 
Env Omission-Countryside 
character protection 

Modify: include reference to rural landscape protection in 
policies Env1 and 2 

7.178

Env Omission-protection of 
badgers and other protected 
species 

No modification 7.180 

Env Omission- contaminated land No modification 7.182 
Env Omission-“green wedge” No modification 7.184 
Env Omission-AOR & Green Belt 
policy tests 

No modification 7.186 

Env Omission-loss of 
archaeological and historic sites 

No modification 7.188 

TRANSPORT 
Policy T1 Modify insert: “Other than when considerations of high 

residential density and the availability of good public 
transport indicate otherwise,…” at the start of the first 
sentence 

8.2
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
Policy T2 No modification 8.5 
Policy T3 No modification 8.7 
Policy T4 Modify: by adding to the explanation: a) “What constitutes a 

significant level of lorry movements will depend on the size 
as well as the number of vehicles, the character and 
capacity of the roads in the vicinity of the site, and the 
existing volume and nature of the traffic using those roads.  
The Council will have regard to the views of the highway 
authority in determining whether a statement is required.  
Applicants for industrial and shopping developments are 
encouraged to submit realistic estimates of traffic generation 
and to seek clarification of the need to provide a statement 
before submitting their application.”;  
b) “The scope for rail freight access to and from the 
allocated Judkins Quarry employment site will be 
investigated and (further) planning permission(s) at the 
quarry will not be granted prior to the completion of such 
investigations.”

8.14

Policy T5 Modify: a) delete: “The Council, in partnership with other 
agencies, will seek opportunities to…” and replace by: 
“Where other material considerations do not indicate 
otherwise, planning permission will be granted for proposals 
which…” 
b) in the last para of the explanation delete: “ways of 
achieving this will be explored” and replace by: “In 
partnership with applicants for planning permission and 
other agencies the Council will explore ways of achieving 
this.” 

8.17

Policy T6 Modify: a) replace policy wording with: “Where other material 
considerations do not indicate otherwise, planning 
permission will be granted for proposals which provide new 
or improved public transport interchanges, and development 
will not be permitted which prejudices the future use of the 
rail network.” 
b) amend the explanation by inserting: "The Council in 
partnership with other agencies, will seek opportunities to 
provide new and improved public transport interchange 
facilities.  This will include investigating the potential and 
viability for new rail stations, light rail/rapid transit systems, 
better bus interchanges, convenient taxi ranks, better bus 
stop provision, and secure cycling facilities.  In particular the 
following will be investigated: 
1. a new rail station and public transport interchanges in 

the Kingswood Road/Galley Common and Hawkesbury 
areas; 

2. a new rail station and public transport interchange, 
possibly with Park and Ride facilities, at Bermuda to 
serve the development identified in Emp1 and the 
existing employment areas nearby; 

3. an improved public transport interchange for Bedworth 
Town Centre; 

4. better links between Nuneaton rail and bus stations 
c) delete from the explanation: “at Kingswood Road” and 
replace by: “in the Kingswood Road/Galley Common area.” 
d) consider whether the policy or explanation should refer to 
the possible need for public transport planning contributions 

8.24

Policy T7 Modify: a) replace wording by: “In supporting proposals to 
improve existing rail provision serving the borough the 
Council will exercise its planning powers to safeguard the 
amenities of those whose living conditions could otherwise 
be adversely affected by such development.” 

8.28
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Policy/site Inspector’s recommendation Para  
b) amend explanation by inserting: “Routes through this 
area are being considered for upgrading as part of the 
strategic freight route to Felixstowe.2 after the 5th sentence 

Policy T8 Modify: a) delete final sentence; 
b) insert into explanation after 3rd sentence: “Long-stay 
users will be encouraged to use alternative forms of 
transport to gain access to these centres.”; 
c) keep town centre parking provision and management and 
Park & Ride service provision under review 

8.35

Policy T9 Modify: replace wording with: “In residential areas mainly 
comprising properties with no off-street parking facilities, 
and where other material considerations do not indicate 
otherwise, planning permission will be given for proposals 
which provide additional parking facilities for the benefit of 
existing users. 

8.37

Policy T10 Modify: a) replace wording with: “Parking provision for new 
developments, including changes of use, shall not exceed 
the maximum standards set out in Annex D of PPG13 
“Transport” and in the Council’s Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (SPG).  Proposals for residential development 
shall have regard to the SPG standards and the advice on 
car parking in paragraphs 59-62 of PPG3”; 
b) amend explanation in line with points i) – iv) 

8.42

Policy Omission-T6 Modify: insert at end: “The Council will work with the police 
and other agencies to minimise crime on public transport. 

8.51

Policy Omission-T8 Modify: insert at end: “The Council will work with the police 
to minimise the effects of crime in car parks, and will look for 
crime reduction measures in the design of new car parks,” 

8.51

Policy Omission-Preamble Modify: insert before T1: “The Council acknowledges, 
however, that the successful implementation of both the LTP 
and the local plan will be largely dependent on co-operative 
joint working arrangements with a range of stakeholders 
including the local highway authority, and that this is likely to 
include an ongoing review of parking, public transport 
services and related traffic management measures.” 

8.51

IMPLEMENTATION ETC 
Monitoring Modify: include in the Monitoring section on p93: “Numbers 

of buildings at Risk”. 
9.3

GLOSSARY 
Affordable Housing definition Modify: amend so last sentence refers to “social and low 

cost housing”. 
10.2

PROPOSALS MAP 
Ancient Monuments and Historic 
Sites 

Modify: Show Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Historic 
Park and Garden on Proposals Map 

11.3
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ABBREVIATIONS

The following abbreviations are used in this report: 

ABP ABP Ltd 
ALC Agricultural Land Classification 
AOR Area of Restraint 
BBPP Bedworth Business Park Partnership 
BT British Telecommunications plc 
CANS Coventry Area Network Study 
CD Core Document 
CDBF Coventry Diocesan Board of Finance 
CLBA Country Land and Business Association 
CLS Contaminated Land Strategy 
CPRE Council for the Protection of Rural England 
DEFRA Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
EA Environment Agency 
EIP Examination in Public 
GOWM Government Office for the West Midlands 
ha hectare 
HBF House Builders Federation 
HLM Hallam Land Management 
HMO House in Multiple Occupation 
HSE Health and Safety Executive 
LIS Large Investment Site 
LTP Local Transport Plan 
LRT Light Rail/Rapid Transit system 
MAFF Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (now part of DEFRA) 
MUA Major Urban Area 
NBBC Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 
NBBLP Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan 
NBCC Nuneaton and Bedworth Chamber of Commerce 
NFOE Nuneaton Friends of the Earth 
NFU National Farmers Union 
NLUD National Land Use Database 
NPFA National Playing Fields Association 
ODPM Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
PDL Previously Developed Land 
PPG Planning Policy Guidance Note 
RA Ramblers Association 
RPA Recreational Priority Area 
RPG Regional Planning Guidance 
RSL Registered Social Landlord (eg Housing Association) 
RSS Regional Spatial Strategy 
RTS Round Table Session 
RZ Regeneration Zone 
SAC Special Area of Conservation 
SINC Site of Importance for Nature Conservation 
SIS Small Investment Site 
SMR Sites and Monuments Record 
SPG Supplementary Planning Guidance 
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 
SUD Sustainable Drainage System 
UCS Urban Capacity Study 
WASP Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011 
WCC Warwickshire County Council 
WCCPS Warwickshire County Council Property Services 
WHAG Woodlands Heath Action Group 
WMLGA West Midlands Local Government Association 
WMRSL West Midlands Region RSL Planning Consortium 
WWT Warwickshire Wildlife Trust 
ZIP Zone Implementation Plan (for Coventry & Nuneaton RZ) 
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Chapter 1:  INTRODUCTION 

1. POLICY (Non-specific) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 43/0022/Int – British Waterways. 

Issues

¶ Should the Community Aspirations section refer to the ‘Coventry Canal-Nuneaton Corridor Study’ 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.1 The section lists a hierarchy of plans and strategies to be considered and fed into the plan where 
appropriate.  The British Waterways study aims to raise the profile of the canal across the district and to 
identify areas for regeneration initiatives and general environmental improvements.  There are proposed 
development sites adjoining the canal and the Council indicates that it will consult British Waterways on any 
relevant planning applications.  This would enable the study’s findings to be considered in detail at that stage. 
I accept that it would be difficult to list all the plans and strategies produced by the full range of organisations 
involved in the plan preparation process.  In the light of the Council’s consultation assurance I do not regard it 
as being essential in this instance.  

RECOMMENDATION 

1.2 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 

2. POLICY (Non-specific) 

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0034/Int – Bedworth Business Park Partnership (BBPP). 

Issues

¶ Does the first paragraph at the top of page 5 of the Second Deposit need editing 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.3 BBPP points out that the County Council’s objection to the First Deposit has not been fully taken into 
account in the Second Deposit since the County Council remains an objector to policy EMP2 (not EMP3 as 
referenced by BBPP).  The Council accepts the objection and I recommend accordingly.   

RECOMMENDATION 

1.4 I recommend that the plan be modified be deleting the final sentence of the first paragraph on page 5 

3. POLICY (Non-specific) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 252/0038/Int – English Heritage. 

Issues

¶ Should the protection and enhancement of the historic environment be identified as a Key Issue 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.5 English Heritage request that the protection and enhancement of the historic environment is identified 
as a Key Issue in the plan’s Guiding Principles.  The Council argues that the Key Issues are those highlighted 
by consultees in the early stages of the plan and as this issue was not included then, it resists the objection. 
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1.6 Protection and enhancement of the historic environment is an important part of the effective protection 
of the environment generally, which is one of the four broad objectives of the Government’s Sustainable 
Development Strategy referred to earlier in the chapter.  However, the plan’s Environment chapter includes 
polices aiming to protect and enhance Conservation Areas, statutorily and locally Listed Buildings, Historic 
Parks and Gardens, and sites of archaeological importance, and to ensure that all development is of a high 
standard.  Accordingly, I do not regard the omission of the topic as a Key Issue in this chapter as crucial. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1.7 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 

4. POLICY OMISSION 

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0010/Int – Environment Agency. 

Objections to Second Deposit 255R/0032/Int – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should a range of environmental principles be identified as Key Issues
¶ Should policies be included on water resources and the conservation and protection of water resources

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.8 The Environment Agency sought the inclusion of several principles as Key Issues contributing 
towards sustainable development.  The Council argues that the Key Issues are those highlighted by 
consultees in the early stages of the plan and as these issues were not included then, it resists the objection.   

1.9 At the Second Deposit stage the Agency pressed for the inclusion of paragraphs/policies dealing with 
water resources and the conservation and protection of water resources.  I note that the plan’s Environment 
chapter contains several specific policies which address the detailed concerns raised by the Agency including 
flood risk avoidance, biodiversity, the protection and enhancement of the natural environment and waste 
recycling.  I deal with these issues in the Environment chapter later in the report.  In my view there is no 
compelling need to highlight these matters in the form of additional Key Issues. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1.10 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections 

5. POLICY OMISSION 

Objections to Deposit Draft 622/0025/Int – H M Prison Service. 

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a policy or identify a site for a new prison in the borough 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.11 HM Prison Service seeks a policy or allocation for a new prison site, referring to PPG12 and Circular 
03/98 and highlighting the rising prison population and overcrowding problems within existing prisons.  The 
Service notes that since the publication of the circular the prison population has continued to rise at 
unprecedented rates.  The Service points out that it is doing all it can to maximise capacity at existing prisons, 
but many are already operating at over capacity and hence the system is heavily dependent on new prisons to 
provide additional places.  
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1.12 Paragraph 7 of the circular identifies the Midlands as one of four main priority areas, and the Service
has recently identified the West Midlands as a priority area of search for additional places.  Furthermore it 
notes that Nuneaton and Bedworth is well located strategically to meet the urgent need for additional prison 
places in the region.  While sites should ideally be around 16ha in size, the Service would consider sites from 
8ha upwards, preferably on brownfield sites close to centres and public transport services.  The circular notes 
the economic benefits to an area’s local economy including new jobs, goods and services purchased in the 
community, and the extra local income generated.  The Service points to research findings showing that new 
prisons have no effect on local house prices, or the perception of an area.  It would prefer the Council to take 
the lead in identifying and allocating a suitable site for a new prison as part of the development plan process. 

1.13 The Council states that it was unaware of the need for such development, and thus was unable to 
make an allocation for a prison site within the plan.  It also notes that Circular 03/98 states that new prison 
proposals should only be included within a local plan if it is clear that the development would take place within 
the plan’s lifetime.  In the absence of such confirmation from the Service the Council states that it is unable to 
allocate a site.  Moreover, it observes that when matched against the Urban Capacity Study (UCS) (CD/40) 
the site requirements could not readily be met by any potential sites in the borough, a problem compounded 
by the Green Belt and Area of Restraint designations surrounding the built-up areas. 

1.14 I am aware that the circular states that the provision of land for new prisons is a matter of national 
importance; that prisons should be provided close to the areas they serve; and that planning authorities are 
expected to work closely with the Service in the shared responsibility to meet their needs, including by 
recognising the need to allocate land in local plans.  Given the lack of a specific proposal or a firm indication 
of funding within the life of the plan, and the other planning policy constraints in the area, I accept that it would 
be hard to make a specific site allocation in the plan at present.  However, bearing in mind the initial objection 
made at the First Deposit stage, and the national importance of providing new prison places in areas of need, 
it is not clear that the Council has given sufficient consideration to the Service’s requirements.  In my view the 
plan should at least recognise the factual position regarding the expressed and urgent national need to be met 
within the region.  Given that need it seems to me that if a suitable site were identified then funding is 
reasonably likely to be available within the remaining years of the plan period.  I also consider that the Council 
should review whether to include a criterion based policy enabling any firm proposal that did come forward 
during the plan period to be properly considered in the light of government policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.15 I recommend: (a) that the plan be modified by including a reference in the Introduction, or a separate 
Community chapter, to the fact that the borough is within one of the priority areas of search for a new prison 
facilities; and (b) that the Council give further consideration to including a criterion-based policy to deal with a 
firm prison proposal should it arise during the plan period. 

6. POLICY OMISSION 

Objections to Deposit Draft 693/0024/Int – Network Rail (Formerly Railtrack). 

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a reference to railway requirements for development adjoining or straddling 
operational railway lines 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

1.16 Network Rail notes that the plan has various allocations that adjoin, or are within close proximity to, 
operational railway lines and wishes to remind the Council of their consultative and design requirements if and 
when such allocations are implemented.  The Council notes the requirements for both consultation and 
detailed design requirements in respect of development adjoining or close to railway lines.  I conclude that 
since the Council will consult with Network Rail and consider its requirements when development proposals 
come forward, there is no pressing need to alter the plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1.17 I recommend no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 
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Chapter 2:   GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

1. Background Papers - Urban Capacity Study 

Objections to Deposit Draft 874/0048/Int – Warwickshire County Council, County Archaeologist. 

Issues

¶ Should cultural heritage have been an assessment factor in the Urban Capacity Study (UCS)

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

2.1 The County Archaeologist objects that the UCS has been carried out without full regard to the cultural 
heritage of the borough.  Cultural heritage should have been identified as a potential site constraint so that the 
archaeological implications of development on UCS sites could be properly considered, in line with the advice 
in PPG16.  The Council states that the UCS was carried out in accordance with PPG3 to identify possible 
sites for development in the urban areas, but that inclusion of a site is not determinative of its allocation for 
development.  For those sites that have been allocated for development in the plan, archaeological 
implications have been mentioned, the Council states. 

2.2 I note that many of the sites referred to in the objection have not been allocated or have had their 
allocations withdrawn at the Second Deposit stage.  Following the Council’s proposed changes with regard to 
confidential housing sites those particular proposals may now come forward as windfall sites when the 
Council would no doubt consult the County Archaeologist in accordance with the advice in PPG16 and the 
provisions of plan policies ENV11 and 12.  Inasmuch as the County’s Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) is 
on public record I consider that those known and substantive archaeological constraints, which may be in 
some way determinative of particular applications, should inform future reviews of the UCS.  However, I 
conclude that the failure overtly to do this in the present UCS was not so serious a drawback that it requires 
reconsideration before the plan proceeds to adoption. 

RECOMMENDATION 

2.3 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 

2. POLICY - Vision 

Objections to Deposit Draft 145/0037/Int – Countryside Agency. 

Issues

¶ Whether the plan should have a clearer vision 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

2.4 The Countryside Agency objects that the plan lacks a clear vision, the guiding principles being merely 
a summary of the principles of sustainable development.  A vision should be inspirational, long-term, 
motivating and integrated, setting out where the borough is heading in the future.  It needs to be more specific 
to the locality than the generalised definition of sustainable development.  A vision with a supporting set of 
objectives linked to the policies and proposals should also set out the approach for dealing with any conflicts 
that might arise between the plan’ s various objectives.  The Council maintains that its vision is clear. 

2.5 I note that the Introduction to the plan and the chapter on Guiding Principles sets out the Council’s 
approach to the preparation of the plan and the Council’s commitment to consultation and community 
involvement.  The Council states that its main theme is “Building Sustainable Communities” and I note that the 
opening chapters are consistent with that theme.  I consider that the plan’s objectives could perhaps have 
been more concisely expressed and clearly presented and I make one presentational recommendation in this 
regard for the sake of greater clarity and focus.  However, I do not consider that these are major weaknesses 
requiring the plan’s overall vision strategy or objectives to be reconsidered. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

2.6 I recommend that the local plan be modified by bringing forward the paragraph on page 12 
commencing: “The main theme for the local Plan is Building Sustainable Communities…” to the beginning of 
the chapter, alongside the caption “The Local Plan Vision”. 

3. POLICY - Key Issues 

Objections to Deposit Draft 694/0019/Int – Sainsbury Supermarkets Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should the Key Issues indicate that no extra retail floorspace is likely to be required in the main centres 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

2.7 Sainsbury’s objects that this key issue places an over reliance on extant planning permissions in the 
town centres coming forward in line with the Nuneaton and Bedworth Retail Strategy (1999).  Planning 
permissions carry no guarantee of implementation and there is thus a risk that the town centres could 
stagnate, it opines.  The Council notes that the key issues arose from consultation with the community and 
that it would be misleading not to include the particular point raised. 

2.8 While I acknowledge the legitimacy of the community’s expressed opinion in this regard, I also note 
that policy S1 does not, in fact, preclude additional shopping floorspace in the two main centres subject to 
satisfying criteria intended to ensure the success of the centres, and appropriate scale and design.  I am 
satisfied that this allows sufficient flexibility in line with the sustainability aims of PPG6 and PPG13. 

RECOMMENDATION 

2.9 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 

4. POLICY - Monitoring 

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0044/Int – West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium. (WMRSL) 

Issues

¶ Should Monitoring be the subject of a separate policy 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

2.10 WMRSL suggest that the plan should include a separate policy on monitoring with particular regard to 
social progress, Housing and the achievement of Affordable Housing provision including appropriate trigger 
points for reviewing the local plan policies if and when this becomes necessary.  The Council states that it is 
aware of the need to monitor the plan’s policies in general and the housing policies in particular.  The plan’s 
housing policies and ongoing cross departmental monitoring inform the Housing Strategy and already provide 
for adequate monitoring so that a separate monitoring policy is unnecessary in its view. 

2.11 I note that the Council does have monitoring built into its policies so that a separate policy would be 
unnecessary in my view providing the monitoring is properly undertaken within a consistent corporate 
framework.  I have no reason to suppose that that will not be the case. 

RECOMMENDATION 

2.12 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 



                                                                                                                                             Chapter 3 - Housing

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 3.1

Chapter 3:  HOUSING 

Background to housing land supply and provision 

3.1 In line with the government’s objectives in PPG3 Housing, the introduction states that a key aim of the 
plan is to ensure that everyone has the opportunity of a decent home. The chapter refers to the Warwickshire 
Structure Plan 1996-2011 (WASP) (CD34) including its identified requirement for 5600 dwellings to be built in 
the borough up to 2011.  WASP policy H1 also provides for the maximum number of the identified dwelling 
requirement in each district to be built on previously developed land and buildings, with an indicative “quota” 
for Nuneaton and Bedworth of 55% against a county wide average figure of 50%.  PPG3 has a national target 
of 60% by 2008.  The plan also refers to adopted and emerging Regional Planning Guidance (RPG) and to 
the Council’s Housing Strategy 2001-04 (CD46) based on a comprehensive needs survey completed in 2000 
(CD47).  The borough’s total population is expected to stay broadly the same, but changes in sectors of the 
population will place specific demands on the housing market, including an increase in people aged 16-24 
seeking their first home.  Eight sustainability criteria are set out in the Guiding Principles Chapter, including 
the use of “brownfield” sites in preference to “greenfield”, a sequential approach to allocating land, smaller 
urban extensions, and the provision of affordable housing. 

3.2 Technical Paper 1 Housing Position Statement (CD39) gives details of the housing availability 
position at April 2001, although this has been updated to September 2001.  The second or revised Deposit 
Draft of the NBBLP showed how the WASP requirement was intended to be met in the form of a position 
statement at April 2001.  However, at the inquiry, in response to a number of objections, and having taken 
legal advice, the Council proposed a number of changes.  These may be summarised thus:  
¶ deletion of a proposed ‘confidential sites’ category;  
¶ an updated housing position statement reflecting completions and outstanding commitments; 
¶ an increased allowance for dwellings at Camp Hill Urban Village; 
¶ an allowance for larger windfall sites over 0.4 hectares on previously developed land. 

3.3 The table below sets out the requirement for housing as re-calculated by the Council for the inquiry: 

Housing provision - 1996-2011

2ND

DEPOSIT
PLAN

PROPOSED
INQUIRY 
REVISION

Structure Plan requirement 1996-2011  5,600  5,600 

Dwellings completed 1996-2001 (at April 2001)                            Deduct  2,148  2,095* 

Sites with planning permission not yet completed & sites over 0,4 ha 
granted planning permission since April 2001 

 2,533       - 

Dwellings with outstanding planning permissions (net)       -  2,246 
Sites over 0.4 ha granted planning permission April-September 2001       -     222 
Discount of 10% applied to outstanding commitments                       Add     253     247 

Net Outstanding commitments.                                                     Deduct  2,280  2,221 

Sub Total – Dwellings to be found in remainder of plan period  1,172  1,284 

Windfall (Sites under 0.4ha) 50 dwellings per year x 10 years Deduct     500     500 
From conversions and “living over the shop”  10 dwgs x 10yrs     Deduct     100     100 
Camp Hill Urban Village (net increase after replacements)           Deduct     179     439 
Discount value of 10% for Urban Village                                            Add       18       43 

Sub Total - Other Dwellings to be provided                                   Deduct     761     996 

Dwellings to be allocated in the plan     411     288 
* Data adjustment in Housing Position Statement, March 2003 (CD39) 
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3.4 It is clear from the high number of dwellings already completed (2095), and the considerable level of 
outstanding commitments (2221) that the overall number of dwellings for which the plan needs to provide 
specific site allocations is relatively modest.  This point is made notwithstanding the need to assess the 
robustness of the Council’s assumptions with regards to likely completions, windfalls and so on which could 
affect the precise level of the housing requirement, to which I return later.    

3.5 In the Second Deposit draft policy H1 sets out a list of sites to meet the identified requirement in the 
plan period under three sub-headings:  

¶ sites which can be developed within 5 years;  
¶ those which could be developed between years 5-10 if required; 
¶ those to be developed only if required.   

As published the policy does not make clear to which calendar years the phases refer.  I assume that “Within 
5 years” should mean April 2001-March 2006, and “Between years 5-10” should be April 2006-March 2011.  
The final version of the plan should make this clear. 

3.6 In the second of these categories H1d comprised “Confidential sites totalling 9.5 hectares” and these 
were expected to provide 332 dwellings.  The category arose from the Council’s Urban Capacity Study (UCS) 
(CD40) undertaken in accordance with the advice in PPG3 Housing and its companion volume “Tapping the 
Potential – Assessing urban housing capacity: towards better practice” (CD24).  Such studies are expected to 
form the basis for both the sequential site selection and the managed release of sites as sought by the ‘plan, 
monitor and manage’ approach to housing provision advocated in PPG3.  In its study the Council had sought 
to be as comprehensive as it could be in identifying possible sites.  Thus the explanatory text to policy H1 
stated that the sites remained confidential either at the landowner’s request or because they were currently in 
active use, but where it was confidently anticipated that they would become available during the plan period.   

3.7 Prior to the inquiry the Council had recognised that the confidential sites category was not as 
transparent as the approach taken to the plan as a whole and hence at the inquiry proposed to delete it.  It 
further proposed to introduce a large sites (ie over 0.4ha) ‘previously developed land’ windfall allowance.  This 
is intended to link the existing text in policy H1 suggesting that such sites are likely to come forward during the 
plan period, to the actual phased release of land.  Intrinsic to this approach is the intention regularly to monitor 
housing need and supply, and to review the plan as necessary in the light of such monitoring. 

Regional Planning Guidance 

3.8 RPG 11 Regional Planning Guidance for the West Midlands Region (CD26) was adopted in 1998 
before the current version of PPG3.  It states that housing growth in the Coventry/North East Warwickshire 
sub-region should take place in balance with employment growth and that development should take place as 
far as possible within the built-up area.  It also includes a 61% target for housing completions on previously 
developed land. 

3.9 The emerging draft West Midlands RPG, November 2001 (CD27) for the period to 2021 seeks to 
develop a Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) requiring a fundamental change in direction focussing on urban 
and rural renaissance, economic diversification and modernisation, including the reduction of social exclusion, 
and modernisation of the region’s transport infrastructure.  With regard to the pattern of development it places 
increased focus for housing growth on Major Urban Areas (MUAs) and Urban Regeneration Zones  (RZs) 
including Coventry and Nuneaton, in part to counter an historic trend towards de-centralisation and out-
migration from the cities.  The draft guidance also identifies a number of strategic corridors including the 
Nuneaton/Coventry/Leamington North-South Corridor which it states will provide a focus for growth within the 
region by linking existing committed nodes of growth along key strategic multi-modal transport links.   

3.10 In terms of the quantum of housing supply for the Coventry/Solihull/Warwickshire sub-region the draft 
guidance anticipates a slightly reduced level of annual dwelling completions for the period beyond 2007 
compared with the average rate for the preceding decade (2,600 pa cf 3,100 pa).  The guidance also seeks a 
target of at least 65% of housing development to be built on previously developed land including conversions.   

3.11 Although EIP Panel Report (CD 28) has recommended some changes with regard to the distribution 
of housing numbers between the Black Country MUAs and Shropshire and Telford, it has not recommended 
any substantive change to the Coventry/Solihull/Warwickshire element of the draft RPG proposals.  The panel 
expressed some reservation about Coventry’s ability to meet its housing needs within its boundaries beyond 
2011, with the prospect of any shortfall being met from outlying parts of Warwickshire.  Since that prospect  
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would seem to be outside the current local plan period it would be a matter to be borne in mind when the 
plan’s housing provision is reviewed.  At that time regional and sub-regional monitoring and the emerging 
RSS could better inform the strategic policy debate under the guidance of the Regional planning body (RPB). 

POLICY H.1 – (Overall Housing requirement and means of provision)

Objections to Deposit Draft 121/0020/H.1 – Mr K Barry; 138/0001/H.1 – Mr J R Barlow;  
144/0035/H.1 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch;  282/0042/H.1 – 
Government Office for the West Midlands;  373/0037/H.1 – House 
Builders Federation;  373/0038/H.1 – House Builders Federation;  
484/0008/H.1 – Mrs E Kimberley;  484/0023/H.1 – Mrs E Kimberley;  
484/0040/H.1 – Mrs E Kimberley;  587/0046/H.1 – West Midlands 
RSL Planning Consortium; 744/0032/H.1(part) – Hallam Land 
Management;  755/0028/H.1 – Bellway Homes Planning & Land 
Division;  869/0015/H.1 – William Davis Ltd;  869/0016/H.1 – William 
Davis Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0048/H.1 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership;  587R/0051 – 
West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium;  737R/0045/H.1 – Smith 
Stuart Reynolds;  925R/0049/H.1 – Railtrack Property Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Does the proposed housing provision accord with strategic guidance and meet the requirement in the 
WASP in terms of level and location

¶ Does the plan’s Urban Capacity study accord with advice in PPG3 and its companion volumes
¶ How robust and reasonable are the assumptions for housing land supply coming forward from 

completions on sites with planning permission, windfalls, including large windfall sites of over 0.4ha 
conversions, and Camp Hill Urban Village

¶ Is the phasing/review mechanism appropriate
¶ If “omission” sites are deemed necessary to meet the housing requirement how should they be assessed
¶ Have the educational needs of extra housing been taken into account

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

Introduction 

3.12 In relation to some objections there is interplay between the policy objection on strategy and numbers, 
and the site-specific implications.  In this part of the report I seek to confine my considerations solely to the 
policy aspects and general points about the housing land supply.  However, it is acknowledged that a 
convincing strategic or site-specific objection to one of the proposed allocated sites, if accepted by the 
Council, could have knock on implications for the allocation of other sites not so far allocated.  That matter is 
reflected in my final conclusions and recommendations where relevant. 

3.13 By the time of the Inquiry Round Table Session (RTS) some of the objections with regard to the 
overall numerical housing supply had been addressed by the Council’s proposed changes.  For example the 
proposed deletion of the ‘confidential sites’ element had generally been welcomed by GOWM and a number 
of objectors appearing at the RTS.  However, there remained detailed concerns that were investigated during 
the inquiry session and which, together with the written representations, are highlighted below. 

Issue 1 - WASP, regional and sub-regional strategic housing policy  

3.14 In terms of the quantum there was no general challenge to the WASP housing target of 5,600 
dwellings in 1996-2011 as being the proper focus for the plan’s housing provision.  However, K Barry, in 
advocating a housing omission site at Ash Green Exhall, observed that the overall WASP level provision may 
be inadequate in the light of the 4428 dwellings built and granted planning permission to date (figure taken 
from Revised Deposit plan).  This equated to 79% of the requirement having been met in the first 5 years of 
the 15 year plan.  Hence the objector called into question whether the plan was making sufficient provision in 
view of the apparent level of ongoing demand.  For its part the Council pointed out that national guidance  
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required it to meet the structure plan requirement, which it had sought to do.  I note that not all of the 
“committed” dwellings with planning permission would be built immediately, and that some discounting in the 
course of delivery to account for various delaying factors would be reasonable.  However, the objection does 
highlight the fact that to keep within the WASP target over the plan period there is only a modest need for 
additional housing site allocations. 

3.15 Generally, there appeared to be a consensus that the Council had sought to meet the WASP housing 
requirement in a sustainable manner by means of the UCS focussing on the likely contribution of previously 
developed land before considering the release of “greenfield” (ie undeveloped) sites.  I note that this approach 
is fully in line with national guidance in PPG3.  

3.16 However, there was a concern amongst the house builders that the plan had little inherent flexibility if 
actual completions from commitments, windfalls and allocations did not materialise at the rates anticipated in 
the plan by reason of non-completions, slower than anticipated construction rates and other unforeseen 
development difficulties.  Bellway Homes and HBF also made the point that the reliance on large quantities of 
previously developed land would be likely to lead to a higher than normal level of on-site implementation 
difficulties, leading to delays, ‘drop-outs’ and a need for additional “discounting”.  Among those attending the 
RTS there was a range of calculations of a likely shortfall of provision against the WASP requirement of 184 
(William Davis Ltd), 361 (HBF), 600-700 (Bellway Homes), and 899 (Hallam Land Management Ltd).  In view 
of the relatively modest level of new site allocations required the discussion necessarily focussed on the 
robustness of the various windfall assumptions to which I return later on. 

3.17 More particularly Hallam Land Management said that the WASP figures were gross whereas the 
Council was using net figures, that the scale of demolitions was probably higher, and that the figures should 
be monitored and transparent.  The Council responded by pointing out that the figures in its Housing Position 
Statement (CD39) were net of any demolitions and replacements, (including the regeneration proposals at 
Camp Hill Urban Village), were based on detailed annual monitoring visits to all sites, and thus represented 
genuinely additional housing provision.  On-going monitoring was continuing on that basis.  In view of the 
importance of the monitoring process, in response to my question, the Council said that it would look into the 
feasibility of publishing its housing monitoring data on its web site so that the process could be as transparent, 
up to date and accessible as possible. 

3.18 Hallam Land Management also noted that Nuneaton and Bedworth had been identified as part of a 
Regeneration Zone (RZ) in the emerging RPG (CD27) and that it was likely that such zones would be 
expected to bear a larger share of new development, including housing, in the future.  The latter point was 
echoed by HBF who said that the figures in the WASP were based on the current RPG (CD26) which was 
under review and would be likely to emerge in late 2003 when the WASP and local plan figures may need to 
be reviewed.  On the other hand CPRE supported the figures used by the Council and said that it was too 
early to use the emerging RPG figures at this stage.

3.19 I note the designation in both the West Midlands Regional Economic Strategy and the emerging RPG 
(Policy PA3) of much of Bedworth and the central and north western part of Nuneaton (including Camp Hill) 
within a RZ that also extends over the northern and eastern parts of Coventry.  In accordance with its RSS the 
RPG’s expectation is that RZs should be the primary focus for meeting much of the region’s new development 
needs, and where supporting infrastructure should be concentrated.  The EIP Panel has given general 
support to this concept and indeed the RZ is already informing economic promotion and investment by 
Advantage West Midlands (AWM) and the other RZ partner bodies with particular reference to economic 
development, business development, and labour market and community development initiatives (CD70).   

3.20 However, bearing in mind the general comments made previously, it is not clear to me that the 
emerging regional guidance would be likely to find in favour of substantially increased housing provision in the 
Coventry/Solihull/Warwickshire sub region during the local plan period in comparison with historic levels.  
There would, however, seem to be a question mark over the ability of Coventry to fulfil its housing 
requirements within its boundaries without Green Belt releases after 2011.  In the light of the direction of the 
emerging RPG this could have implications for Nuneaton and Bedworth in the latter years of the plan.  I also 
acknowledge that the level of housing delivery and commitments is significantly ahead of an annual average 
over the plan period.  From these considerations I consider that some flexibility and additional provision or 
“headroom” over and above the plan’s present (revised) figures may be called for towards the end of the plan 
period if a 10 year supply of housing from the date of the plan’s adoption is to be available.  Such a ten year 
supply is sought by PPG3 (paragraph 28) and PPG 12 (paragraph 6.8) notwithstanding the PPG3 (paragraph 
34) advice to show the first five years of the provision on the Proposals Map.  
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3.21 Turning to the proportion of brownfield to greenfield housing development, the Council’s monitoring of 
completions and commitments and the revised plan’s reliance on various windfalls on smaller and larger sites 
indicate that the plan would more than accord with WASP and the emerging RPG in this regard.  Of the 2095 
dwelling completions during 1996-2001 some 82% were on previously developed land, while of some 2468 
dwellings committed (including those granted planning permission subject to a Section 106 planning 
obligation) some 69% would be on brownfield sites.  Thus it seems probable that the eventual out-turn is likely 
significantly to exceed the higher end of the strategic targets, especially if higher densities are achieved on 
development schemes yet to be realised.  Subject to the sustainability and design quality of more densely 
developed schemes such an outcome would nonetheless accord with national guidance in PPG3. 

Issue 1 – Conclusions 

3.22 Overall on this issue, I conclude that subject to detailed examination of the supply side assumptions 
and of the site specific objections, the revised plan’s general approach to the housing requirement is broadly 
consistent with WASP targets and strategic regional and sub-regional guidance.  The ongoing assessment of 
housing need and supply in the Coventry/Solihull/Warwickshire sub-region may have implications for land 
requirements towards the end of the plan period and will inform the review mechanisms in the plan.  With 
regard to the proportion of dwellings built or likely to be built on brownfield land, the action to date and the 
plan’s proposed provision will almost certainly exceed the WASP target and is also likely to exceed the more 
challenging regional and national targets.  Since the underlying aims of all of these targets is to make best use 
of land in sustainable locations and to promote urban regeneration, an increase in the proportion of brownfield 
at the expense of greenfield development is to be welcomed.   

Issue 2 – The plan’s Urban Capacity study and compliance with PPG3 

3.23 As part of its overall aim to encourage sustainable patterns of development and its “plan, monitor and 
manage” approach PPG3 observes that urban land and buildings can often be significantly underused and 
advocates the use of urban capacity studies (UCSs) to help maximise the contribution of such land and 
buildings to meeting housing supply.   

3.24 The Council’s UCS (CD40) was undertaken in accordance with a collaborative framework setting out 
good (and consistent) practice for such studies agreed by the constituent local planning authorities within the 
Coventry/Solihull/Warwickshire sub region (CD52).  Originally produced before the publication of the PPG3 
companion guide “Tapping the Potential” (CD24), the framework document was revised to ensure its 
compliance with that guidance and is intended to be read in conjunction with it.  The framework stresses the 
importance of identifying the unconstrained capacity of the urban settlements, that is all land and buildings 
that could be re-developed for housing or other land uses.  It also makes clear that as well as identifying land 
which could form the basis of local plan allocations, a UCS should aim to assist in assessing the potential 
capacity of the urban areas for ‘windfall’ housing development on previously developed land, and to positively 
encourage redevelopment of derelict and/or problem sites.  In line with this the Council’s UCS included four 
main stages:  

1) listing capacity sources;  
2) surveying to identify the opportunities;  
3) assessing the potential housing yield;  
4) discounting the potential to provide an assessment of the capacity that can be realised.   

This approach consistent with the thrust of the advice in “Tapping the Potential”.    

3.25 At page 6 the joint framework document advises that the issue of site confidentiality needs to be 
considered by the local authority at this stage.  It notes that by undertaking the UCS an authority may become 
aware of sites where there is redevelopment potential but where it does not feel it appropriate to put this 
information into the public domain.  The document advises the authority to include the information on 
confidential sites in overall totals of capacity but exclude details from any public register.  It notes that 
previous Local Plan Inspectors have supported this approach, albeit that the document also states that it may 
be appropriate to request independent consultants to verify all sites, including confidential ones. 

3.26 Among objectors the most obvious and frequently raised concern was the inclusion of the confidential 
sites category within the UCS and its inclusion as a block allocation thereafter.  No documented examples of 
Local Plan Inquiry Inspectors supporting this approach were drawn to my attention and hence I am unable to 
comment on that assertion made in the joint framework document.  Nevertheless, I recognise that the  
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Council’s approach leant on the joint framework advice and was undertaken in good faith.  Having said that, I 
am unaware of any support for it in “Tapping the Potential”.  Indeed on page 7 the document expressly states: 

“The information for capacity studies will be a major factor in allocating sites for housing and in their 
managed release.  Many different parties will draw from the information in the studies, so it is crucial 
that all aspects of the process of assessment are readily understandable, transparent and rigorous.  
Inevitably professional judgement will be brought to bear at different stages in the process.  The 
assumptions underlying these judgements should always be clear, and publication of these reports is 
good practice.”

In my view this indicates that a UCS should be as transparent a process as possible. 

3.27 For these reasons, and in the absence of the independent consultant’s audit of the UCS confidential 
and other sites, I agree with the objectors that the use of the confidential category was opaque and hence 
inappropriate.  It follows that I agree with the Council’s request for the category to be deleted from the final 
version of the plan and I recommend accordingly.   

3.28 To its credit the Council recognised the difficulties created and responded positively to the objections 
made in this regard, including that by GOWM and several of the house-builders, leading to the proposed 
changes it advocated at the inquiry.  But the proposed amendments put forward following the PIM did make 
full scrutiny of the UCS more difficult and less transparent than it might have been.  At the RTS some of the 
house-builders argued that from their perspective there was little difference between a specific confidential 
block allocation for unknown sites and an allowance for windfalls from larger sites over 0.4 ha which were still 
unidentified.  They were unable to test the sustainability of the sites they were advocating as “omission” sites 
against a considerable volume of brownfield sites which appeared known to the Council but were not in the 
public domain.  I have some sympathy with the procedural dilemma such objectors faced. 

3.29 However, I would not criticise the Council significantly since there are real difficulties in the local 
context where brownfield sites have in recent years been making such a significant contribution to the 
provision of dwellings on the ground in accordance with national and strategic policy.  The timing of windfalls 
coming forward is by their nature unpredictable.  As potential larger sites were already known to the Council, 
in principle it would seem right to assess them alongside other possibilities in the UCS so that they were 
considered on a common basis in terms of their location, sustainability and so on.  The Council’s clear and 
laudable intention was to include as much as possible of the potential brownfield sites which could become 
available within the plan period, even if they were not currently vacant.  From my reading of PPG3 and 
“Tapping the Potential” (TPP) this is not an approach anticipated therein, but it does not in itself seem contrary 
to the underlying aims of the policy or the plan, monitor and manage system.  Section 3 of TTP, discussing 
surveying capacity at page 17, does refer to “starting with what you know”.  In my view it would be an obtuse 
exercise deliberately to ignore and exclude from the UCS a site currently in use for a non-housing purpose but 
which the Council knew, from discussion with stakeholders, had some likelihood of coming forward as a 
development proposal in the near future. 

3.30 An illustration of the Council’s dilemma is one of the principal confidential “allocation” sites (H1d), the 
Nuneaton Borough Football Ground at Manor Park, which came into the public domain at a late stage.  The 
ground is located a short distance from the town centre in an otherwise largely residential area.  An 
application has now been made by the club to move to another more peripheral site within the borough and a 
detailed application for residential redevelopment of the present ground had also been made (albeit 
subsequently withdrawn for technical reasons).  The present site was appraised in the UCS and achieved a 
sustainability matrix score of 17/26 taking it well into the range of sites suitable for allocation.  The UCS 
comments column notes “Time Scale” as being an issue.   

3.31 The Council’s evidence to the inquiry (when the ground’s future was in the public domain) indicated 
that the stumbling block was the Council’s concern not to lose the facility until a replacement site within the 
borough had been found and made available.  Neither detailed proposal had been resolved at the time of the 
inquiry and hence there was not the certainty to give it a specific allocation.  But the Council was confident 
that a suitable replacement site would be found and that the present ground could be redeveloped for housing 
purposes during the second five year phase of the plan.  After successful relocation of the club to a new 
stadium the site would satisfy the definition of previously developed land in Annex C of PPG3.  Since it is in an 
inner urban location and scored highly on the sustainability matrix it would appear to be a strong candidate for 
“allocation” or at least “earmarking” within the large sites windfall category now sought by the Council.  The 
UCS site measures some 1.92 hectares and was assessed in the study as being capable of accommodating 
67 dwellings at 35dph or 96 dwellings at 50dph.  At the inquiry I was told that the site in the submitted  
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application was slightly larger than that used in the UCS estimate but that the scheme was for 197 units.  
Although the Council had some reservations about detailed aspects of the scheme, subject to the 
achievement of good quality design, this clearly demonstrates the continuing potential for considerably 
increased provision on some sites.  This lends weight to the contention that there is genuine scope for 
meeting the WASP numbers targets without the need for numerous or large scale greenfield allocations. 

3.32 The case illustrates that the Council’s approach sought to maximise the use of PDL in sustainable 
locations on the best and most up to date information available to it.  But it also shows that other stakeholders 
are left somewhat outside the process and with little opportunity to verify the Council’s findings or make 
comparisons with sites they may wish to progress.  In my view this conundrum needs attention in any 
updating and/or monitoring of the UCS as the plan is monitored and reviewed.  Active and early involvement 
of the development industry interests and expertise in the process would help to avoid giving an impression 
that it was in any way secretive. 

3.33 The other principle objection by various housebuilders and the HBF to the UCS was the alleged 
arbitrary nature of parts of the sustainability matrix used by the Council, and the less than transparent 
allocation of at least one site (Grove Farm) which appeared to have a lower sustainability score than other 
sites not allocated.  I deal with the latter in the site-specific part of the chapter.  As to the former, William Davis 
Ltd’s objection was concerned that the matrix did not properly consider how sustainable different sites were 
when considered against the advice and criteria in paragraph 31 of PPG3.  More particularly it was concerned 
with the apparent overlap and possible double counting between some of the scoring factors in the matrix, the 
failure to include sites of less than 0.4 hectares, and the failure to look at any constraints as to whether sites 
could be developed, including development viability.  Other objectors at the RTS including HBF, Bellway
Homes and Hallam Land Management Ltd shared these concerns. 

3.34 In particular, of 13 criteria William Davis Ltd criticised No 5 (air quality) and 11 (Accessibility), for 
relying on a common indicator (distance to public transport routes), and hence amounting to double counting.  
Criterion 12, concerning social inclusion, was also considered not to be about sustainability.  The HBF
considered that the Council should have included weighting in the criteria to take account of the market 
viability of the site.  The CPRE, however, supported the Sustainable Criteria used by the Council.   

3.35 In response to these criticisms the Council noted that the UCS was an identification process used 
prior to allocation of the sites in the plan and that the criteria had come from the public consultation exercise 
reported in the Statement of Publicity (CD58).  While it could perhaps have undertaken a more 
comprehensive study the UCS had identified all sites which may be available.  Smaller sites under 0.4 
hectares would be considered if and when they came forward against the same criteria.  In the Council’s view 
the various criteria used complied with the WASP and relevant advice in PPG3.  All allocated sites were 
outside the Green Belt, on bus routes and near services and facilities.  In the Second Deposit Draft the Grove 
Farm site was re-allocated to be after the first ten years of the plan period, only to be released for 
development if required.  At the Inquiry the Council agreed that Criteria 5 and 11 could be taken as double 
counting.  In the absence of survey information it had used the public transport distance as a proxy for air 
quality since greater use of public transport would be likely to lead to reduced emissions.  It was not clear that 
use of a different measure would have changed the outcome in any significant way, the Council said.   

3.36 For my part I found parts of the UCS sustainability criteria to be somewhat “broad brush” in nature 
and obscure in use.  For example, while it was right to include Green Belt as a negative factor in Criterion 1 
(most effective use of land) the criterion also included Areas of Restraint.  In my view the latter should be 
scored as a lower level policy constraint since they are intended to fulfil a different strategic purpose and a 
less permanent role bearing in mind the need to meet long term development needs extending beyond the 
plan period.  Alternatively the Green Belt should be scored higher (or on more than one count) in view of its 
permanence and the presumption against development associated with land within it.  Moreover, as far as I 
could tell the Areas of Restraint used to score the sites seem to have been those carried forward from the 
adopted (ie 1993) plan prior to any structured review of their boundaries, relevance and appropriateness for 
the current plan period.   

3.37 Some of the factors used appear to have little if any evidential basis.  Paragraph 31 of PPG3 does 
refer to the capacity of existing and potential infrastructure (including water and sewerage) to absorb further 
development.  However, the inclusion of Criterion 6 (Water resources) and 7 (Energy Efficiency) was rendered 
meaningless in practice since all sites were assumed to score a 2 under both headings.  At the least the 
statutory undertakers and/or suppliers of sewerage and water supply services could be asked to rank the 
suitability of the UCS sites from their point of view against a five or seven point scale.  The energy efficiency 
of sites would probably only be capable of meaningful assessment/comparison at the detailed design stage  
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since all new buildings and conversions will be expected to meet the recent more rigorous building regulation 
thermal insulation standards.  Its inclusion in the UCS has not affected the relative merits of any of the sites. 

3.38 On the other hand I would not criticise the inclusion of Criterion 12 (social inclusion) since PPG3 
paras 10 and 31 refer to the need to create mixed and inclusive communities.  In my view this is an important 
strand of the approach advocated by government as reiterated in the ODPM publication “Sustainable 
Communities: Building for the Future” (Feb 2003) although exactly how the criterion is measured/scored may 
have certain difficulties in practice. 

3.39 At the RTS there was also discussion as to the correct interpretation of paragraphs 29-34 of PPG3, 
reference being made by Hallam Land Management Ltd to recent case law on the matter (Alderney Estates Ltd v 
Secretary of State for Transport, Local Government and The Regions in the High Court and the Court of Appeal – CD62 and CD63).
The case hinged in particular on the interpretation of paragraph 32 concerning the order in which sites 
identified should be developed (and the presumption that previously developed sites should be developed 
before greenfield sites), and its qualification by advice in paragraphs 34 and 38.  

3.40 The Court of Appeal judgement indicates that PPG 3 requires that development plan needs should be 
met and, where it is apparent that greenfield sites must be released in order to meet those needs, paragraph 
32 of PPG 3 should not be used arbitrarily as a means of prioritising brownfield land over greenfield land 
where the result would prejudice the development process and the meeting of housing need.  Paragraph 34 is 
a relevant factor against which the presumption in paragraph 32 must be balanced. Thus paragraph 32 is not 
subordinate to paragraph 34 and the weight to be given to it is a matter for the decision-maker.   

3.41 Against that background the objectors felt that the release of greenfield sites in the borough may be 
necessary if and where the identified and/or windfall brownfield supply was in any way constrained.  However, 
the objectors did not challenge the general principle of developing brownfield sites before greenfield sites.  I 
deal with the robustness of the windfall estimates and the appropriateness of the discounting assumptions 
under the next issue.  More generally it seems to me that the intention of government, as expressed in PPG3 
and its companion guidance, is generally to constrain greenfield development so as positively to encourage 
brownfield development which is generally acknowledged can be technically more difficult and costly.  The 
policy ‘stick’ is the control of greenfield releases, while the ‘carrot’ is the scope for considerably increased 
densities in sustainable brownfield locations.  If monitoring clearly shows that brownfield sites are not 
delivering at the anticipated (and needed) rate then a case may be made out for bringing forward greenfield 
sites.  I consider that the plan’s approach is generally consistent with these principles. 

Issue 2 – Conclusions 

3.42 Overall on this issue I conclude that the UCS was undertaken broadly in compliance with the national 
guidance in PPG3 and its companion volumes.  I consider that there were minor drawbacks that detract from 
the confidence with which its conclusions can be viewed in relation to comparisons between specific sites 
which I consider later in this chapter.  However, in my view the drawbacks are not so serious as to invalidate 
the exercise, but they are aspects that should be improved when the housing element of the plan is next 
reviewed.   The use of the confidential sites allocations category was not appropriate, but in my view subject 
to inclusion of the proposed alterations this has not had a seriously harmful effect on the process as a whole.  
The introduction of a larger sites windfall category for anticipated completions beyond the first five years 
seems sensible and is supported by illustrative, if not fully comprehensive, evidence.  Transparent and timely 
monitoring of dwelling delivery will assist the Council and other stakeholders in the process, particularly if 
developer interests and expertise can be used to inform the discounting process as advocated in PPG3.   

Issue 3 - The assumptions for housing land supply completions on sites with planning permission, 
windfalls, including large windfall sites of over 0.4ha, conversions, and Camp Hill Urban Village 

(a) completions on sites with planning permission

3.43 At the RTS Hallam Land Management Ltd agreed that the Council figures should be discounted by 
10% to allow for delays and non-take up for various reasons.  However, the objector also said that the 222 
dwellings granted planning permission between April and September 2001 on sites that were over 0.4 ha 
should be considered instead as forming part of the now proposed large windfall site allowance.  HBF
considered that the non-implementation allowance of 10% could be an underestimate being based on historic 
experience with greenfield sites which was less likely to be the case with the preponderance of brownfield 
sites now relied on.  House builders’ experience was that brownfield sites were more complex and prone to  
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operational delay and uncertainty so that 15% might be a more realistic discounting figure.  The point was 
also made that some landowners of existing buildings and previously developed land sought planning 
permission for valuation purposes and did not necessarily have a firm intention of development of their 
property for housing in the short term.  This underlined the importance of regularly monitoring the take-up of 
planning permissions to see if the Council’s assumption was a realistic figure, it was said.   

3.44 The Council explained that the discounting assumption had been arrived at by looking at the period 
1996–2002 and counting the numbers of dwellings from permissions which had expired, the applications 
withdrawn, and those deemed refused after a long period in abeyance.  The level of ‘drop-outs’ varied from 
year to year but historically was less than 10% and this included a fairly high level of brownfield sites.  A 10% 
figure was realistic, it said.   

3.45 In my view the available evidence supports the Council’s contention on the appropriate ‘drop-out’ rate.  
However, I have sympathy with the points made by Hallam Land Management Ltd about the planning 
permissions granted in the period April-September 2001.  While I understand the Council’s desire to be as up-
to-date as possible with some fairly sizeable commitments, which clearly have a bearing on the residual net 
housing provision, this has effectively changed the base-date for part of the exercise.  I found this confusing.  
At the very least it makes the title of the table at page 13 incorrect.   

(b) Windfalls

3.46 The following table summarises the Council’s evidence on windfall dwelling completions in the first 
five years of the plan period from April 1996. 

Year Windfall sites, net new dwellings completed*  

On sites<0.4ha on sites >0.4ha Total 
    
1996-1997   49   72 121 
1997-1998   42   80 122 
1998-1999   51 174 225 
1999-2000   89 175 264 
2000-2001   62 140 202 
    
Total 293 641 934 

   
Annual Average 58.6 128.2 186.8 

*  Data derived from Technical Paper 1, Housing Position Statement (CD39) and Council’s response to  
Hallam Land Management (LPA/H1/744/0032/H1/02)

3.47 Hallam Land Management Ltd said that extant permissions for 236 dwellings on windfall sites of less 
than 0.4 ha at April 2001 should be deducted from the total of 500 estimated over the balance of the plan 
period.  Since that ten year period commenced at April 2001, and should run though to 2011, I follow the 
objector’s logic.  However, para 5.15 of Technical Paper 1 (CD39) describes outstanding commitments for 
brownfield sites no greater than 0.4 ha as equalling 297 net, which should be subject to a 10% ‘non-
completion’ allowance bringing that figure to 267.  The paragraph goes on to say that during the preceding 
year ending April 2001 there had been 236 (gross) brownfield windfall permissions on sites no greater than 
0.4 ha.  I understand that the latter figure was included to illustrate that previously unidentified brownfield sites 
are still coming forward at a healthy rate notwithstanding the completions during the previous five years.  It 
follows, in my view, that if anything the evidence supports what CPRE contended, namely that the small sites 
windfall allowance of 50 dwellings per annum, based as it is on actual completions and not permissions, 
appears likely to be less than the probable out-turn.  Looking forward I see no reason why the figure of 500 
over 10 years on smaller sites should not remain as the best available estimate for the time being. 

3.48 For sites greater than 0.4 ha as already noted, in principle the newly proposed windfall allowance was 
welcomed by several objectors.  Clearly there is doubt about the actual level that would come forward during 
the plan period.  But on the basis of the last five year’s performance I do not consider that the Council’s 
proposal of 400 additional dwellings over a ten year period is over-ambitious or unreasonable.  Indeed it might 
be seen as unduly conservative in the light of the most recent year’s supply.  Bearing in mind the scope for 
increased densities on sustainably located brownfield sites, the figure could materially underestimate the  



                                                                                                                                             Chapter 3 - Housing

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 3.10

number of dwellings actually likely to be provided.  But in light of the uncertainties attached to the timing of the 
flow of larger sites becoming available I would not recommend a change to the estimate prior to the housing 
topic review.  

3.49  However, I agree with Hallam Land Management that the large windfall sites allowance should more 
logically be included as such in the table on page 13 and not as a block allocation in the second phase as 
sought by the Council.  This is because there is no certainty about the precise mix of sites which would make 
up the numbers of dwellings anticipated, or when they would come forward for possible release.  If viable sites 
came forward in the first five year period there would be little reason to refuse planning permission if they 
were otherwise acceptable. 

3.50 With regard to conversions the Council proposed an allowance of 10 per annum indicating 100 over a 
ten year period.  This level was based on a detailed analysis of just two years and hence the Council 
suggested a fairly conservative figure on a precautionary basis.  The estimate was not disputed by objectors 
at the RTS and in the absence of more detailed appraisals it seems reasonable in my view, though again the 
out-turn will need careful monitoring. 

(c) Camp Hill Urban Village 

3.51 Following the RTS the Council produced a briefing note in order to clarify the status of this major 
urban regeneration project in the Camp Hill district of Nuneaton (CD69).  The Camp Hill Urban Village 
proposals were outlined in a Strategic Framework Document (SFD) between the project partners and related 
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) approved in 2000 (CD49).  The SFD had anticipated the 
development of 639 new dwellings and a total of 460 demolitions of outworn stock, leaving a resultant net 
increase of 179 dwellings.  This net figure was included in the Second Deposit plan under Policy H2 and as a 
commitment in the requirement/supply table on page 13.   

3.52 By the time of the RTS further details had emerged, and hence the Council proposed an update of the 
likely outcome from the project.  Detailed discussion with developers have suggested that the village centre 
scheme would now be likely to provide at least 208 additional new dwellings rather than the handful of 
dwellings above flats originally foreseen.  The DEV1 scheme details showed 172 dwellings, an increase of 52 
over that originally estimated.  In May 2003 the Secretary of State gave his decision not to call in the DEV1 
application for 172 dwellings at Tuttle Hill/Cedar Road for his determination (CD61).  The Council has now 
resolved to grant detailed planning permission subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation.  An 
outline scheme for residential development of 100 dwellings at Midland Quarry has also been approved in line 
with the SFD and SPG.  The updated proposals indicated that the village was now in a position to contribute 
an overall net increase (after allowing for demolitions) of 439 dwellings during the plan period. 

3.53 The Council pointed out that the urban village project was led by a strong partnership with support 
from the Regional funding body, Advantage West Midlands, and that a number of other Government funding 
programmes including the Single Regeneration Budget were contributing towards the success of the team.  
While there might be the occasional delay for technical reasons the Council had good reason to attach 
considerable confidence to the estimated housing delivery from this source.   

3.54 In response to a concern expressed at the RTS by Bellway Homes the Council said that there was 
surplus open space within the Urban Village boundaries so that there need be knock-on effect into other areas 
through recreational needs from an increased population at Camp Hill.  Furthermore the SPG was clear on 
the contributions expected from scheme proposals by way of S106 planning obligations. 

3.55 I consider that given the breadth, strength and collective expertise and resources of the partnership 
assembled, including the Council, government, Registered Social Landlords and the private sector, there is 
good reason to expect that the Camp Hill Urban Village would be able to deliver the additional 439 dwellings 
now anticipated during the plan period.  I conclude, therefore, that the revised figure should be included as 
part of the future provision in the housing requirement and supply table on page 13 and that this should be 
reflected in the allocations required and the relevant phasing as shown on the H1 table on page 14. 

3.56 Overall on this issue I conclude as follows: that the data on housing completions should be more 
clearly set out; that the estimated supplies of 500 from smaller windfall sites (below 0.4ha) and 400 from 
larger sites is probably pessimistic, but should be kept for the time being pending the next housing topic 
review, with the larger sites allowance included on the table on page 13 and not as block allocation in the 
second phase; that the conversion supply estimate of 100 seems reasonable; and that the Camp Hill Urban 
Village projection of 439 is supported on the evidence. 
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Issue 4 – Monitoring and review mechanisms 

3.57 At the RTS William Davis Ltd supported the plan’s subdivision of supply into 5 year periods but said 
that there should also be a continuing 5 year land supply with a trigger mechanism to ensure the release of 
later sites if/when the allocated sites for a particular period did not come forward as anticipated.  Hallam Land 
Management were sceptical about the ability of the Council to manage land supply and unclear about how the 
monitoring process could “kick start” sites that might have been held back.  HBF agreed that it was unclear 
what would trigger bringing sites forward and questioned how long it would take the Council to produce the 
reports given that decisions needed to be taken in a timely way. 

3.58 In my view the non-availability to the participants of the housing completions and sites availability 
information for April 2002 at an inquiry held in June 2003 was unfortunate and concerning given the need for 
timely and transparent monitoring intrinsic to PPG3’s “plan, monitor and manage” approach.   

3.59 I note from Chapter 9 of the plan, “Implementation/Resources/Monitoring”, that the Council proposes 
to produce an Annual Monitoring Report.  Page 93 gives details of the housing measures to be included and 
this appears to accord with advice in para 77 of PPG3 and Section 2 of the good practice guide “Monitoring 
Provision of Housing through the Planning System” (CD25A).  However, to help understand the changing 
housing context other factors will also need monitoring as set out in the good practice guide.  Page 12 
emphasises that:  “Keeping track of the housing market, in all its different aspects, is a particularly important 
element of planning for the housing needs of the whole community.  The ‘housing market’ should not be seen 
solely as the ‘for sale’ market.  Monitoring should be concerned with all tenures of housing….it should also 
address all aspects of supply and demand.”  Possible indicators at Table 2 on page 13 include population 
trends, housing need, housing stock and unpopular housing.  Much if not all of this should be available from 
the Council’s Housing Strategy and Best Value indicators, and the completion of the ODPM’s Housing Flows 
Reconciliation and HIP Operational Information returns, underlining the guide’s call for a corporate approach 
to the topic.  As Section 4 of the good practice guide notes the introduction of common addressable systems 
would also enable links to the National Land Use Database (NLUD) helping the co-ordination of housing data 
at sub-regional, regional and national level.   

3.60 It would be helpful to include the totality of housing monitoring to be undertaken somewhere within the 
text of the housing chapter so that other stakeholders can be clear on what monitoring is being undertaken, 
and when it is to be published and interpreted by the authority.  In this way they will also be able to see how 
the market is evolving.  This should lead to a clearer view of what numbers and types of dwelling are needed, 
and their affordability in relation to the forward supply of housing land, and the need for any additional 
releases of allocations or reserve sites. 

3.61 In PPG11 RPB’s are asked to provide annual monitoring reports and they are reliant in large part on 
the monitoring of the local authorities.  I consider, therefore, that for the sake of consistency and ease of 
understanding, any updates of the housing supply figures for the finally adopted version of the plan are best 
carried out on an annual basis at the financial year end March/April.  By the time the plan is adopted this 
should be possible for the period to April 2002, or even 2003.  It would be clearer specifically to denote the 
first five year Phase (A) (April) 2001 - (March) 2006 and the second Phase (B) 2006-2011 to tie in with the 
end of the WASP and local plan period.  Since the intention of PPG12 is that the local plan should look 
forward ten years from the anticipated date of adoption (and this is now likely to be some time in 2004), in my 
view the third Phase (C) 2011-2016 should be included for indicative purposes, notwithstanding that it would 
extend beyond the plan period.  I recommend accordingly. 

Issue 5 –The assessment of “omission” sites  

3.62 Collectively the individual house builders and HBF tended to the view that in order to meet the 
shortfall in housing provision they had variously identified it was necessary for the plan to allocate greenfield 
urban edge sites.  I consider their individual cases and objections to allocated sites later in the site specific 
parts of the chapter.  However, there was a general consensus that if omission sites were clearly shown to be 
needed, either now or at a later stage as part of the regular monitoring and review of the topic, then they 
should be assessed according to sustainability criteria as outlined in PPG3 para 31 and the UCS.  Opinion 
varied as to whether the plan and the Council’s UCS addressed this satisfactorily. 

3.63 I note the reservations which some objectors have to the UCS, but I have already concluded that it 
was undertaken broadly in compliance with the national guidance in PPG3 and its companion volumes.  In the 
event that allocated and windfall brownfield sites do not deliver dwellings at the rate anticipated during the  
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plan’s first five year phase, then any omission sites ranked close to the allocation cut-off point in the 
completed UCS could be re-assessed on their merits at the time in PPG3 terms, and their performance in the 
UCS updated and improved as it may then be.  An exercise of judgement should thereby ensure that only 
those most sustainably located greenfield sites were developed.   

3.64 In view of the number of variables in play a mechanistic trigger mechanism would be inappropriate in 
my opinion.  The regular monitoring process should clearly indicate performance against the five year supply 
phases and allow sufficient time for extra site identification, allocation and release so that the right housing 
needs can continue to be met at more or less the right time. 

3.65 Bearing in mind the extent to which delivery of the WASP housing target is already ahead of the pro 
rata annual rate for 1996-2011, in my view there is unlikely to be a need for additional greenfield releases 
before the end of the first five year period to 2006.  However, in its public reporting of the annual monitoring 
exercises the Council should keep the demand and supply position under continual review to ensure that at 
least a five year rolling supply is maintained.  When the five year supply “bank” reached beyond the end of the 
plan period (that is in 2006) it seems to me that the remaining phases of the plan would need to be formally 
reviewed if other circumstances had not already prompted such a review before then.  

Issue 6 – Educational needs

3.66 Mr Barlow objects that the future provision for education arising from the supply of new housing has 
not been taken into consideration.  The Council points out that the County Council deals with the education 
requirements from new housing development and that these will have been taken into consideration when it 
was producing the Structure Plan.  The Council also states that the County Council is consulted when new 
planning applications are under consideration and that any necessary contributions from developers towards 
school places can be and are discussed at that time. 

3.67 I note that the County Council has been consulted on the preparation of the local plan.  I consider that 
it has had adequate opportunity to declare whether there were particular land needs likely to arise from the 
plan’s housing proposals.  There is no evidence that the County has significant concerns in this regard and I 
therefore conclude that no action be taken in this regard. 

POLICY H1 - General Conclusions 

3.68 Drawing my conclusions on the five issues together I conclude as follows: 

1. That the revised plan’s approach to the housing requirement is broadly consistent with WASP 
targets and strategic regional and sub-regional guidance.  The proportion of dwellings built 
and to be built on previously developed land is likely to exceed the WASP target and is to be 
welcomed. 

2. The UCS was undertaken broadly in compliance with national guidance in PPG3.  Although 
there were some minor drawbacks to the procedure they were not so serious as to invalidate 
its overall usefulness.  The use of the confidential sites category was inappropriate but the 
Council’s proposed alterations, including the introduction of a larger sites windfall category, 
would remedy the position.  Transparent and timely monitoring of dwelling delivery will assist 
the Council and other stakeholders particularly if developer interests and expertise can be 
used to inform the discounting element in the review process. 

3. On completions the table at page 13 needs clarification to reflect more clearly the updating 
undertaken.  On windfall sites of less than 0.4 ha the estimated figure of 500 dwellings over 
10 years should be kept as the best available for the time being.  For windfall sites greater 
than 0.4 ha the Council’s estimated 400 additional dwellings over a 10 year period could 
underestimate the actual delivery but should be retained for the time being pending the next 
housing topic review.  However, it would be better included in the table on page 13 and not as 
a block allocation in the second phase.  The conversion allowance of 100 over ten years is 
supported.  The revised figure of 439 dwellings for Camp Hill Urban Village is supported and 
should be included as part of the table on page 13 and reflected in the allocations and 
phasing in the H1 table. 
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4. The text should clarify the approach to be taken with regard to monitoring which should be as 
transparent as possible to assist all stakeholders.  The delivery phases should be more 
clearly set out. 

5. If the allocated and windfall brownfield sites fall short of their anticipated delivery rates then 
any omission sites should be considered against the UCS scoring as updated and refined, 
having regard to material considerations at the time. 

6. No current action is needed in respect of future educational needs arising from the housing 
proposals but the topic will need to be monitored and kept under review. 

RECOMMENDATIONS - POLICY H.1 – (Overall Housing requirement and means of provision) 

3.69 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 

That the Council’s revised proposals set in the Appendix 1 Schedule of Clarification (see CD57) be 
incorporated within the text to policy H1 subject to detailed amendment in line with my conclusions above. 

POLICY H1 - SITE SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

Site: Goodyears End Lane/Royal Oak Lane, Ash Green

Objections to Deposit Draft 121/0020/H.1 – Mr K Barry.

Objections to Second Deposit  There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.70 The objection site comprises two vacant and derelict houses and an unused field beyond.  The 
houses were compulsorily purchased about 10 years ago for widening of the adjoining M6 motorway, which 
runs in cutting to the north, but these plans have now been abandoned.  Mr K Barry seeks the amendment of 
the Green Belt and allocation of the site for housing.  I deal with the Green Belt issue in the Environment 
chapter. 

3.71 In amplification of his site-specific objection he also objects to the policy aspects of H1 by observing 
that the WASP housing requirement may not provide for sufficient housing completions over the plan period 
given the rate of completions in the first five years.  I have dealt with this and the other policy objections 
above.  However, I note that there are sufficient potential sites included in the plan’s systematic Urban 
Capacity Study (UCS) and in the various windfall allowances for any extra housing provision to be met without 
encroaching into the Green Belt.  Hence I conclude that there is no need for the site to be allocated. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.72 I recommend no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Hawkesbury, Bedworth (“Hawkesbury Extension”)

Objections to Deposit Draft 132/0007/H.1 – Southwinds Holdings Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 



                                                                                                                                             Chapter 3 - Housing

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 3.14

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.73 The site is located at the south-eastern outer edge of Bedworth.  It lies within the Green Belt whose 
detailed boundary hereabouts was effectively amended by the 1993 adopted local plan’s allocation of a 
housing site (under its policy H7) and a golf course (policy L8) (CD36).  At the time I understand that it was 
derelict land having previously been the subject of coal and clay extraction and tipping.  Both the housing 
development and the golf course have now been implemented.  Section 106 agreements with the two councils 
regulated the sequence of development and provided for associated highway works enabling improved 
vehicular access from Black Horse Road.  The later of the two new housing phases included a new secondary 
estate road link from Black Horse Road the construction of which has bisected the objection site, which is now 
unused, overgrown grassland.   

3.74 Southwinds Holdings Ltd seeks the alteration of the Green Belt and the inclusion of the approximately 
2 hectare site as a housing allocation for an estimated 70 dwellings within the first phase of housing land 
release under policy H1.  I deal with the objector’s related Green Belt objection later in the report. 

3.75 In relation to the housing objection, I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the 
Council’s approach to housing need and supply.  However, I have concluded that in overall numerical terms 
there is no pressing need to identify additional allocations in years 1-5 (ie to 2006), and certainly not from land 
currently within the Green Belt.   

3.76 The scope for the site to meet longer term housing needs in years 5-10, or beyond the pIan period, 
would be for the Council to consider at the first review of the plan’s housing aspects in line with the plan. 
monitor and manage approach advocated in PPG3.  However, I note that the objection site is shown in two 
parcels under the UCS (CD40) at references 3 and 409.  From the UCS appendix spreadsheet given to me 
during the inquiry, only site 409 (the eastern part) appears to have been scored, achieving a low scoring 6 out 
of a possible maximum of 26.  The spreadsheet denotes the site as being in use, which did not appear to be 
the case during my site inspection.  Nor is it clear to me that the sustainability matrix appraisal included the 
bus service that I noted running down the new link road and serving the new housing to the east.  In response 
to my questions the Council said that the area is still poorly served by public transport but that residential 
developments in the area have helped to fund a limited service at certain times of the day and for a limited 
time period (CD74).  I accept that there is no certainty that bus operators will continue to run these routes at 
the end of any possible subsidy period.  However, the existence of the present service (not shown on the 
Council’s Technical Paper 5 – CD43) does show that there is clear potential for continuing bus services for the 
expanded population already living in this part of the town.  Additional housing would be likely to increase bus 
patronage and could thereby assist in service retention to the benefit of all.  These unresolved queries should 
be addressed in any review of the plan’s housing requirement and supply in general, and the UCS in 
particular.  I conclude that there is no need to allocate the site at the present time. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.77 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land north of Oberon Close, Whitestone, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 137/0030/H.1 – Wells Family & Dawson Trust.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions
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3.78 The 12.5 hectare site comprises open fields located within the Green Belt at the outer eastern edge of 
Nuneaton, adjoining the Whitestone residential district.  The Wells Family and Dawson Trust objects to the  

omission of the land from the policy H1 allocations and a parallel objection seeks its deletion or removal from 
the Green Belt so that it could become a housing allocation site.  I deal with the Green Belt aspects of the  
objection under policy Env1 in chapter 7. 

3.79 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and completions, as 
advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan as to whether the 
preferred development of previously developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting 
the balance of the identified need.  In the event that these sources were falling short there are other greenfield 
sites not in the Green Belt which could be brought forward at that time to help meet the need.  In such 
circumstances I see no need for a greenfield site in the Green Belt to be identified as a housing allocation.   

RECOMMENDATION 

3.80 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Plough Hill Golf Centre, Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 151/0043/H.1 – Mr C E & Mrs J Teagles (Teagles).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.81 The Teagles’ objection is to the plan’s non-inclusion as a housing allocation site of a 9.5 hectare 
parcel of open land on the outer north western edge of Nuneaton, the southern portion of which is in use as a 
golf driving range and the northern part in agricultural use.  At a later stage in the plan process the pitch and 
putt course and the golf centre buildings, comprising some 4.4 hectares and situated west and south west of 
the driving range, were added to the objection site.  Related to the housing site objection the objectors have 
various general housing policy objections and an associated objection to the inclusion of the subject land 
under Policy ENV2 as an Area of Restraint.  The other objections are dealt with elsewhere. 

3.82 There is a long and involved planning history to the land in this part of the borough, which is well 
known to the objectors and the Council.  The salient points for present purposes are that the land was and is 
allocated in the 1993 adopted local plan both under policy E9, as a golf course, and under policy E5 as an 
Area of Restraint.  The 1993 Proposals Map and the explanatory text to policy E5 indicate this area and 
adjoining open land to the south (listed as “Generally between Galley Common and Hartshill”) as one of 
several areas warranting longer term protection.  The 1993 allocation was consistent with the 1987 Galley 
Common Local Plan Review and the Warwickshire Structure Plan 1984.  Planning permission was originally 
granted for a driving range and pitch and putt course.  The driving range has been implemented on the 
southern part of the original objection site and a pitch and putt golf course has been developed on the land to 
the south west.  In February 2003 a planning application for a hotel and leisure centre on the golf course was 
refused.  Proposed policy R7 in the Second Deposit version of the plan allocates “land at Plough Hill Road, 
Galley Common” for golfing purposes, although I note that the boundaries of the allocation are not shown on 
the Proposals Map.  The policy states that the Council would permit the expansion of facilities at the golf 
course provided that there is no adverse impact on the ecology or geology of important wildlife sites.   

3.83 I note that the site is well away from established centres and that its two component parts (site 
references 283 & 286) scored just 6 and 7 in the Council’s UCS.  While I acknowledge that there is an 
infrequent bus service running along Plough Hill Road, in my view the land is clearly not in a particularly 
sustainable location.  I also consider that the site has been properly described by the Council as a greenfield 
site having regard to the definition of brownfield land in Annex C of PPG3.  This excludes “land and buildings 
that are currently in use for agricultural or forestry and land in built-up areas which has not been developed 
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previously (eg parks, recreation grounds and allotments even though these areas may contain certain urban 
features such as paths, pavilions and other buildings)”.  I deal in detail with the objectors’ Area of Restraint  

objection later.  I simply note here that the site forms part of a wider area comprising an attractive open 
countryside setting to the western edge of the built-up area, the open character of which has been protected 
by local planning policies for over 15 years. 

3.84 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and completions, as 
advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan as to whether the 
preferred development of previously developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting 
the balance of the identified need.  In the event that these sources were falling short there are other greenfield 
sites not in established Areas of Restraint and in more sustainable locations which the UCS suggests could 
be brought forward at that time to help meet the need.  In such circumstances I see no need for this 
substantial greenfield site to be identified as a housing allocation.   

RECOMMENDATION 

3.85 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Weddington, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 155/0026/H.1 – Coventry Diocesan Board of Finance (CDBF).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.86 The objection site comprises open fields adjoining the northern edge of the Weddington built-up area.  
CDBF objects to the non-inclusion of the land as a housing allocation site under policy H1 arguing that the 
principle of greenfield development to meet proven need in the area has been established by the proposed 
H1o allocation.  

3.87 I note that the objection site is part of a larger area sweeping in an arc round the northern limits of 
Nuneaton and designated as an Area of Restraint under proposed policy ENV2.  This area performs a 
strategic function in containing the urban area of Weddington and Nuneaton from Hinckley and the open 
countryside to the north.  In my opinion development of the objection site would dilute this function and be 
seen to encroach into the attractive open countryside setting on this edge of the town.  I also note that, 
following considerable public opposition at the Deposit stage of the plan, the Council deleted the H1o site on 
land east of Bramdene Avenue Waddington at the Revised Deposit stage. 

3.88 Bearing in mind its peripheral location and distance from local services I would not expect the 
objection site to perform very strongly in sustainability terms.  However, I note that to date the site does not 
appear to have been included in the Council’s UCS (CD40).  For the sake of comprehensiveness, consistency 
and transparency I consider that this apparent oversight should be made good as part of the first review of the 
housing aspects of the plan. 

3.89 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction 
and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the 
plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land 
by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  I consider that the 
objection site land is not required to meet the first five years supply and is unlikely to be required for the 5-10 
year phase to the end of the plan period.  In the light of this, and my other findings above, I conclude that the 
site should not be included as a housing allocation. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

3.90 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Gypsy Lane, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 225/0039/H.1 – Trenport Investments Ltd (Trenport).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for mixed use, predominantly residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.91 The objection site comprises about 29 hectares of open land north of Gypsy Lane and south of Griff 
Brook within the Green Belt.  Trenport objects to the plan’s non-inclusion of the site as a mixed use, 
predominantly residential allocation under policy H1.  A related objection seeking removal of the site from the 
Green Belt is considered separately in the Environment chapter.   

3.92 I note that in addition to the points put forward by the objector, WASP policy GD3 states that “urban 
development should be planned in a compact and disciplined form, as far as possible avoiding the Green Belt, 
and controlled to use previously developed land and buildings and greenfield land in the proportions indicated 
in this plan.”  The need for new housing and employment to be accommodated in locations outside the Green 
Belt is also repeated in WASP policy GD5. 

3.93 The thrust of PPG3 is that the sequential search for suitable housing sites should examine and prefer 
all sources of potential supply prior to considering the merits of releasing a greenfield site in the Green Belt, 
the essential characteristic of which PPG2 makes clear is its permanence.  In this instance the objection site 
forms part of an important open gap helping to separate the towns of Nuneaton and Bedworth and to prevent 
their merging together.  PPG2 also makes clear that where existing local plans are being revised and 
updated, existing Green Belt boundaries should not be changed unless alterations to the structure plan have 
been approved, or other exceptional circumstances exist, which necessitate such revision.   

3.94 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction 
and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the 
plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land 
by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  I consider that the 
objection site land is not required to meet the first five years supply and is unlikely to be required for the 5-10 
year phase to the end of the plan period.   

3.95 There is no convincing evidence that the need for new housing as part of a mixed development 
scheme is so pressing, or that other exceptional circumstances exist in relation to this objection.  In the light of 
this, and my other findings above, I conclude that the site should not be included as a housing allocation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.96 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site; Land north of Knightsbridge Avenue, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft 277/0003/H.1 – Mr N T Fletcher.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 
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Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.97 The objection site is a small parcel of open land at the end of Knightsbridge Avenue on the northern 
edge of Bedworth’s built up area, within the Green Belt.  Mr Fletcher objects to the site’s non-inclusion as a 
housing allocation under policy H1 on the grounds that the unsecured and unkempt nature of the land causes 
a nuisance to people in the locality through litter and anti-social behaviour. 

3.98 In the light of my analysis of housing need and supply above, greenfield sites in the Green Belt are 
not needed to meet the identified requirement for the remainder of the plan period.  Development of the site 
would erode the remaining open gap between Bedworth and Nuneaton at this sensitive point, harming one of 
its primary functions, albeit in a relatively minor way.  I note that since the objector’s earlier correspondence 
with a local councillor the site access from Knightsbridge Avenue has been well fenced.  This demonstrates 
that there may be other solutions to the problems experienced by local residents short of built development 
which would reduce the openness of the Green Belt permanently.  I therefore conclude that the site should not 
be included as a housing allocation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.99 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Gorse Farm, Lutterworth Road, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 308/0019/H.1 – Godfrey-Payton.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.100 The objection site comprises a large swathe of open land in agricultural use located at the south 
eastern edge of Nuneaton adjoining the built-up area of Whitestone and within the Green Belt.  Godfrey-
Payton objects to the non-inclusion of the land as a housing allocation site on the grounds that the housing 
analysis in the Deposit Draft was inaccurate and that a number of outstanding commitments will not yield 
dwellings so that additional allocations will be required.   

3.101 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction 
and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the 
plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land 
by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  Greenfield sites in 
the Green Belt are not needed to meet the identified requirement for the remainder of the plan period.  
Development of the objection site would encroach into the attractive open countryside and further erode the 
gap between Nuneaton and Bulkington village to the south.  It would represent a very significant urban 
extension considerably beyond the housing requirement identified by the Council’s Technical Paper 1 (CD39).  
I therefore conclude that the site should not be included as a housing allocation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.102 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 
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Site: Land at Burbages Lane, Exhall

Objections to Deposit Draft 435/0041/H.1 – Mrs A E Wilson.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.103 The objection site comprises a small area of unused allotments behind a row of houses fronting 
Burbages Lane at the southern edge of Neal’s Green, Exhall in an area washed over by the Green Belt.  Mrs
Wilson also objects to the inclusion of the land within the Green Belt which objection I consider later.  

3.104 Having regard to the definition in Annex C of PPG3 I consider that the allotments are not previously 
developed land and hence fall to be considered as a greenfield site.  In the light of my analysis of housing 
need and supply above, greenfield sites in the Green Belt are not needed to meet the identified requirement 
for the remainder of the plan period.  

3.105 With regard to the UCS score I note from the scoring matrix attached to CD40 that the site scored +2 
on Criterion 1.  This is strange given that its location in the Green Belt should have merited a –2 score.  If the 
fact that is it derelict (a +2 score) cancels out its Green Belt status, then that is a weakness in the UCS which 
needs addressing in any revision.  The fact that the site is within a quarter of a mile of a bus route running at 
least every half hour has given the site +4 points because the scoring factor for Criterion 11, Accessibility, is 
also used to score Air Quality at Criterion 5.  All sites scored +2 on both the Water Resources and Energy 
Efficiency criteria (6 and 7) and I have commented earlier about the unsatisfactory nature of the UCS in this 
respect and I consider the Grove Farm allocation later.  What seems clear is that the scoring of some sites is 
questionable and that the UCS scoring is of dubious value in some cases.  However, given the long term aims 
of Green Belt policy I do not consider that this is a telling argument in favour of allocation of the objection site 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.106 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Plough Hill Road, Galley Common, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0009/H.1 – Mrs E Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.107 The site comprises approximately 14 hectares of open, mainly agricultural land situated on the north-
western edge of Nuneaton. The land was and is allocated in the 1993 adopted local plan under policy E9, as a 
golf course, and under policy E5 as an Area of Restraint.  The 1993 Proposals Map and the explanatory text 
to policy E5 indicate this area and adjoining open land to the south (listed as “Generally between Galley 
Common and Hartshill”) as one of several areas warranting longer term protection.  The 1993 allocation was 
consistent with the 1987 Galley Common Local Plan Review and the Warwickshire Structure Plan 1984.  The 
thrust of these designations is carried forward in the present plan under proposed policies ENV2 and R7. 

3.108 Mrs Kimberley objects to its non-inclusion as a housing allocation under policy H1.  She has a number 
of related objections, including to the plan’s housing needs analysis, the Council’s UCS, and to other housing 
site allocations, which are dealt with elsewhere.  This site-specific objection is on the basis that the land at  
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Plough Hill Road should be allocated as a site for mixed uses including residential, with provision for low 
cost/social housing.  At a late stage in the process it was also suggested that part of the site abutting Hill Farm 
along the southern edge of the site would be suitable for residential development in advance of the rest of the 
land to the north. 

3.109 I acknowledge that the site is close to the Galley Common Junior School, located on the far side of 
Plough Hill Road opposite the objection site’s south-western corner, and that there is an hourly bus service 
along Plough Hill Road linking Galley Common and Chapel End.  However, apart from these facilities the site 
is some distance away from established shopping centres and major employment sites.  I note that it scored 
only 7 out of a possible 26 in the Council’s UCS (CD40).  While I acknowledge that the UCS has some 
weaknesses, which I have discussed earlier, in my view the objection land is clearly not in a particularly 
sustainable location.  Furthermore, the site forms part of a wider area comprising an attractive open 
countryside setting to the western edge of the built-up area, the open character of which has been protected 
by local planning policies for over 15 years.  Other policies aim to promote the recreational value of the land. 

3.110 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and completions, as 
advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan as to whether the 
preferred development of previously developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting 
the balance of the identified need.  In the event that these sources were falling short there are other greenfield 
sites not in established Areas of Restraint and in more sustainable locations which the UCS suggests could 
be brought forward at that time to help meet the need.  In such circumstances I see no need for this 
substantial greenfield site to be identified as a housing allocation.  Nor do I see any need or justification for 
development of that portion of the land at the southern end that the objector has drawn to my attention. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.111 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Higham Lane, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 567/0022/H.1 – Abbcott Developments Ltd (Abbcott).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.112 The site comprises about 19 hectares of open agricultural land at the northern edge of Nuneaton 
between the outer edge of the residential area and the A5.  Abbcott objects to its non-inclusion as a housing 
allocation under policy H1.  The company has other related objections including to policy ENV2 which are 
dealt with elsewhere.   

3.113 The objection site was designated in the 1993 adopted local plan as an Area of Restraint under policy 
E5.  The 1993 Proposals Map and the explanatory text to policy E5 indicate this area and adjoining open land 
to the south east (listed as “Generally between Nuneaton and Hinckley”) as one of five areas warranting 
longer term protection.  Proposed policy ENV2 of the Second Deposit draft carries forward the Area of 
Restraint designation albeit in somewhat different form.   

3.114 While I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to 
housing need and supply, I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional greenfield allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction 
and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the 
plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land 
by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  Greenfield sites on  
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this scale are not needed to meet the identified requirement for the remainder of the plan period, especially 
ones located in areas designated as areas of restraint.   

3.115 I acknowledge that the site may be capable of mixed use development and would have the potential 
to be reasonably well served by public transport but these factors on their own are not sufficient reason to 
recommend its allocation in present circumstances. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.116 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site:  Land at Grove Lane, Keresley

Objections to Deposit Draft 695/0024/H.1 – Wilcon Homes Ltd (Wilcon).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.117 The site comprises 1.36 hectares of open land adjoining the built up area of Keresley village at the 
extreme south-western edge of the borough.  Wilcon also has objections to the plan’s housing supply 
analysis.  This objection seeks the inclusion of the site as a specific housing allocation or as a reserve site on 
the basis that insufficient land has been identified in the plan.  The objector also refers to the planning history 
and in particular to an appeal decision on a refused housing scheme in 1989 and the recommendation of the 
Inspector at the inquiry which preceded adoption of the 1993 local plan (CD64, p19).   I deal with Wilcon’s
related Area of Restraint objection to ENV2 in the Environment chapter.  The objection site was formerly part 
of a secondary school premises and grounds and conditional deemed consent was given by the County 
Council in 1986 to redevelopment of the school for residential purposes.  That part of the former school land 
immediately to the east of the objection site has now been developed as a small residential estate.   

3.118 I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to housing 
need and supply, but I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional site allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and 
completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan.
This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land by 
windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  If monitoring shows 
that the supply is not delivering dwellings as needed, then in my view the objector could be make out a case 
for the site as a windfall or an additional allocation site at that time.  In the light of its peripheral location and 
relatively low UCS score I see no convincing case for allocation of the site at present. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.119 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Weddington, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 744/0032/H.1(part) – Hallam Land Management (HLM)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.120 The objection site comprises some 11.5 hectares of open land on the northern edge of Nuneaton’s  
built-up area at Weddington.  HLM objects to various aspects of the underlying analysis to the plan’s housing 
proposals and these are dealt with earlier in this chapter.  My consideration here is confined to the objection 
that the site should be allocated as a housing allocation.  HLM’s related objections to the site’s inclusion within 
an Area of Restraint under policy ENV2, the extent of the River Anker floodplain shown on the Second 
Deposit Proposals Map under policy ENV3, and the Second Deposit’s proposed deletion of the nearby 
Recreation Priority Area under policy R9, are dealt with in later chapters. 

3.121 I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to housing 
need and supply, but I have concluded that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional site allocations.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and 
completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan.
This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land by 
windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  It follows that there is 
no need for the objection site to be allocated at this time. 

3.122 With regard to the site specific arguments, in my view this may be a site where the Council’s UCS has 
underestimated the longer term development potential.  I address the Area of Restraint objection in detail 
later, but I note here that the site is visually contained and that no physical constraints appear insurmountable.  
In my opinion, subject to achieving a sufficient density and number of new dwellings, and possibly with 
developer contributions, upgraded public transport provision would be capable of providing a modal choice in 
trips to the town centre and other locations. This would help to underwrite existing bus services which pass by 
and near the site.  Any review of the housing topic and the UCS should present the opportunity for the site’s 
merits in these regards to be more fully and precisely considered in the light of the identified housing 
requirement at the time.   

RECOMMENDATION 

3.123 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Coventry Road, Bulkington

Objections to Deposit Draft 755/0029/H.1 – Bellway Homes Planning & Land Division (Bellway);  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.124 The objection site comprises some 9 hectares of open grazing land adjoining the south western edge 
of Bulkington village, within the West Midlands Green Belt.  Bellway also has a general objection to the plan’s 
housing needs and supply analysis, the main thrust being that the plan makes insufficient allocation of sites 
for the identified housing needs, especially in the later phases.  This is addressed earlier.  The company 
objects to this site’s omission as a housing, or mixed housing and employment, allocation on the grounds that 
it is in a sustainable location and does not perform a Green Belt function.  I deal with the company’s related 
objection to the Green Belt designation in a later chapter and confine my consideration here to the housing 
omission objection. 

3.125 I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to housing 
need and supply, but I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional site allocations at present.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under 
construction and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing 
aspect of the plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously 
developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  In 
such circumstances I see no pressing need for allocation of a greenfield site and especially one located within  
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the Green Belt.  Furthermore, I note that while the site is within reasonable walking distance of local shops 
and schools it did not score highly against the majority of criteria in the Council’s UCS.  I have considered the 
points made by the objector with regard to the site’s proximity to the village centre and the range of facilities 
within the settlement.  However, while there may be question marks over certain aspects of the UCS scoring 
system, the site’s score of 5 out of a possible maximum of 26 does not suggest that it would figure highly on a 
list of possible reserve sites in the event that the plan’s housing delivery was slower or less than anticipated.  I 
conclude that there is no compelling case for its allocation in present circumstances. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.126 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Calendar Grove, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 755/0031/H.1 – Bellway Homes Planning & Land Division (Bellway);

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.127 The objection site comprises some 16 hectares mainly of open farmland on the north-eastern edge of 
Nuneaton’s built-up area, adjoining the St Nicholas Park residential area.  Bellway also objects to the plan’s 
housing needs and supply proposals and these are dealt with earlier in this chapter.  My consideration here is 
confined to the objection that the site should be allocated as a housing allocation.  The objector’s related 
objection to the site’s inclusion within an Area of Restraint under policy ENV2, is dealt with in a later chapter. 

3.128 I acknowledge that the site would be a reasonably sustainable extension to the built-up area and is 
accessible to facilities, employment locations and the town centre.  However, while I have expressed some 
detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to housing need and supply, I have concluded 
that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify additional site allocations at present.  
Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under construction and completions, as advocated 
in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing aspect of the plan.  This should help the Council 
to assess whether the preferred development of previously developed land by windfalls and through planned 
allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  It follows that there is no need for the objection site 
to be allocated at this time.  In the Council’s UCS the site did not score particularly highly so there is no 
evidence to show that the site would figure at the higher end of potential sites if it were needed as a reserve 
site during the plan period.   

RECOMMENDATION 

3.129 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Nuneaton Road, Builkington

Objections to Deposit Draft 759/0004/H.1 – N Smith

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions
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3.130 The objection site comprises approximately 5 hectares of open farmland on the eastern edge of the 
village’s built-up area, within the Green Belt.  N Smith objects to its non-inclusion as a housing allocation 
under policy H1. 

3.131 I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the plan’s approach to housing need 
and supply, but I have concluded that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional site allocations at present.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under 
construction and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing 
aspect of the plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously 
developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  

3.132 While I acknowledge the accessible nature of the site, it has formed part of the approved Green Belt 
for many years.  PPG2 states that where existing local plans are being revised and updated, existing Green 
Belt boundaries should not be changed unless alterations to the structure plan have been approved, or other 
exceptional circumstances exist, which necessitate such revision.  On the available evidence there is no 
convincing evidence in this regard.  It follows that there is no need for the objection site to be allocated at this 
time.  I note that the site was not included in the UCS, so there is no comparative measure of its performance 
in sustainability terms.  No doubt the Council will consider the merits of the site by including it in the UCS 
when the plan is next reviewed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.133 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Parks Farm, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft 869/0014/H.1 – William Davis Ltd

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.134 The site comprises some 3.75 hectares of open grazing land located to the east of the A444 
Bedworth by-pass and to the south of the Bedworth Rugby Football ground, but within the general built 
framework of the town.  William Davis has general objections to policy H1 (considered earlier) and related 
objections to ENV2 (Areas of Restraint (AOR)) and ENV3 (Areas of flood risk) which I refer to hereunder but 
consider in greater detail in a later chapter.  The company also has site-specific objections to Second Deposit 
housing policies H1e (Charity Docks, Bedworth), H1g (Grove Farm, Nuneaton), and to H3 (Affordable 
Housing) which I consider later.  This part of the report focuses on the site-specific aspects of the non-
allocation of the Parks Farm site under policy H1. 

3.135 On the evidence before the inquiry I have strong reservations as to whether the UCS scoring was 
accurate and fair to the objection site.  In particular the designation of the land within an AOR, with its 
resultant negative score, seems to have been simply carried forward from the previous adopted plan without 
positive consideration of the function of such areas balanced against longer term development needs, which 
the adopted plan clearly anticipated.  I examine those arguments in more detail in the Environment chapter.  
For the present purposes I acknowledge that the open and green character of the land is not without its visual 
attraction.  However, in my opinion there has been no structured or compelling analysis that this site performs 
a crucial open space, townscape or recreational function to warrant its more-or-less permanent protection 
from development.   

3.136 The ecological appraisal submitted to the inquiry by the objector was conducted in accordance with 
English Nature’s adopted methodology.  It notes that the River Sowe is recognised as a wildlife corridor but 
concludes that the site’s main wildlife value is confined to the perimeter hedges and scrub as a habitat for 
nesting birds and other fauna.  These and the river corridor and adjoining habitat should be retained, it  
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concludes, and the objector has said that they could be so incorporated.  There is no other survey evidence to 
set against these conclusions and hence the –2 score in the UCS would appear to be unwarranted.   

3.137 Furthermore, in my view the UCS accessibility appraisal is somewhat blunt and incomplete.  Although 
a short walk from the objection site, there is a choice of bus routes along Heath Road to the west, and one in 
the Rectory Drive/Armson Road residential area to the east, as well as the frequent service linking Nuneaton 
and Coventry along Coventry Road, a short distance further east.  There are several local shops at the 
junction of Smorrall Lane and Heath Road, and a local library at Smarts Lane/Heath Road, all within 400-
500m walking distance.  The Council’s evidence does not clearly show that the three local primary, infant, 
junior schools are incapable of reasonably easy access on foot.  The site is only some 850m from the 
Bedworth Leisure Centre.  Finally, the very large Bayton Road Industrial Estate with a large number and wide 
range of job opportunities, is within walking and cycling distance of the site.  The possibility of improved bus 
services by a buses-only link through the site, and associated developer contributions to public transport 
service improvements, also weigh in favour of this aspect of the site’s UCS appraisal.  All of these factors lead 
me to conclude that the site was underscored in the UCS and is at least as worthy as the Grove Farm and 
Charity Docks sites of designation as a reserve site.   

3.138 I also note in passing that, notwithstanding the Council’s arguments above, the aggregate UCS score 
of the proposed Grove Farm allocation site was in fact 8.  By my own untested reworking of the objection site 
score Parks Farm should arguably have scored around 12.  I accept that other factors and the exercise of 
planning judgement do come into play, but in my view the UCS should be viewed as a prime tool in assessing 
site comparability and should inspire sufficient confidence to serve as a fairly reliable indicator of site ranking.  
In this instance I am not confident that it does. 

3.139 I conclude elsewhere that there is no general case for an increased level of housing allocation prior to 
the first review of the housing elements of the plan.  However, I have also concluded that the proposed Grove 
Farm allocation has significant constraints that should be acknowledged by reducing its proposed capacity of 
200 by half, and that there are also some uncertainties about the ability of the Charity Docks site to deliver the 
40 units estimated.  Having regard to all of these factors, and bearing in mind the desirability of some modest 
level of headroom in housing provision at the end of the plan period, I conclude that there is a case for adding 
the objection site to the list of reserved sites to be developed only if required.  It would effectively serve as a 
replacement for the reduction of around 100 units I have recommended for the Grove Farm allocation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.140 I recommend that the plan be modified by including the objection site in the list of reserve sites to be 
developed only if required in the 5-10 years phase of the plan with an estimated figure of 100 units. 

Site:   (A) Land at rear of Arden Forest Infant School, Weston Lane, Bulkington and (B) 
Leyland Special School, Leyland Road, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 872/0050/H.1/1 – Warwickshire County Council Property Services 
(WCCPS)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the sites be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.141 The objection refers to two separate educational sites owned by WCC.  In the case of (A) the vacant 
land at Arden Forest School is surplus to requirements having been subject of a previously withdrawn 
planning application; and in the case of (B) the Leyland School  is likely to be closed as part of the county 
council’s reorganisation of special schools, a matter already in the public domain.   

3.142 Although the open land to the rear of Arden Forest School was vacant, the Leyland Special School 
appeared still to be operational at my site inspections in September 2003.  In these circumstances, and on the 
available evidence, the likelihood of these relatively small sites making a positive contribution to the first  
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phase of housing delivery to 2006 (that is prior to the first housing review), appears now to be slim.  There is 
no evidence before me that the sites were assessed as part of the UCS and hence I am unable to make an 
informed sustainability comparison, either with other allocated sites, or with ones being promoted for 
allocation by other objectors.  I therefore agree with the Council that it makes sense to treat the objection sites 
as potential windfalls on previously developed land which should be assessed on their merits at the time of 
any planning application, against the criteria in policy H 7.  For clarity’s sake I note that the Council has 
proposed, and I have recommended, that this policy should now apply to windfall sites of all sizes.  The 
possible availability of both sites lends weight to the Council’s more general argument, with which I have also 
agreed, that there would appear to be a continuing supply of previously developed land within existing 
settlements coming forward for residential development. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.143 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at the Abattoir, St Mary’s Road. Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft.

Objections to Second Deposit 920R/0044/H.1 – ABP Ltd 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development, and if so in what phase 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.144 The objection site comprises a 1.1 hectare site containing a group of ageing buildings and land used 
as an abattoir for many years and located adjoining an inner urban residential area not far north of Nuneaton 
town centre. ABP are the owners of the site and confirmed that in the light of statutory and economic changes 
it was no longer viable as an abattoir and was set to close at the end of 2003, or early in 2004.  

3.145 As lodged the objection to the Second Deposit plan was based on a proposed change to the 
explanatory text to the policy to emphasise the thrust of PPG3 guidance that in identifying the provision of 
sufficient housing land authorities should give priority to re-using previously developed land within urban 
areas.  It also sought the bringing forward of the site from the “Sites which could be developed between 5-10 
years if required” to the first five-year phase of the plan.   

3.146 In my view the site appears to have several key attributes for possible housing development in line 
with the thrust of PPG and WASP strategic policy.  However, I note that there are other commercial 
enterprises operating on either side, and also that the environmental safeguarding criteria in proposed policy 
EMP4 would need to be satisfied before any planning application could be approved.  Notwithstanding the 
site’s relatively unsatisfactory access for commercial vehicles through a residential area, I agree with the 
Council that since there has been no opportunity for consultation with statutory consultees, adjoining 
occupiers and the public it would be wrong to allocate the site for development at this stage.  I do not see that 
the windfall policy need prevent development of the site in advance of the 5-10 year phase of the plan.  
However, I note that the imminent availability of the land lends further weight to the Council’s contention that 
there would appear to be a continuing supply of previously developed land within existing settlements coming 
forward for residential development. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.147 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land adjoining Brook Street, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft 936/0013/H.1 – G Stew Ltd
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Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issue

¶ Should the site be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.148 The site comprises some 0.44 hectares of open ground at the northern edge of the Bedworth built-up 
area. G Stew objected to the land’s “white land” (unallocated) status at the Deposit Draft stage when 
adjoining land to the north was proposed to be removed from the extant Green Belt and allocated for 
employment purposes under policy EMP3 (Griff South).  In the objector’s view the objection site should be 
positively removed from the Green Belt and allocated as a housing site under policy H1. 

3.149 At the Second Deposit stage the Griff South employment proposals on the land to the north were 
withdrawn.  The Council states that the “white land” designation was a drafting error in the production of the 
Proposals Map and seeks a recommendation that it be corrected to show Green Belt in the final version of the 
plan.  The land has been protected as Green Belt since its boundaries were first drawn and it performs a 
strategic function in containing Bedworth and restricting its sprawl towards Nuneaton.   

3.150 I have expressed some detailed reservations about aspects of the Council’s approach to housing 
need and supply, but I have agreed that in overall numerical terms there is no pressing need to identify 
additional site allocations at present.  Regular and prompt monitoring of permissions, dwellings under 
construction and completions, as advocated in PPG3, will inform the Council’s first review of the housing 
aspect of the plan.  This should help the Council to assess whether the preferred development of previously 
developed land by windfalls and through planned allocations is meeting the balance of the identified need.  In 
such circumstances I see no pressing need for allocation of a greenfield site and especially one located within 
the Green Belt which performs the strategic function identified by the Council. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.151 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

1. POLICY H.1(a) (Garages around Newcomen Road, Bedworth)

Objections to Deposit Draft 126/0001/H.1(f) - M. & D. Bedford;  484/0005/H.1(f) - Mrs E. 
Kimberley;  892/0002/H.1(f) - Mr & Mrs R. Whitewood.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the sites be allocated for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

3.152 The objections relate to small sites in a housing estate located at the western outer limits of Bedworth.  
The sites comprise irregular parking and garaging areas at the rear of houses and are mostly disused and/or 
in disrepair and derelict.  The objectors have a range of concerns including the loss of individual access, 
parking and turning spaces, emergency vehicles access, loss of privacy and the need for play facilities.   

3.153 Policy H1(a) is a collective allocation in which a total of some 37 dwellings are anticipated.  The 
Council considers that the sites need to be re-developed for residential purposes to alleviate the problems of 
dereliction, tipping and anti-social behaviour that they are causing.  Most of the original garages have been 
demolished or boarded up and are no longer available for their original purpose; those that remain appear 
little used.  The sites have been the subjects of numerous complaints from local residents.  A planning brief is 
in preparation to identify practical solutions that will include consideration of road width and access.  The sites 
scored well in the UCS’s sustainability assessment.  Development would inject a mixture of dwelling types, 
sizes and tenure to the area creating diversity and encouraging the generation of a sustainable community. 
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3.154 I note that while the Council’s response refers to four development areas, the Proposals Map shows 
six.  During my inspection I noted that generally the Council’s description and analysis of the environmental 
conditions was accurate, albeit that the severity of the problems did vary from one site to another.  In principle 
I accept that redevelopment of the sites for residential purposes would be an appropriate use of the land and 
a means to resolve the environmental problems.  However, the two smallest sites comprising parking areas at 
the end of Blyth Close and Hamilton Close, culs-de-sac off Ashington Road, appeared to me to be in use for 
regular parking and too small for any additional new development.  Of the other four parcels of land a number 
appeared to provide vehicular access to garages and parking spaces in the rear gardens of adjoining houses.  
There is no evidence as to the user rights of these properties and such details would need to be resolved by 
way of the proposed planning brief.  As a result of these complications there remains some doubt about the 
number of units which the sites could provide and whether the dwellings would be delivered in the first five 
year phase of the plan.  However, since the estimated total is relatively modest, I do not consider that the 
allocation should be altered in advance of the first review of the housing aspects of the plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.155 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections 

2. POLICY H.1(b) (DELETED) (Camp Hill Urban Village, net increase of 179)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(b) - Mrs E. Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issue

¶ How was this net figure derived and with what confidence can its delivery be viewed 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.156 Mrs Kimberley’s objection was made at the Deposit Draft stage.  By the time of the Revised Deposit 
the Council had removed the net figure of 179 from the list of allocated “Sites which can be developed within 5 
years” and placed it in the “Position as at April 2001” table at page 13 as an allowance derived from a 
proposed newly separated out policy H2 for the Camp Hill Urban Village and its associated SPG.  The issue is 
more fully discussed in the earlier part of this chapter along with the other assumptions relating to windfalls.  
On the evidence to the inquiry I conclude that the Council’s updated figure of 439, being the estimated 
number of dwelling units to be derived from the urban village following continuing detailed implementation 
work, is robust and can be treated with some confidence.  Of course the village’s performance in terms of net 
new housing will need monitoring along with the overall provision and will inform the housing topic review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.157 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

3. POLICY H.1(b) (Land at George Eliot Hospital – Main site)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(h) - Mrs E. Kimberley;  739/0003/H.1(h) - Mrs M. 
Shorter .

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

And:

4. POLICY H.1(c) (Land at George Eliot Hospital – Maternity Ward)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(i) - Mrs E. Kimberley;  739/0003/H.1(i) - Mrs M. 
Shorter.
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Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit

Issues relating to both sites and sets of objections 

¶ Should these sites be allocated when their availability for housing development is not certain 
¶ Are there outstanding Health and Safety objections to development 
¶ Are housing allocations right when the sites may be needed for meeting health needs

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.158 Mrs Kimberley objects to both of the allocation because it is not clear that the sites are genuinely 
surplus to health requirements, with the possibility that some of the land may be used for hospital staff 
accommodation.  She also questions whether the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) have objected to the 
sites’ development.  Mrs Shorter objects because the health needs of the future are unknown, citing the 
example of a satellite renal unit recently built and opened at the hospital that would not have been thought of 
five years ago.   

3.159 The Council allocated both sites at the Deposit Draft stage in the “Sites which could be developed 
between years 5-10 if required” category.  The main site was re-scheduled in the Second Deposit version in 
the first five years of land release.  That site currently has staff accommodation and parking on it, but planning 
permission has been granted for a new health worker related residential scheme on the south side of the 
hospital.  Once completed it will replace the main site accommodation, the site of which will then be surplus to 
requirements and available for development. 

3.160 The sites had been put forward by the hospital’s agents as being suitable for redevelopment.  The 
hospital’s property agents have confirmed that the land is/will be surplus to the Hospital Trust’s future 
requirements and have also stated that disposal is part of the Trust’s strategy to secure re-investment funds 
for reorganisation of the hospital.  Also the agents have confirmed that the HSE has revised its consultation 
requirements associated with risks from Ellis and Everard so that it would not advise against the granting of 
planning permission within the hospital site on the grounds of health and safety.  The Council points out that 
the sites are previously developed land in a location close to a local school, employment uses, health and 
leisure facilities and accessible by public transport, and that as a result both scored well in the UCS. 

3.161 I acknowledge the objectors’ concerns about the future healthcare needs over the longer term.  
However, the body charged with discharging the responsibility in respect of the hospital has concluded that 
healthcare needs in the foreseeable future can be met without the objection sites being held in reserve.  
Furthermore the Trust has said that their disposal would advance the re-organisation plans for the hospital as 
a whole.  Since the site is in a sustainable location I conclude that the allocations should be confirmed.   

3.162 However, bearing in mind the lead-in times to completion of the replacement staff accommodation 
and demolition and redevelopment of the main site allocation, I have reservations as to the site’s ability to 
provide completed units in the first five year phase (2001-6).  In my view delivery of new units from this site is 
more likely to start toward the end of the phase.  Nevertheless, given annual monitoring and the currently 
healthy flow of windfall sites I see no reason to recommend that the main site be placed with the maternity unit 
in the “5-10 year if required phase”.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.163 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to the objections to both sites 

5. POLICY H.1(d) (DELETED) (Ryders Hill Allotments, Nuneaton)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(d) - Mrs E. Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit

Issue
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¶ Should the site be allocated as a residential development site in preference to its continued open space 
use

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.164 Mrs Kimberley objected to the policy at the Deposit Draft stage on the grounds that it was valuable 
open space and should remain in such use, and that the UCS had not critically examined the use of the land 
for residential purposes. 

3.165 The Council states that determination of a planning application was pending at the time the Deposit 
Plan was in preparation, but that a grant of planning permission coincided with its publication.  As a result it 
had deleted the allocation at the Second Deposit stage and now regarded the site as a commitment.  It had 
included it as such in the Position table at page 13 in the Second Deposit version of the plan.   

3.166 During my site inspection I saw that the residential development of the land had been more or less 
completed with about 70 units of mixed house types.  In the circumstances there is no further consideration 
that I can give to the objection.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.167 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

6. POLICY H.1(d) (Confidential Sites)

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the First Deposit Draft

Objections to Second Deposit 132R/0005/H1(d)(New) - Southwinds Holdings Ltd, 
484R/0002/H1(d)(New) - Mrs E. Kimberley, 587R/0006/H1(d)(New) 
- West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium, 744R/0001/H1(d)(New) 
- Hallam Land Management Ltd, 867R/0003/H1(d)(New) - 
Warwickshire Wildlife Trust

Issues

¶ Should the plan include an allowance for confidential sites 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.168 This issue has been fully discussed within the context of policy H1 and the Council has sought 
deletion of the “allocation” in proposed amendments at the inquiry, a course of action which has satisfied 
most, if not all, of the objectors.  I have said that a confidential allocation is inappropriate and I have agreed 
that the matter is better dealt with in the manner now proposed, namely by the inclusion of a larger sites 
windfall allowance.  However, I see no reason to limit the delivery of such sites to the “5-10 year if required” 
phase of the plan as suggested by the Council. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.169 I recommend that the confidential sites category be deleted and that wording adjustments be made to 
the explanatory text in accordance with my conclusion above and my recommendations under policy H1. 

7. POLICY H.1(e) (DELETED) (Opposite 58-104 Marlborough Road, Nuneaton)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(e) - Mrs E. Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.
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Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.170 Mrs Kimberley objected to the policy at the Deposit Stage arguing that it was a commitment and 
should not have been included in the table of allocated sites.  Further objection was taken to the residential 
allocation in that it had been an employment site and continuation of such a use was desirable given the 
significant unemployment problems in the borough.   

3.171 The Council noted that a planning application had been submitted in December 2000, had not been 
determined at the time the Deposit Draft was published, but was granted planning permission in September 
2001.  As a result it now regarded the site as a commitment and had included it as such in the Position table 
at page 13 in the Second Deposit version of the plan.  With regard to the site’s possible employment use the 
Council had considered the matter when dealing with the planning application but had concluded that due to 
its location in a mainly residential area and with a poor highway network it was more suited to residential.   

3.172 During my site inspection I saw that the residential development of the land had been substantially 
completed by some 95 units of various types.  In the circumstances there is no further consideration that I can 
give to the objection.

RECOMMENDATION

3.173 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

8. POLICY H.1(e) (Charity Docks, Bedworth)

Objections to Deposit Draft 158/0004/H.1(g) - Miss K. M. Cosgrove;  484/0002/H.1(g) - Mrs E. 
Kimberley;  484/0003/H.1(g) - Mrs E. Kimberley;  869/0001/H.1(g) - 
William Davis Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit 744R/0007/H.1(g) - Hallam Land Management Ltd (HLM).

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.174 Mrs Kimberley, William Davis and HLM share similar objections to the allocation of this 1.7 hectare 
site adjacent to the Coventry Canal at the north-eastern outer edge of the Bedworth built-up area.  The land is 
mainly informal open space at the rear of a council housing estate, although there is a canal boat yard at the 
southern end.  The objectors point out that the site is in an area with a deficiency of open space, that it is an 
irregular shape and crossed by a main sewer, that it would have a marked impact on the adjoining open 
countryside to the east, and that there is a sewage disposal works a short distance to the south east on the far 
side of the canal.  HLM also point out that development of the site would involve the loss of some small scale 
employment uses.  These factors militate against its allocation for housing development.  Miss Cosgrove
objects to the loss of the open space and the associated wildflowers and wildlife habitat. 

3.175 The Council stated that the site comprises former garage sites and undeveloped wasteland that is 
prone to litter, fly-tipping and anti-social behaviour, about which it has received numerous complaints.  While it 
acknowledges that there are two sewers running along the length of the site, it considers that the sewer 
easement could be considered in the highway layout.  Neither the Environment Agency nor British Waterways 
has objected to the site’s residential allocation.  A planning brief could deal with the acknowledged site 
constraints.  The land does not provide a useful amenity space for local residents and what wildlife interest the 
site may have is modest.  The loss of a small-scale employment use is regrettable, but the use has a history 
of enforcement and is something of a “bad neighbour” to the adjoining residential area.  In terms of 
sustainability the site performed better in the UCS than the greenfield sites being promoted by some of the 
objectors. 
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3.176 I acknowledge that the site does have some physical constraints but the UCS has shown the site to 
be in a reasonably sustainable location.  Its development would be partially on previously developed land and 
it would help to resolve existing environmental problems.  By reason of its physical limitations, it is possible 
that the site may be unable to deliver the 40 units estimated by the Council.  But since the Second Deposit 
version of the plan includes it in the “to be developed only if required” category, and thus it would only be 
released, if at all, towards the end of the plan period, I conclude that it should be retained as a reserve site 
allocation.  In my opinion the Council’s intended planning brief should address the physical constraints 
referred to variously by the objectors to ensure a high quality canalside development.  The possibility of 
retaining some public access to the canalside should be considered to minimise any loss of amenity for 
existing local residents.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.177 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

9. POLICY H.1(f) (Grove Farm, Nuneaton)

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0004/H.1(c) - CPRE Warwickshire Branch (CPRE);  
484/0003/H.1(c) - Mrs E. Kimberley;  866/0005/H.1(c) - Warwickshire 
Museum Field Services (WMFS); 867/0001/H.1(c) - Warwickshire 
Wildlife Trust (WWT); 869/0002/H.1(c) - William Davis Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit 744R/0007/H.1(c) - Hallam Land Management Ltd.

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.178 The objection site comprises some 8.1 hectares of open ground on the western outer edge of 
Nuneaton, adjoining open countryside in the West Midlands Green Belt further to the west.  It was previously 
allocated for residential development in the 1993 adopted local plan, and as long ago as 1979 in the Galley 
Common District Plan.  In January 2001 the Council approved supplementary planning guidance for the 
development of the site (CD50). 

3.179 There are various objections to the residential allocation of the site but detailed consideration of the 
individual objections reveals certain common themes which may be listed as follows.  The site is a greenfield 
site at the edge of the built-up area and, in accordance with PPG3 guidance, it should not be developed 
before previously developed land;  the site did not score very highly in the Council’s UCS and is not 
particularly sustainable;  the site is part of the attractive Arden landscape which strategic policy aims to 
protect;  the land is partly designated as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) by English 
Nature, containing lowland neutral grassland habitats, a priority in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan;  the land is 
a valuable amenity for local people, being used as grazing land by the nearby Riding for the Disabled centre;  
there are other sites which could meet the housing need more sustainably;  there is no guarantee that new 
market housing and associated access roads would lift the neighbouring ward out of deprivation. 

3.180 The Council pointed out that when considering the allocation of housing land in accordance with 
advice in PPG3 and Tapping the Potential (CD24) it undertook a sequential search of a comprehensive list of 
sites, including revisiting existing housing allocations.  It acknowledged that Grove Farm did not perform as 
well as previously developed land sites against sustainable criteria in the UCS, but noted that it did offer a 
number of benefits.  Although at the edge of the urban area the site was within 200m of a frequent bus service 
to the town centre, and was also within walking distance of the Kingswood Road local centre and a community 
centre.  Local schools and employment opportunities were also within walking distance and the site had easy 
access to the Green Track footpath network.  The capacity of existing and potential infrastructure, in particular 
the road network, would be improved through the development.  The land had always been planned to be the 
fifth and final stage of the Grove Farm Estate and its completion would help facilitate the building of 
communities in an area featuring highly on the County Index of Deprivation.  The approved SPG highlighted a 
number of improvements that could be secured by legal agreement.   
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3.181 The site was not included in the Warwickshire Landscape Guidelines landscape report (CD65).  The 
Council’s SPG recognised the importance of the ridge and furrow system evident on the lower land, and the 
ancient woodland part of the SINC to the north, but the site’s landscape was presently a run-down urban 
fringe on which suburban style housing estates had encroached over the years.  Parts of the land were 
subject to misuse by motorcyclists and to anti-social behaviour.  Development would enable positive 
landscape and wildlife features to be protected and mis-use problems to be addressed.  It would also enable 
the definition of clear and firmly defined boundaries to the Industrial and Ancient Arden landscape areas to the 
west.  Following changes at the Second Deposit stage the site had now been allocated in the “to be 
developed only if required phase”.  On that basis the allocation should be allowed to stand, the Council said. 

3.182 I acknowledge the Council’s longstanding commitment to developing the land when circumstances 
permitted and I accept that the Grove Farm would appear to have something of an unfinished look at its outer 
edges.  However, I also note that the outline application put forward in May 2001 was called in by the 
Secretary of State in November 2001 and that it was subsequently withdrawn.  In part this seems to be 
because he Council has been successful in identifying previously developed land that it accepted should be 
developed in advance of greenfield sites such as Grove Farm.   

3.183 However, in my opinion the Council has undervalued the landscape quality and wildlife value of the 
western end of the site in general, and the grazing fields in particular.  In views from Galley Common and 
approaching the site from that direction these fields display a particularly attractive rural landscape rising up 
towards the ridge.  From Grove Farm itself the same fields and hedgerows appear as part of the open rural 
landsape running into the Green Belt and Arden landscape on the far side of the narrow Park Lane.  There 
appears to be no systematic landscape appraisal of the site’s unique features.  While the SPG does seek to 
limit development on the lower part of this land I saw that the ridge and furrow features run fairly high up the 
slope.  The Warwickshire Wildlife Trust’s evidence to the inquiry indicates that the meadow is equally as 
important a habitat as is the ancient woodland.   

3.184 Finally, in the absence of firm details, it is not clear to me that the procuring of planning gain by way of 
an agreement for off-site facilities and benefits would be a proper use of the powers available to the Council 
under Section 106 of the Act as guided by the government advice in Circular 1/97.   

3.185 In all of these circumstances I conclude that the allocation site should be reduced in size at its 
western end, to exclude the areas subject to landscape, natural habitat and historical sensitivity,  to enable 
these matters to be more sensitively resolved, with a consequent reduction in its housing capacity to 100 
units.  The explanatory text should also be amended to reflect and explain these amendments.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.186 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 

(a) that the boundaries of the site be reviewed with a view to omitting that part at the western end which is 
subject to landscape, natural habitat and historical sensitivity and that the Proposals Map be amended; 

(b) that the estimate of numbers of housing to be derived from such an amended site be reduced to 100 and 
that such reduced number be included in the revised H1 table at page 14; 

(c) that the explanatory text be amended to reflect the changes made and the reasons for so doing; 
(d) but that no further modifications be made in response to these objections. 

10. POLICY H.1(k) (DELETED) (land west of Eastboro Way/north of Camborne Drive)

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0001/H.1(k) - Mrs E. Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated/developed for housing purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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3.187 Mrs Kimberley objects to the allocation arguing that the allotment site is valuable open space that 
should be maintained and that allocation or a grant of planning permission in advance of the local plan 
process would be premature.   

3.188 The Council notes that the site was previously allocated for housing in the 1993 local plan and that 
following the submission of a planning application it granted planning permission in August 2001.  As such the 
Council now regards the site as an outstanding housing commitment and has included it as such in the 
Position table at page 13. I note that the site is now under construction and nearing completion.  In these 
circumstances the objection cannot be satisfied but there is nothing further to consider.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.189 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

11. POLICY H.1(l) (DELETED) (Heath Road Burial Ground, Bedworth)

Objections to Deposit Draft 125/0008/H.1(l) - Mr N. Bruce.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.190 This greenfield site was originally allocated in the Deposit Draft in the “Sites which could be 
developed between years 5-10 if required” category.  Following a re-assessment of housing allocations the 
Council considered that there was no need to release the site and it was therefore deleted from the Second 
Deposit Draft of the plan, but Mr Bruce’s objection was not withdrawn.  He objects particularly to the possible 
loss of trees bordering his property and the harm to wildlife habitats and amenity that would result.   

3.191 The Council points out that since there is a need for cemetery land within the borough the site was 
allocated for cemetery use under policy ENV26 in the Second Deposit version of the plan.  I consider that 
proposal further in the Environment chapter.  With the exception of the question of the boundary trees, to 
which I return, I conclude that the objections have been satisfied and I need take no further action.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.192 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

12. POLICY H.1(m) (DELETED) (South of Griff School, Nuneaton)

Objections to Deposit Draft 117/0002/H.1(m) - Mr & Mrs A. Brown;  535/0004/H.1(m) - Mr & Mrs 
R. J. Matthews;  805/0007/H.1(m) - W. Turner;  870/0012/H.1(m) - 
Old Road Securities plc; 881/0001/H.1(m) - Mr & Mrs Webster.

Objections to Second Deposit 757R/0013/H.1(m) - The Arbury Estate.

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.193 This allocation in the First Deposit Draft was placed within the “To be developed only if required” 
category.  Following a re-assessment of housing allocations the Council considered that there was no need to  
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release the site and it was therefore deleted from the Second Deposit Draft of the plan.  However, the 
objections to its original inclusion on grounds of harm to open outlook and wildlife, from increased traffic and 
from its close proximity to a landfill site, were not all withdrawn. 

3.194 Old Road Securities supported the original inclusion of the site but objected to the phasing, arguing 
that it should instead be brought forward for development between years 5-10.  In its view the site is in a 
sustainable location well related to the settlement pattern and to community and other facilities.  

3.195 On publication of the Second Deposit version of the plan The Arbury Estate objected to the deletion of 
the allocation stating that the site was of only marginal agricultural value due to its location on the edge of the 
urban area and would be a sustainable site to develop. 

3.196 I note that the site scored 13 out of a maximum of 26 points in the UCS and hence is at least middle 
ranking in terms of its overall sustainability.  The site was designated as “white” land in the adopted 1993 local 
plan and is excluded from the Green Belt which adjoins its southern boundary.  I also note its location within 
the public transport corridor between Nuneaton, Bedworth and Coventry.  In my view these factors suggest 
that it should not be ruled out of contention as a possible site for development at some time in the future, 
provided that satisfactory access could be gained to it and other site specific concerns could be satisfactorily 
addressed.  However, since I have concluded that there is currently no pressing need for additional housing 
allocations, I see no reason to consider re-instating the site in advance of a review of the housing elements of 
the plan.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.197 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to these objections 

13. POLICY H.1(n) (DELETED) (Allotments r/o Greenmoor Road, Nuneaton)

Objections to Deposit Draft See Annex attached at end of chapter

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the allotments be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.198 There were numerous objections to this allocation in the First Deposit Draft of the plan which was 
placed within the “Sites which could be developed between years 5-10 if required” category.  Following a re-
assessment of housing allocations the Council considered that there was no need to release the site and it 
was therefore deleted from the Second Deposit Draft of the plan, but the objections were not withdrawn.  
Accordingly, I conclude that the objections have been satisfied and I need take no further action. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.199 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to these objections 

14. POLICY H.1(o) (DELETED) (Site at land east of Bramdene Avenue, Weddington

Objections to Deposit Draft See Annex attached at end of chapter

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues
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¶ Should this greenfield site be allocated for housing development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.200 There were numerous objections to this allocation in the First Deposit Draft of the plan which was 
placed within the “To be developed only if required” category.  Following a re-assessment of housing 
allocations the Council considered that there was no need to release the site and it was therefore deleted from 
the Second Deposit Draft of the plan, but the objections were not withdrawn.  Accordingly, I conclude that the 
objections have been satisfied and I need take no further action. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.201 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to these objections 

15.POLICY H.3 – (Affordable Housing) 

Background to Affordable Housing Provision 

3.202 PPG3 and Circular 6/98 confirm that the community’s need for affordable housing is a material 
consideration which local plans should take into account.  Paragraph 14 of PPG3 states that where there is a 
demonstrable lack of affordable housing, as assessed by up-to-date surveys and other information, local 
plans should include a policy for seeking affordable housing in suitable housing developments.  Paragraph 15 
requires local plans to: define affordable housing in the local context; indicate how many and what type of 
affordable houses are needed in the plan area; and identify areas and sites on which affordable housing will 
be provided and the amount of provision sought.  Circular 6/98 indicates that the site size, suitability and 
economics of provision should be taken into account, as well as the need to achieve a successful housing 
development, and sets a size threshold of 25 dwellings/I hectare where affordable housing may be sought.   

3.203 Policy CF6 of emerging Regional Planning Guidance (RPG) (CD27) gives an agreed definition of 
affordable housing distinguishing between low cost market housing and social housing, and requires local 
authorities to undertake an assessment of housing need to identify how the need for affordable housing will be 
met.  The use of lower site size thresholds is mooted as a possible way of securing sufficient affordable 
housing in circumstances where brownfield windfall sites are often smaller than traditionally has been the 
case with greenfield sites.  The EIP panel report (CD28) notes the diversity of affordable housing pressures 
within the region, and is generally supportive of RPG policy CF6.  It emphasises the importance of providing 
adequate levels of affordable housing by setting an indicative level of 6,000-6,500 units to be met within the 
range of 37-40% of overall housing provision (including units created from within the existing stock) in the 
period 2001-2011, as a basis for monitoring.   

3.204 At the strategic level WASP policy H2 adopts the two-fold definition of affordable housing agreed by 
regional authorities in 1999 as mentioned above.  The policy states that local plans will provide for affordable 
housing development to meet local needs based on district council’s needs assessment which should take 
account of indicative figures for the period 1996-2011 within a county-wide total of 13,800 units.  The 
explanatory text to the policy states that research undertaken for the review of RPG11 indicates that there has 
been a backlog in the provision of affordable housing between 1991 and 1996 so that a ‘catching up’ exercise 
is needed, with four out of every nine hew houses (44%) being affordable in the plan period.  The indicative 
figure for Nuneaton and Bedworth in the period 1996-2011, is 2,500 units, equating to a rate of about 45% of 
the total level of 5,600 units over that period.  This is intended to provide a starting point for each district’s 
assessment of local needs. 

3.205 At the local level in first Deposit Draft policy H2 sought to require that 30% of all new dwellings on 
sites of 0.4 hectare (or 15 dwellings) be “affordable” and provided in accordance with the Council’s current 
Housing Strategy at the time of its release with three areas of need identified: 1) accommodation for those 
needing care and support; 2) Affordable housing for rent or shared ownership, usually through a housing 
association or other similar social landlord; 3) Low cost market accommodation – particularly flats or small 
dwellings for local people.   
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3.206 In the Second Deposit document (renumbered) policy H3 revised the proposal stating that the Council 
will negotiate a proportion of all new dwellings on new housing sites to be affordable and provided in 
accordance with the Council’s current Housing Strategy, and that this indicated that 25% of new housing 
should be affordable and meet the specific needs identified in the Strategy.  The target groups for provision 
were set out in the explanatory text.   

3.207 At the inquiry Round Table Session the Council proposed a number of further fine tunings of the 
policy the most significant of which was the introduction of a site threshold so that affordable housing would 
be sought on sites of 15 dwellings or more/over 0.5 hectares (irrespective of the number of dwellings) with 
25% of the total units remaining as the indicative level of provision.  Consequential adjustments and 
clarifications to the explanatory text were also proposed.  All parties at the Round Table Session (RTS) 
received prior copies of the proposed amendments.  Notes of the RTS are included in the Core Documents 
(CD73).

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0010/H.2 - Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM);  
373/0009/H.2 - House Builders Federation (HBF);  587/0008/H.2 - 
West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL);  621/0001/H.2 - 
McCarthy & Stone;  694/0005/H.2 - Sainsbury Supermarkets Ltd;  
695/0006/H.2 - Wilcon Homes Ltd; 755/0007/H.2 - Bellway Homes 
Planning & Development Division; 869/0004/H.2 - William Davis Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit 920R/0012/H.2 - ABP Ltd.

Issues

¶ Is the definition of Affordable Housing adequate for the purpose of the policy 
¶ Is the need assessment soundly based on a clear understanding of the local market and is the 25% 

starting point for negotiation of affordable housing soundly based 
¶ Is the proposed site size threshold warranted 
¶ Should affordable housing be sought only from suitable development sites and if so how should suitability 

be assessed 
¶ Are the monitoring and review mechanisms satisfactory 
¶ Does the policy adequately reflect national policy in PPG3 and Circular 6/98 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

Definition of affordable housing 

3.208 Circular 6/98 (para 9a) makes clear that definition of what constitutes affordable housing should 
accompany the plan’s analysis of need.  The plan’s proposed definition of what constitutes affordable housing 
is based on the West Midlands Local Government Association (WMLGA) agreed regional definition used in 
RPG and the WASP.  Somewhat confusingly the plan’s Glossary gives a simpler and less precise definition.  
The definition in the explanatory text to the policy at page 18 edits and paraphrases the WMLGA definition 
and refers primarily to its Part A, that is housing provided by or through an organisation such as an RSL or 
local authority, allocating on the basis of need, normally by rent but also including subsidised/shared home 
ownership.  While the plan text refers to the WMLGA’s recognition of the role of low-cost market housing (Part 
B of the RPG definition) it appears to report and comment on its (asserted) limited rôle, but not clearly to 
adopt it.  The text also explains that the Council’s Housing Strategy will have a rôle in defining what 
constitutes “affordable” and forming the basis for the provision of low cost market housing. 

3.209 WMRSL said that the definition should be both more explicit and more localised, while HBF and 
Bellway pointed out that the definition should include low-cost market housing as envisaged by paragraphs 4 
and 9a) of Circular 6/98.   

3.210 I see no good reason for departing from the agreed RPG and WASP definition, which in my view 
would be more usefully expressed in verbatim form.  If included in this way the definition would accord with 
the advice in the circular and meet some of the objectors’ concerns.  The actual extent of the provision of all 
forms of affordable housing will of course need monitoring.  If, as the Council fears, the performance of low-
cost market housing is limited, then consideration can be given to reviewing the provision mechanisms in line 
with the outstanding and demonstrable needs at that time.
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The needs assessment and the 25% starting point 

3.211 Circular 6/98 and PPG3 makes clear that any local plan policy for affordable housing should be based 
on a good understanding of the needs of the area over the period of the plan.   

3.212 The relationship between house prices, rent levels and incomes in any local housing market is not 
static and is subject to major outside influences including interest rate changes, employment and income 
levels, and nationally and/or regionally led house price inflation.  As a result of such uncertainties the group of 
people considered to be in need of affordable housing in any particular local housing market could well grow 
or contract considerably over the plan period to 2011.  As a generality I note that such volatility does present 
challenges of consistency and implementation for a land use document intended primarily to guide 
development over several years. 

3.213 These complexities and challenges are demonstrated in the analysis outlined in the plan which the 
Council states is based on its 2001-2004 Housing Strategy (CD46) informed by the 2000 Housing Needs 
Survey (HNS) (CD47).  The HNS was carried out by reputable and experienced consultants and was based 
on a postal questionnaire completed by 5% of all resident households in the borough, interviews, market 
analysis and other in-house and desk top data sources.  It indicated a mixed and quite complex picture of 
need in, and between different areas within, the borough.   

3.214 The average price of a house in the first quarter of 2000 was about £59,700, which was some 75% of 
the West Midlands average at that time.  Prices of terraced houses ranged from £36,846 to £51,794 but the 
postal survey identified a large number of ‘concealed’ households, 41% of which had annual incomes below 
£12,500.  The survey concluded that very few of such people will be able to enter the local owner-occupier 
market without gaining access to a considerable amount of capital, which was unlikely to occur.  As at 2000 
the HNS showed that over three-quarters of households had incomes below the national average of just over 
£20,400 and that the Halifax House Price Survey revealed that any household with an income of below 
£13,500 to £16,500 per annum would struggle financially to access the local housing market, depending on 
location.  In my view the evidence would appear to indicate a genuine affordability gap for first time buyers. 

3.215 The study also provided a gross analysis of Affordable Housing Provision for the period 2000-2005.  It 
included an examination of the Council’s waiting list (829), homeless households (340) and from the 
household survey it projected a high level of concealed households, of which only a modest 8% were on the 
waiting list.  The aggregate demand over the five year period was estimated at 2,192 households.  However, 
the estimated aggregate affordable housing supply figure for the same period appeared very buoyant, with 
some 3,575 properties becoming available through re-lets, leading to a projected aggregate surplus of some 
1,383 units as at April 2005.  The analysis was projected forward by an additional year to give a total 
affordable stock surplus of 1880 by April 2006.   

3.216 The Council’s Housing Strategy 2001-2004 notes that 80% of households within the borough live in 
owner occupied property and over 60% of those wishing to move within the next five years require this form of 
tenure.  But for a significant proportion of those wishing to move access to the owner occupied sector is 
restricted by a limited supply of property for sale at a price they can afford (see HNS conclusion above).  One 
aspect of the solution to the mismatch of supply and demand is the encouragement of low cost home 
ownership schemes, including both properties for sale and shared equity initiatives.  The strategy commits the 
Council to encouraging such initiatives through the use of its planning powers and the provision of land at less 
than market value.

3.217 With regard to additional social housing the strategy concludes that in overall terms the availability of 
social rented accommodation is very close to the level required to meet demand over the short and medium 
term.  However, it points out that the effect of wider and longer term trends, including special needs, must be 
recognised and addressed. 

3.218 The local market is complicated by a number of factors including the regeneration of Camp Hill Urban 
village where the Housing Strategy explains that some 460 dwellings are planned to be demolished and 
replaced with over 650 new properties.  50% of the properties to be demolished are Council owned and in the 
light of the long-term demand projections the social rented element is likely to reduce to around 20-25% of the 
new dwellings. 
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3.219 The 2001-2004 strategy also identifies particular unmet requirements for special needs groups 
including adults with learning difficulties, young single people and young families and a more general need for 
family accommodation in Bedworth.   

3.220 Overall the Housing Strategy aims to secure 150 units of rented and shared ownership housing by 
March 2004.  In evidence to the inquiry the Council proposed that the strategy’s annual rate of 50 per annum 
for three years be projected forward over all of the remaining years of the plan to give a target of 500 
additional units until 2011.  It deduced that, since there were 211 units of affordable housing in outstanding 
commitments, 289 remained to be found through the rest of the plan period from the balance of some 1284 
new housing units still to be committed.  Of these 600 are expected to come from the small 
windfalls/conversions allowances which would fall below the proposed site/size threshold.  However, the 
Council pointed out that past trends and existing commitments demonstrated that a number of small windfall 
sites would also provide a supply of affordable housing.  It noted that 20% of the outstanding commitments for 
affordable housing at 2001 were from sites being developed by Registered Social Landlords (RSL’s) and thus 
no negotiation/section 106 obligation was required to secure the affordable housing in those cases.  At the 
inquiry the Council said that this element had been allowed for in arriving at the overall target.  Thus it said 
that the plan needed to seek a proportion of affordable housing equivalent to 25% of the total of housing 
developed on sites meeting the proposed 0.5ha/15 units threshold. 

3.221 WMRSL, HBF and McCarthy & Stone pointed out from their different perspectives that the 
assessment was based largely on survey evidence that would be some four years old by the time the plan 
was adopted and thus was not up-to-date.  HBF also noted that it appeared to indicate the likelihood of a 
considerable surplus of affordable stock by 2006.  In my view these observations pose serious questions 
about the robustness of the Council’s underlying analysis.   

3.222 At the RTS the Council acknowledged that it needed to undertake monitoring and annual updates so 
as to prioritise the ten-year needs.  The Council’s Housing Services Manager said that there had been 
significant changes since the HNS was undertaken in 2000 and the Council was about to commission an 
update which it hoped would be completed by the end of 2003.  While the 2000 survey had forecast an 
increased level of Council house vacancies, the actual trends in re-lets and numbers on the Council waiting 
list had not borne this out.  Demand for Council rented stock had remained steady across all areas of the 
borough.  The waiting list had increased from 829 (2000) to 1308 (2003) while numbers of accepted homeless 
applicants, 68 in 2000, had risen to 110 in 2002/3.  In 2000 approximately 4% of the Council’s housing stock 
was void, whereas by 2002/3 this had reduced to approximately 1%.   

3.223 In the Council’s view a key underlying factor had been the dramatic change in the housing market 
locally through increased house prices.  At a time of lower interest rates house building had also seen a 
boom.  The borough had sought to embrace the initial findings of the HNS and had secured a number of new 
dwellings since 2000 to meet some of the identified target groups, including through the provision of new flats 
in the town centres and low cost family homes.  Such schemes had all proved successful with initiatives like 
shared ownership, new to the borough, taking off with high levels of demand.  The Council had restructured its 
waiting list and this had had an effect on housing turnover, so that the surplus stock predicted by the HNS was 
not being seen and a steady demand for affordable housing was now evident, it said. 

3.224 I note from the Housing Strategy 2001-4 that the Council is also pursuing improved housing 
objectives on a broad front, including by encouraging the improvement of substandard properties and by 
bringing empty private sector properties back into use.  This approach is fully in line with the advice in 
paragraph 9 of Circular 6/98 and is to be welcomed.  However, I have seen no analysis of how the anticipated 
targets from such work have been fed into the updated affordable housing needs analysis.  

3.225 Circular 6/98 makes clear that the assessment of need for affordable housing needs to be rigorous 
with clear assumptions and definitions used, so as to be able to withstand detailed scrutiny, and that 
assessment should be kept up to date during the plan period.  The wide range of changing circumstances in 
the local context underlines the need for regular updating in my view.  I am particularly concerned by the 
plan’s proposed straight-line extrapolation of the 2001-4 Housing Strategy three year target of 50 dwellings 
per annum over ten years.  This gives a target of 500 to be found from the relatively modest residual housing 
provision over the rest of the plan period.   

3.226 I note too that the Council’s Technical Paper 1 (CD39), which I understand to have been published in 
March 2003, proposed that 410 units of affordable housing were required over the 2000-2011 period, an 
average rate of about 37.  I have seen no explanation of how this figure was derived or why it was dropped in 
favour of the 500 units projection.  The technical paper indicates that of the 410 “requirement” 220 dwellings 
were either built or committed, so that 190 “social dwellings” remained to be secured from the 727 dwellings 
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needed on sites where negotiations can be made.  This equates to about 26% and appears to form the basis 
of the Council’s reduction from 30% in the Deposit Draft version of the plan to the 25% now proposed.   

3.227 In a time when the market is evidently subject to dynamic changes the approach seems arbitrary and 
not clearly related to the needs analysis.  As I understand it, the Housing Strategy three year target of 50 per 
annum is intended to be a short-term one geared to funding bids and capital investment for social rented and 
shared ownership housing proposals in the HIP.  While the available market and incomes evidence suggests 
an ongoing affordability gap of some sort, it seems to me that the Council may be confusing its rôles as 
housing enabler and strategic housing authority.  I consider that there should be a clearer and more 
transparent read across from the Council’s strategic housing function and its rôle as local planning authority.  
In my opinion the various types of housing outputs need to be brought together and related to the updated 
assessment of need so that the residual need for any additional affordable housing of all types, including low-
cost market housing, can be more clearly demonstrated.  A summary table would assist interested parties to 
understand how the residual need had been calculated and lay bare the assumptions, thereby assisting the 
monitoring process.   

3.228 On the evidence before the inquiry I am unable to conclude that a maximum level of 25% sought from 
qualifying sites is too much or even, having regard to the RPG/EIP (37-40%) and WASP (44%) top-down 
indicative targets, too little.  Accordingly, I recommend that this aspect of the policy be re-examined before 
adoption. 

3.229 In line with national policy advice, the policy itself, whether amended or not, will need to be read in 
conjunction with the Council’s Housing Strategy.  Together with annual monitoring of the supply of affordable 
housing, this should better inform all concerned parties of the local “affordability gap” at any point in time 
through the plan period.  I am pleased to note that the proposed policy’s explanatory text contains a 
commitment to such annual monitoring and review.

The proposed site size threshold 

3.230 GOWM and objected to the newly proposed 15 dwellings or more/over 0.5 hectares threshold as 
being not in accordance with Circular 06/98 by seeking to employ the lower, Inner London, threshold.  It 
should be the subject of rigorous testing at the inquiry.  The circular made clear that outside Inner London 
such a lower threshold could be applied in exceptional circumstances and needs to be justified by local 
circumstances through the development plan process.  McCarthy & Stone, Bellway and HBF made similar 
objections, while WMRSL noted that the justification for the reduced threshold now proposed by the Council 
had not been adequately shown prior to the inquiry.

3.231 The Council acknowledged the advice in Circular 6/98 and proposed explanatory text outlining the 
need for and justification of the reduced site threshold.  It pointed out the large reliance on windfalls coming 
forward in relation to the relatively modest level of outstanding total housing provision still to come in the plan 
period.  Policy H1 only allocated a small number of sites.  Small windfall sites below 0.4 hectares and 
conversions comprised allowances totalling 600 of the balance of 1284 units to be found, and yet they would 
not be eligible for any negotiated provision of affordable housing.  Because of the focus on higher density 
schemes on previously developed land there were correspondingly fewer allocations on sites of 1 hectare and 
above.  The Council also pointed out that a wider spread of affordable housing provision across a greater 
number of smaller sites would be more likely to assist in redressing social/community imbalances thereby 
helping to build inclusive communities in line with current government guidance.  If the identified need for 
affordable housing was to be met these factors constituted the exceptional local circumstances referred to in 
paragraph 10 of the Circular justifying use of the lower threshold.   

3.232 At the RTS the objectors present noted the arguments of the Council.  Subject to the overall level of 
need being fully justified, and the percentage being expressed both as a maximum and a starting point for 
negotiations (having regard to other site specific considerations as foreseen by paragraph 10 of the circular), 
they acknowledged that the proposed site size threshold reduction was not in itself unreasonable given the 
particular local circumstances.   

3.233 I have already concluded that there is a need for greater clarity and a more rigorous justification of the 
25% level.  However, subject to that case being clearly demonstrated, I accept that if the need for justified 
affordable housing is to be met the use of the lower site size threshold is warranted in the exceptional local 
circumstances described by the Council.  In reaching such a conclusion I note that the explanatory text should 
include reference to the fact that 25% (or other justified percentage) is a maximum and a starting point for 
negotiation having regard to the other factors listed in paragraph 10 of the circular.
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Should affordable housing be sought only from suitable development sites and if so 
how should suitability be assessed 

3.234 In relation to this issue McCarthy & Stone are concerned that in accordance with advice in Circular 
6/98 affordable housing should only be sought where there is a clearly identified need on suitable sites and in 
relation to suitable developments.  In the light of case law a judgement needs to be exercised over the extent 
to which specialised housing types, such as sheltered homes for the elderly, which are frequently high density 
and utilising previously developed land in sustainable locations, should in addition be subject to affordable 
housing requirements. 

3.235 The footnote to paragraph 2 of Circular 6/98 states that reference to new housing development refers 
to all types of new housing development on a substantial scale, and that this may include special needs 
housing such as sheltered housing for the elderly, if the need is demonstrated.  However, in my view the 
explanatory text should also refer to the advice in paragraph 10 detailing the criteria to be taken into account 
including site size, suitability and the economics of provision, and the need to achieve a successful 
development.  I conclude that such a modification would call for the exercise of judgement on a site- and 
proposal-specific basis and would meet the thrust of the objection.

RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.236 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 

1. the needs assessment be reviewed and updated by considering the results of the latest Housing 
Strategy and if possible the updated Housing Needs Analysis with a view to making a clearer and 
more reasoned justification of the final level of need to be sought from remaining development over 
the plan period, with such analysis included in the explanatory text or accompanying Supplementary 
Planning Guidance; 

2. the explanatory text to the policy be augmented to include a more informative definition of affordability 
in the local context, by reference to local house prices and rents and ability to pay, as a basis for 
monitoring changes in the local market over the life of the plan; 

3. that further justification for the 25% level of affordable housing provision (or other lesser level) be 
given in the explanatory text; 

4. that reference be made in the explanatory text to the advice in paragraph 10 of Circular 6/98; 
5. that, subject to prior consideration of the above conclusions and recommendations, the balance of the 

Council’s proposed modifications, including the proposed to be revised site size/numbers threshold, 
be incorporated in the policy and explanatory text as appropriate. 

16. POLICY H.4 – (Mix of house types and sizes)

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0003/H.3 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL); 
755/0002/H.3 - Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy also promote a range of tenures and affordability 
¶ Is the policy too prescriptive and inflexible

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.237 WMRSL supports the policy but objects that it should also promote a range of tenures and 
affordability to enable the development of sustainable and balanced communities and social inclusion.  The 
Council supports the objector’s intention but considers that the issue is already addressed by policy H3.  I 
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agree with the Council that since policy H3 seeks to secure a proportion of affordable housing on new sites, 
including housing available for rent or shared ownership, there is no need to modify policy H4.  

3.238 Bellway Homes objects that the policy is inflexible and that it is inappropriate to specify a threshold of 
15 dwellings or 0.4 ha given that there is already a policy on affordable housing.  In my view the policy aim is 
not inconsistent with the advice in paragraphs 9-11 of PPG3 encouraging authorities to plan for smaller 
households and to create mixed communities by determining the type and size of additional housing.  Thus I 

see no contradiction between this and the affordable housing policies.  However, I agree with the Council that 
the wording of the policy could be more clearly expressed and I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.239 I recommend that the plan be modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed amendment as set 
out in document LPA/H.4/755/0002/H.3/1. 

17. POLICY H.5 – (Homes adaptable for the disabled and mobility impaired) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0005/H.4 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL); 
755/0004/H.4 - Bellway Homes Planning and Development Division.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit

Issues

¶ Should the policy include reference to ‘Lifetime Homes’ principles  
¶ Is the policy too prescriptive

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.240 While the WMRSL supports the principle of the policy it considers that reference should be made to 
the principles of lifetime Homes as devised by the Joseph Rowntree.  The Council points out that it inserted a 
reference to these principles in the explanatory text in the Second Deposit version of the plan.  I consider that 
this has satisfied the objection and that no further action is necessary in that regard. 

3.241 Bellway Homes objects that 10% is too prescriptive and is an unrealistic reflection of actual need 
which should be identified through the housing needs survey and then provided through negotiation with 
developers.  The Council notes that paragraph 13 of PPG3 lends support to the aim of meeting the housing 
needs of disabled people and that the Housing Needs Assessment (CD47) shows a shortfall of some 1400 
adaptable homes.  Bearing in mind the limited number of new homes to be provided during the plan period I 
accept that the 10% figure is an appropriate indicator of possible provision, while noting that it should be a 
matter for negotiation with developers.  Hence I see no need to alter the policy in response to this objection.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.242 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

18. POLICY H.6 – (Planning obligations in new housing developments) 

Objections to First Deposit 587/0006/H.5 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL);  
755/0005/H.5 - Bellway Homes Planning and Development Division.

Objections to Second Deposit 873R/0008/H.5 - Warwickshire County Council Department of 
Planning, Transport & Economic Strategy (WCC).
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Issues

¶ Should RSL’s providing affordable housing be obliged to support other publicly funded services 
¶ Is the policy too prescriptive  
¶ Should the policy refer to public transport services as well as facilities

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.243 WMRSL regards affordable housing as a planning gain in itself and objects that Registered Social 
Landlords acting as developers may be required to spend public money on services normally funded by the 
public purse such as education.  

3.244 The thrust of government guidance in Circular 1/97 (CD25B) is that obligations must be fair and 
reasonable and directly related to the proposed use and its consequences.  It contains no references to 
exceptions being made in favour of providers of affordable housing.  I note that the policy aims only to seek 
obligations to meet increased demands arising directly from the development in question.  This accords with 
government advice.  The Council acknowledges that social housing providers face government funding 
constraints that can limit their flexibility to a greater extent than may apply to private developers.  However, it 
considers that it would be inappropriate to give a blanket exclusion to RSLs from the need to meet reasonable 
and development related requirements.  I note that the policy seeks to proceed by way of negotiation.  For the 
sake of transparency and consistency I consider that the ability to meet genuine needs arising directly from a 
particular development should be assessed in relation to scheme costs and viability on a case-by-case basis.  
I recommend accordingly that the plan should not be modified in response to this objection. 

3.245 The objection made by Bellway Homes argues that the policy should not be so prescriptive and 
should replicate the general terms of Circular 1/97.  I note the word “appropriate” in the policy wording and 
that it expressly refers to those needs arising directly form the development.  Thus the policy accords with 
advice in Circular 1/97 stating that authorities should set out in development plans matters which fall to be 
addressed in this way.  I see no need to change it in this regard. 

3.246 WCC objects to the reference to transportation matters only including public transport facilities (eg 
bus stops and shelters) and not services, having regard to the possible need to divert or extend services to 
serve particular new developments.  The Council accepts that that was not its intention and would accept the 
suggested change to the policy wording.  Such a change would be consistent with the thrust of government 
advice in PPG13 and Circular 1/97 and I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.247 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting between “transport” and “facilities” the words 
“services and”, but that no further modifications be made in response to these objections. 

19. POLICY H.7 – (Development criteria for windfall sites) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 157/0012/H.6 - British Telecommunications plc (BT);  373/0010/H.6 - 
House Builders Federation (HBF);  484/0003/H.6 - Mrs E. Kimberley;  
587/0008/H.6 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL);  
621/0001/H.6 - McCarthy & Stone;  737/0009/H.6 - Smith Stuart 
Reynolds (SSR);  755/0007/H.6 - Bellway Homes Planning & 
Development Division

Objections to Second Deposit 255R/0013/H.6 - Environment Agency

Issues

¶ Should the policy be limited to sites of less than 0.4 ha or also include larger sites 
¶ Should greenfield windfall sites be included in criterion (a) 
¶ Should the UCS include sites of less than 0.4 ha 
¶ Should criterion (d) limiting the policy to sites within 400 m of a bus route be deleted 
¶ Is the policy too prescriptive 
¶ Should there be a new criterion for the remediation of contaminated sites 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.248 The appropriate size of windfall sites has already been addressed earlier in this chapter under my 
consideration of objections to policy H1.  Following from consideration of objections to that policy I agreed with 
the Council’s proposal to include larger windfall sites of more than 0.4 ha in the housing supply figures, albeit  
at a different point in the analysis.  It follows that it is logical to remove the size limit in Policy H7 as now 
suggested by the Council and to amend the explanatory text accordingly. 

3.249 HBF objects to developable windfall sites of less than 0.4 ha being limited to brownfield sites in urban 
areas since there may be greenfield sites in sustainable locations that are underused and could be put to 
more effective use.  PPG3 does not specifically limit the sequential approach to urban brownfield sites.  
However, I note that paragraph 30 does say that the identification of sites should follow a search sequence 
starting with the re-use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas identified by the urban 
housing capacity study, then urban extensions, and finally new development round nodes in good public 
transport corridors.  It also states that local planning authorities should not need to extend the search further 
than required to provide sufficient capacity to meet the agreed housing provision.  Later, at paragraph 36, the 
PPG states that authorities should make allowances for all the different types of windfalls in their plans but 
that no allowance should be made for greenfield windfalls.  In the light of this guidance I conclude that a 
greenfield windfall allowance would be inappropriate and should not be included in criterion (a). 

3.250 Mrs Kimberley objected to the reference in the supporting text to pressure on the countryside but the 
Council deleted this at Second Deposit stage.  I conclude that here is no reason to modify policy H7 in 
response to the objection.  The objector’s concern that windfalls may be a declining resource have been 
addressed earlier in this chapter under policy H1.  

3.251 WMRSL generally support the criteria in the policy but objects to the exclusion of sites below 0.4 ha 
from the UCS.  In its view these should be included to give a clearer picture of the development potential in 
the borough.  The Council points out that the need for a threshold of some sort is acknowledged in the county-
wide UCS framework document (CD52) and in “Tapping the Potential” (TTP - CD24).  I note that at page 13, 
under the heading “Small Sites”, TTP advises that it is preferable (my emphasis) for a full survey of site 
potential to be conducted, including within its scope small vacant and derelict sites, with care being take to 
avoid double counting.  However, I also recognise that given limited resources a cut-off threshold must be 
drawn somewhere.  As it is, the Council’s approach sifted the smaller sites out from the UCS at an early stage 
but included small windfalls in the overall supply figures based on historic rates.  In my opinion the rate of 50 
per annum is not disproportionately large by comparison with other identified sources of supply.  The 
monitoring process should reveal whether a greater number of windfall sites come forward in practice.  I am 
not persuaded that the inclusion of sites below 0.4 ha in the final UCS was essential. 

3.252 McCarthy and Stone and BT object to the inclusion of Criterion (d) referring to the requirement for 
windfall sites to be within 400m of a bus route as being unduly restrictive when sites may be more than 400m 
but still be within reasonable walking distance from a bus route.  I accept that neither PPG3 nor PPG13 are 
prescriptive about a 400m walking distance, but para 3.15 of PPG6 does refer to a 200-300m distance as 
being reasonable for someone carrying shopping.  Bearing in mind that 400m would encompass many of the 
urban edge sites in the borough I agree with the Council that its specificity is preferable to the “reasonable 
walking distance” alternative put forward by McCarthy and Stone which could lead to interpretation difficulties. 

3.253 Bellway Homes objects that the policy is too prescriptive and has too many criteria.  I consider that 
the criteria all relate to material considerations which need to be considered when windfall sites are under 
consideration for development, and hence I conclude that no change to the policy is required in this regard. 

3.254 The Environment Agency suggests an additional criterion to address remediation of land known to be 
contaminated.  I agree with the Council that these aims are best covered under policy ENV24 about which the 
agency has commented and which I discuss in a later chapter.

RECOMMENDATIONS

3.255 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:  

a) - delete from the Policy the words: “(of less than 0.4 hectares)”; 
b) - delete from the supporting text the first sentence and add the following to the end of the paragraph; 
"Policy H1 makes an allowance for previously developed windfall sites under 0.4 hectares, amounting to some 
50 completions per year throughout the plan period.  Policy H1 also recognises that large previously 
developed windfall sites will come forward over the period and the estimated potential of these sites is set out 
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in a separate allowance.  Applications for development of all sizes of windfall sites will be assessed against 
the criteria listed in this policy.”; 
but that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

20. POLICY H.8 – (Conversion/residential re-use of non residential buildings) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 154/0004/H.7 - Country Land & Business Association (CLBA);  
157/0005/H.7 - British Telecommunications plc (BT);  566/0001/H.7 - 
National Farmers Union (NFU);  587/0003/H.7 - West Midlands RSL 
Planning Consortium (WMRSL)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should criterion (c), relating to 400m proximity to a bus route, apply to farm buildings 
¶ Should criterion (e), requiring a lack of commercial viability test, be deleted 
¶ Should conversions for affordable housing be promoted by relaxing car parking criteria 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.256 CLBA and NFU are concerned that criterion (c), requiring that candidate buildings for conversion to 
residential use be within 400m of a bus route, effectively precludes the conversion of farm buildings to 
residential use.  BT considers that it is overly restrictive in relation to national guidance and people’s 
propensity to walk, and hence likely to hinder the conversion of otherwise appropriate buildings.   

3.257 The Council notes that the area is predominantly urban and that there are few farm buildings of which 
several could, in any case, meet the criterion.  Bearing in mind that policy ENV 4 provides for farm 
diversification and that this could generate at least as much, if not more, car borne traffic, and also having 
regard to the small number of buildings within the policy’s ambit, the Council accepts that there are grounds 
for making the exception sought by the objectors.  Hence it would agree to an amendment to the criterion in 
this regard.  I see no major effect on the aims of the policy in allowing the added flexibility sought by the 
objector. 

3.258 With regard to the ‘lack of commercial viability test’, I note that para 3.15 of PPG7 “The Countryside-
Environmental Quality and Economic and Social Development” (CD15) states that the conversion of buildings 
which are currently in industrial or commercial use to dwellings may have an adverse impact on the local 
economy.  In generally encouraging the conversion and re-use of rural buildings for business purposes, in 
areas where the creation of local employment is a priority, it states that local planning authorities may include 
policies in their development plans which do not allow residential re-use unless every effort has first been 
made to secure suitable business re-use, or where residential conversion is a subordinate part of a scheme 
for business re-use.  Elsewhere in the plan the Council propose a major Green Belt release primarily on 
grounds of local employment needs.  Against that background I see no reason to delete the criterion which 
was introduced by the Council at the Second Deposit stage.  My understanding is that candidate buildings, of 
whatever type, would be required to satisfy all of the criteria.  I do not consider that such a viability of retention 
test would infringe unduly on property owners’ rights.   

3.259 With regard to affordable housing, the Council states that the practical way for it to be promoted would 
be to add a criterion to that effect.  However, given that only 25% of housing on new sites is to be “affordable”, 
there is insufficient justification to make a special case for such conversion proposals, it said .  If added it 
could inhibit the re-use of buildings where cost is a critical factor.  If the policy is not changed in this way then 
the issue of car parking standards does not arise.   

3.260 I note that criterion (b) does allow for the possibility of reduced car parking provision for buildings in or 
adjoining town centres.  Hence there is some flexibility in the implementation of the policy where buildings 
enjoy sustainable access to services and facilities and which are likely to be attractive to young single people 
and couples without children and where a car-less life style may be more achievable.  On the available 
evidence I see no case for the change suggested by WMRSL.
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RECOMMENDATION 

3.261 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting into criterion (c) the words “a farm building or is” 
between the words “is and “within”; but that no other modifications be made in response to these objections. 

21. POLICY H.9 – (Sub-division of dwellings) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0001/H.8 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issue

¶ Should the policy be more flexible in relation to car parking and amenity space  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.262 WMRSL objects that the policy should be more flexible in relation to car parking and amenity space 
requirements having regard to advice in Circular 6/98 and PPG3.  For its part the Council has reservations 
about the blanket adoption of different car parking standards for RSL-managed affordable housing. 

3.263 I note that the plan’s parking standards (now considered in T10) are expressed as maxima in line with 
the advice in Annex D of PPG13 (CD9).  Criterion (a) states that consideration will be given to reducing 
parking standards where the property is located within or adjacent to the town centres.  This accords with 
government advice and should provide RSL’s and other providers of lower cost housing some flexibility in this 
regard.  

3.264 With regards to amenity space I agree with the Council that while there is a need for some flexibility 
some basic minimum standards of provision should apply and that the policy’s standards are not 
unreasonably high.  I conclude that there is no case for relaxing the standards further.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.265 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection. 

22. POLICY H.10 (DELETED) – (off-street parking standards) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0004/H.10 - House Builders Federation (HBF);  587/0003/H.10 - 
West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Is an average 1.5 spaces per dwelling too little 
¶ Should the 1.5 spaces per dwelling be a maximum rather than an average 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.266 While acknowledging the guidance in PPG3, in an area where many households are reliant on access 
by car to larger settlements for employment and leisure HBF objects that an average parking provision of 1.5 
spaces per dwelling is inappropriately low for some developments.  In its view there should be a greater 
spread between different types and locations of development.  The average should apply throughout the 
district and not for each development. 
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3.267 On the other hand WMRSL considers that 1.5 spaces per dwelling should be a maximum not an 
average.  It points to advice in Circular 6/98 that lower parking standards should apply to affordable housing 
and other groups with low car ownership when they are managed by a Registered Social Landlord. 

3.268 The Council deleted this policy from the Housing chapter at the Second Deposit stage and the parking 
standards are now considered in the Transport chapter under Policy T10 and related national guidance and 
SPG.  I conclude that there is no need for a positive recommendation in this chapter.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.269 I recommend that no modifications be made to the local plan in response to these objections.

23. POLICY H.10 – (Houses in Multiple Occupation – HMOs) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0002/H.9 - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL) 
761/0001/H.9 - Mr M. Srbljanin.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy reflect a presumption in favour of conversion to HMO use 
¶ Should the policy seek to discourage HMOs on amenity grounds

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.270 WMRSL objects to the negative phrasing of the policy and considers that HMOs should especially be 
promoted for development by RSLs as an important source of affordable housing for those with a particular 
housing need. 

3.271 Mr Srbljanin objects to the policy’s promotion of HMOs because they can lead to loss of parking 
amenity for existing residents, the introduction of a transient population, the loss of local identity and 
neighbourliness, and to rising crime. 

3.272 The Council acknowledges that there is a demand for HMO accommodation and that its controlled 
provision makes a positive contribution to the supply of a mix of housing and tenure types.  It also notes that 
while demand for parking provision by the occupiers of HMOs tends to be less than that for larger units, 
problems can and do arise in areas where off-street parking is limited.  It also accepts that HMOs can give 
rise to other amenity issues, albeit that in its view the social characteristics are beyond its remit.   

3.273   I note that in locations near the town centre the policy would not require off-street car parking so that 
there is some flexibility for suitable properties in appropriate circumstances as sought by WMRSL.  Having 
regard to the generality of HMOs impacts on established areas, I consider that the policy’s controlling criteria 
strike the right balance between encouraging a valuable form of affordable housing and controlling the 
possible adverse effects which uncontrolled changes of use to HMOs could have on the amenity and living 
conditions of existing residents.  I conclude, therefore, that the policy should remain unchanged.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.274 I recommend that no modifications be made to the local plan in response to these objections. 

24. POLICY H.11 – (Density: making effective use of land) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 621/0001/H.11 - McCarthy & Stone
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Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit

Issue

¶ Should the density criterion be deleted or amended 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.275 McCarthy & Stone specialise in the provision of sheltered housing for sale to the elderly in which field 
it has extensive experience.  It is concerned that the policy may preclude the achievement of typical sheltered 
schemes for the elderly which would be well located, designed and otherwise acceptable, but which may 
result in densities higher than the 30-50 dwellings per hectare density range which the present policy wording 
seeks for all sites.  

3.276 The Council points out that in line with guidance in PPG3 “Housing” the policy is seeking to make the 
best use of land by encouraging higher densities than those that were achieved in the past.  But it 
acknowledges that the wording could benefit from greater clarity and hence accepts the thrust of the 
objection.  I conclude that its suggested rewording would meet the objection by allowing higher densities than 
50 dwellings per hectare in appropriate circumstances, including sheltered housing for the elderly. 

RECOMMENDATION 

3.277 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting the second and third sentences and inserting in 
their place the following: “A minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare will be sought on all sites.  Density 
above 50 dwellings per hectare will be considered where the type of housing provision can lend itself to higher 
density, such as sheltered housing for the elderly, or where a site is located within 400m of good public 
transport facilities.” 

25. POLICY H.12 – (New residential design and layout standards) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0004/H.12 - The Environment Agency;  373/0003/H.12 - House 
Builders Federation. (HBF)

Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0005/H.12 - National Farmers Union (NFU)

Issues

¶ Should the policy criterion on energy efficiency be strengthened 
¶ Should criterion (b) – purposeful street networks – be deleted 
¶ Should the policy be amended to prevent new housing development close to farm buildings

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.278 The Council supports the EA’s aim to ensure that development is more energy efficient than it has 
been in the past.  It maintains that the policy requirement in criterion (e) should help towards the achievement 
of that goal.  I agree that good design should embrace improved energy efficiency among the other factors 
listed in the policy.  Consumers and providers of new housing are now much more aware of the need for low 
energy homes and recent changes to the Building Regulations have raised statutory standards.   

3.279 However, in my view the objector’s proposed strengthening of the policy to “require reduced energy 
consumption” would not be achievable or appropriate.  Should the EA see poor examples of energy efficiency 
in residential schemes on which it is consulted it should be able to bring them to the Council’s attention with a 
view to improvements being made prior to planning permission being granted. 

3.280 The Council has accepted that HBF’s objection with regard to criterion (b) in the deposit draft had 
merit and deleted it from the Second/Revised Deposit version of the plan, but the objection was not 
withdrawn.  There is thus no need for me to make a positive recommendation. 



                                                                                                                                             Chapter 3 - Housing

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 3.49

3.281 NFU objects that the policy does not go far enough in preventing new housing development close to 
farm buildings with the associated risk of amenity complaints in the future to the detriment of the farming 
activity.  It wishes to see the policy include a requirement that would prevent new residential development 
within 400m of existing “bad neighbours” such as intensive livestock units or grain dryers.  It also seeks the 
inclusion of a related policy to introduce “cordons sanitaires” around existing noisy or smelly farms. 

3.282 I agree with the Council’s response that the policy is primarily concerned with design rather than 
locational criteria.  The explanatory text does include reference to the need to achieve a good living 
environment and the possible need for mitigation measures for development near to noisy activities.  In my 
view it is clear that the onus is on the developer to achieve the necessary level of residential amenity.  Hence 
proper implementation of the policy should not permit development where that may be unachievable by 
reason of neighbouring or nearby noisy or smelly activities.  I deal with the “cordons sanitaires” question later 
in the chapter.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.283 I recommend that no modifications be made to the local plan in response to these objections 

26. POLICY H.13 – (Travellers’ accommodation) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 283/0002/H.13 - The Gypsy Council.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan identify land in the area suitable for Gypsy accommodation rather than a criteria-based 
policy

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.284 The Gypsy Council notes the lack of any land allocation in the plan and states that the proposed H13 
criteria-based policy for the assessment of possible future accommodation proposals begs the question as to 
whether the area does contain any suitable land.  In its view it would be better for the plan to identify land for 
Gypsy accommodation given that the recent planning application for accommodation for 21 families indicates 
that there is a need for such land in the area.  In any event in the light of planning case histories the criteria 
based policy should not include the Green Belt as an absolute bar to the development of Gypsy 
accommodation. 

3.285 I note the Borough Council’s statement that it has sought to follow the government advice in Circular 
1/94 and that in drafting the policy it took into account the degree of need demonstrated by the bi-annual 
Gypsy counts.  Between July 1999 and January 2002 there was some evidence of unauthorised caravans but 
at a relatively modest level (9, 2, 0 and 10).  There is public provision for travellers at Griff in Nuneaton.  The 
Council concluded that allocation of additional Gypsy site accommodation was not warranted at this level of 
unmet demand.  This was especially so in the absence of clear information about the needs of any of the 
families who might be in need.  The inclusion of a criteria-based policy accords with government advice in the 
circumstances before the council, it said.  The application for 21 private sites followed the establishment of an 
unauthorised private Gypsy camp on Green Belt land at Bulkington in late April 2001 after the drafting of the 
deposit plan.  Planning permission was refused and appeals against the refusals and subsequent 
enforcement notices have been dismissed.  In acknowledgement of the possibility of unmet demand the 
Council points out that at the Second Deposit stage (in 2002) to allow more flexibility in finding possible sites it 
did delete the Areas of Restraint from criterion (b).   It now reads: “sites for travellers will not normally be 
appropriate in the Green Belt”.  Further flexibility was introduced by the insertion in the explanatory text to the 
policy of a sentence stating that if need for extra accommodation is proven the Council will work with the 
Gypsy Council to investigate the potential of a site or sites which could be the subject of a planning 
application(s). 

3.286 I conclude that on the available evidence it is not clear that there is a long-standing significant level of 
unmet demand in the district.  In such circumstances the allocation of land would be inappropriate.  If clear 
and continuing need arises the removal of Areas of Restraint from criterion (b) of policy H13 should give some 
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possibility of finding sites outside the Green Belt, in which the criterion properly reflects government guidance 
in PPG2 “Green Belts” (CD2).   In my view it also reflects the presumption against inappropriate development, 
while the word “normally” would allow for an argument of very special circumstances (including personal and 
family circumstances) to be put on its merits in individual cases.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.287 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

27. POLICY OMISSION – (Affordable local needs rural housing) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 154/0008/H.Other - Country Land & Business Association (CLBA)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a policy for affordable local needs housing in rural areas 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.288 The CLBA is concerned that pressure from retired people and commuters may price out low income 
residents traditionally associated with the countryside and lead to an undesirable uneven mix of community. 

3.289 As a general proposition I have some sympathy with the objector’s point and I acknowledge the 
support lent by PPG3 to the release of exception sites in rural areas.  However, in the context of Nuneaton 
and Bedworth I agree with the Council that the extent of truly rural settlements and dwellings is so modest that 
the issue can be dealt with under the umbrella of the main plan policies for housing and the specific merits of 
individual farm proposals.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.290 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

28. POLICY OMISSION – (‘Cordons sanitaires’)

Objections to Deposit Draft 566/0001/H.Other - National Farmers Union (NFU)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a policy for “cordons sanitaires” near noisy or smelly farm buildings in which 
sensitive development, including new housing, would not be allowed 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.291 The NFU are concerned that new residential development close to a farming enterprise with noisy or 
smelly activities would be likely to lead to complaints which may impact adversely on the operation of the 
business. 

3.292 I acknowledge the NFU’s concern in this regard.  However, I agree with the Council that a blanket ban 
on new housing or other “sensitive” development within 400 metres of a noise or smell source could be an 
over-reaction to a potential problem which may be capable of resolution by other means.  It would also run 
counter to the policy relating to the conversion and re-use of buildings for residential purposes to which the 
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objector has given qualified support. .  The concern should properly be considered on its merits as a material 
consideration in individual cases.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.293 I recommend that no modification be made to the local plan in response to this objection 

29. POLICY OMISSION – (Monitoring) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 587/0006/H.Other - West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium
(WMRSL)

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should monitoring be afforded greater weight by inclusion as a distinct policy 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

3.294 WMRSL state that monitoring of housing should be included as a distinct policy so as to accurately 
measure ‘social progress’ and the extent to which identified housing need is being met with appropriate trigger 
points to allow proper review when necessary.  The Council considers that the plan text to policies H1 and H3 
and pages 93 and 94 contain sufficient reference to the intention to monitor various aspects of the housing 
delivery and thus that no specific policy is required. 

3.295 I agree that monitoring is a very important element and I consider that the plan’s various references to 
housing monitoring could be better focussed by a clearer statement of intent within the housing chapter to 
provide a clear overview to all parties involved with the development process.  I have already made a 
recommendation in that regard.  However, I see no compelling case for a specific policy as the annual 
monitoring to be undertaken will be tied to the specific aims of a number of inter-related housing policies.

RECOMMENDATION 

3.296 I recommend that the plan be modified as described in my recommendations on Policy H1. 
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ANNEX 1 

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY H.1(n) 

39/0015/H.1(n) – Mr R J Brookes 
119/0027/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs K Baxter 
147/0018/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs Chadwick 
229/0008/H.1(n) – Ms T Duffield 
230/0007/H.1(n) – Mr M Duffield 
232/0021/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs S Day 
258/0009/H.1(n) – Y A Edwards 
273/0020/H.1(n) – Mr S Fallows 
316/0045/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs R Glover 
317/0041/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs P Gibbon 
319/0005/H.1(n) – Mr M Goodall 
380/0001/H.1(n) – Mr T Hall 
391/0006/H.1(n) – Mr J Healy 
441/0013/H.1(n) – Mr H Juggins 
451/0085/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs H C Kent 
487/0024/H.1(n) -  Mr M Ley 
544/0030/H.1(n) – The Maclure Family 
552/0023/H.1(n) – Mrs S Mitchell 
555/0003/H.1(n) – Mrs T C Moloney 
557/0010/H.1(n) – Mrs C Moore 
558/0031/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs A Moore 
568/0002/H.1(n) – Nuneaton Federation Of Allotments 
686/0042/H.1(n) – Mr & Mrs P Robbins 
756/0019/H.1(n) – Mr C Stafford 
806/0033/H.1(n) – Mr M Tomlinson 
807/0032/H.1(n0 – Mr & Mrs M S Tedds 
882/0039/H.1(n) – Ms J Wilson & Mr M Corbett 
908/0034/H.1(n) – Mr P & Mrs M Davies. 
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ANNEX 2 

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY H.1(o) 

12/0238/H1(o) – Mr D Armson 
13/0061/H1(o) – D J & M Albrighton 
15/0043/H1(o) – Ms J Ayliff 
17/0508/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Ashford 
19/0345/H1(o) – Ms R Ankers 
20/0379/H1(o) – P Addison 
21/0378/H1(o) – M E & F S Addison 
23/0466/H1(o) – Mr W J Ashby 
24/0192/H1(o) – B A Atkins 
26/0181/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs G Atkins 
27/0191/H1(o) – Mr M Adamson 
28/0172/H1(o) – J Adamson 
29/0150/H1(o) – I Aley 
30/0102/H1(o) – R Arnold 
42/0234/H1(o) – Ms S Bonner 
53/0243/H1(o) – S Bingel 
54/0227/H1(o) – Mr F Bingel 
55/0222/H1(o) - Mr & Mrs P Bowler 
58/0235/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Blurton 
59/0244/H1(o) – S Binge 
60/0252/H1(o) – Mr Badham 
61/0086/H1(o) – Mr D Bennett 
64/0119/H1(o) – D Brown 
65/0101/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Burrows 
66/0092/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Branham 
67/0141/H1(o) – M Barnett 
68/0142/H1(o) - Mr J Brainbridge 
70/0134/H1(o) – Ms K Ballard 
71/0532/H1(o) – Paul & Wendy Barker 
72/0218/H1(o) – J Brookes 
78/0143/H1(o) – Mrs Brainbridge 
80/0158/H1(o) – G Bardon 
83/0187/H1(o) – Ms W Burns 
84/0196/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Brown 
85/0389/H1(o) – Miss R Brindley 
86/0392/H1(o) – Ms V Blades 
87/0415/H1(o) – T Briggs 
89/0304/H1(o) – R E Brandist 
90/0305/H1(o) – M Boyd 
91/0300/H1(o) – B D Baxter 
93/0373/H1(o) – S Carvell 
95/0296/H1(o) – Miss S Brown 
96/0330/H1(o) – C J Butler 
97/0354/H1(o) – Mr M J Brindley 
98/0346/H1(o) – Mr C Blair 
100/0368/H1(o) – Mr C Birch 
101/0030/H1(o) – Miss A Blackeby 
102/0032/H1(o) – Mrs J Bedding 
104/0051/H1(o) – Mrs D Bazeley 
106/0031/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs P Barnsley 
107/0027/H1(o) – Mr A W Belcher 
108/0029/H1(o) – J Barratt 
110/0012/H1(o) – Mr P Brogan 
113/0439/H1(o) – Mr E H Batchelor 
114/0436/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs T Burton 
140/0255/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Brannan 
150/0387/H1(o) – Ms J Clews 
155/0538/H1(o) – Coventry Diocesan Board of Finance 
167/0514/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs D A Cannon 
170/0367/H1(o) – G J Clow 
171/0326/H1(o) – Mrs R Crofts 
172/0382/H1(o) – Mr A S Carter 
173/0385/H1(o) – Mr P Chamberlain 
174/0384/H1(o) – Ms T Chamberlain 
176/0298/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs J C Coulter 
177/0336/H1(o) – C J Cassidy 
178/0420/H1(o) – Mrs I Cross 
179/0417/H1(o) – Robin Coles 
180/0447/H1(o) – Mr D Cross 
181/0473/H1(o) – D & B Cooke 
183/0482/H1(o) – D & A Cross 
184/0184/H1(o) – Mrs J Croyden 
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188/0149/H1(o) – Mr E Comb 
189/0148/H1(o) – Mrs H Comb 
191/0127/H1(o) – Ms P Chamberlain 
193/0084/H1(o) - Mr M Cook 
196/0230/H1(o) – M Chapman 
198/0512/H1(o) – C M & D G Cookes 
201/0040/H1(o) – K D & J Clowes 
203/0265/H1(o) – C I Crewe 
204/0257/H1(o) – Mr G Cartwright 
206/0484/H1(o) – B S Dhariwal 
207/0312/H1(o) – Ms U Dunton  
208/0434/H1(o) – Mr A P Doyle 
209/0268/H1(o) – Mrs L D Devany 
210/0480/H1(o) – G J Daniels 
212/0116/H1(o) – Mrs A Doughty & Miss A Doughty 
214/0283/H1(o) – S J & J Darlaston 
215/0137/H1(o) – Mrs B Davis 
217/0400/H1(o) – Mr J Davenport 
218/0467/H1(o) – Ms J Dyall 
219/0260/H1(o) – S Dunn 
220/0350/H1(o) – B W Dickens 
221/0496/H1(o) – Ms M Dawson 
222/0273/H1(o) – Mr K J Dykes 
237/0096/H1(o) – Mr D C Evans 
239/0139/H1(o) – N Etherington 
241/0138/H1(o) – Mrs E V Dews 
242/0182/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Evans 
243/0145/H1(o) – J Edwards 
245/0399/H1(o) – Mr R Edmonds 
246/0397/H1(o) – Mr G Edmonds 
247/0398/H1(o) – Ms H Edmonds 
249/0321/H1(o) - Mr & Mrs W R Eccles 
250/0501/H1(o) - Mr & Mrs D Everitt 
262/0530/H1(o) – J A Everitt 
265/0544/H1(o) – Mr R Evans 
266/0539/H1(o) – M Evans 
267/0046/H1(o) – W E Fairbrother 
268/0513/H1(o) – R Froggatt 
269/0341/H1(o) – C Fox 
270/0440/H1(o) – W D Farnell 
272/0470/H1(o) – Mrs E Farrage 
285/0375/H1(o) – Ms G A P Green 
286/0355/H1(o) – Mr P J & Mrs M J Goode 
287/0437/H1(o) – Ms L Gudgeon 
289/0460/H1(o) – Mr D Gordon 
290/0459/H1(o) – Ms T Gordon 
291/0207/H1(o) – Mr M R Guise 
293/0171/H1(o) – Ms S Gravill 
294/0204/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs M J Grant 
295/0291/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs D Green 
296/0133/H1(o) – Mrs Gutteridge 
297/0299/H1(o) – D E Garner 
298/0251/H1(o) – Mr N Grant 
300/0250/H1(o) – Mrs B Gadsby 
302/0281/H1(o) – K Lee & Ms C Gudgeon 
303/0082/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Grimmett 
333/0264/H1(o) – Mrs B Hodgetts 
334/0286/H1(o) - M L Hood 
335/0057/H1(o) – Mrs S M Harris 
338/0046/H1(o) – Mr I White & Miss S Higgott 
339/0022/H1(o) – P E Hodgetts 
340/0033/H1(o) – Mrs D Hextall 
342/0510/H1(o) – Mrs K Hunter 
344/0351/H1(o) – M Hammersley 
347/0339/H1(o) – Mr B Hartwell 
351/0407/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs R G Hall 
353/0421/H1(o) – G Hollis 
354/0453/H1(o) – W G Holmes 
355/0478/H1(o) – Mr B J Hughes 
356/0477/H1(o) – Mrs A Hughes 
358/0498/H1(o) – Mr N Hunter 
359/0199/H1(o) – Mrs J Hopper 
361/0178/H1(o) – D Hammersley 
362/0189/H1(o) - P J Home 
363/0163/H1(o) – Mr N Harris 
364/0177/H1(o) – J Hammersley 
366/0091/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Hill 
367/0088/H1(o) – L Hammersley 
368/0087/H1(o) – Mr R G Huntley 
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394/0531/H1(o) – Mr K Hill 
406/0221/H1(o) – S Ingram 
409/0048/H1(o) – K R Johnson 
410/0094/H1(o) – Mr Jacobs 
411/0099/H1(o) – Mrs J Jeffrey 
413/0110/H1(o) – Mr B Johnson 
414/0161/H1(o) – Mr N E Jones 
416/0162/H1(o) – Mrs E Jones 
417/0165/H1(o) – Ms E Johnson 
419/0166/H1(o) – Mr I Johnson 
420/0206/H1(o) – Mrs C Jacques 
422/0443/H1(o) – S E Johnson 
428/0262/H1(o) – Mr A Jarrold 
429/0511/H1(o) – W J Jones 
443/0180/H1(o) – Mr P Kearns 
448/0357/H1(o) – Mrs M King 
449/0219/H1(o) – H Kennedy 
453/0090/H1(o) – B Langohr 
455/0155/H1(o) – Mrs Lapper 
456/0174/H1(o) – Mr J Lee 
457/0186/H1(o) – Mrs B Law 
459/0483/H1(o) – Mrs C Lloyd 
460/0481/H1(o) – Mr P Lloyd 
464/0381/H1(o) – Ms D Larkins 
466/0306/H1(o) – D Lines 
467/0362/H1(o) – Mr A J Lloyd 
470/0045/H1(o) – Mrs L F Lynn 
471/0049/H1(o) – L K Lucas 
472/0054/H1(o) – Mr A J Lester 
474/0089/H1(o) – A Lawson 
476/0267/H1(o) – L E Lamb 
485/0380/H1(o) – F H J Larkins 
493/0284/H1(o) – Mrs T Manuel-Farmer 
494/0100/H1(o) – Mr S McBride 
495/0242/H1(o) – S Monaghan 
497/0095/H1(o) – Ms B Mountford 
498/0276/H1(o) - Mr & Mrs S Morrow 
499/0117/H1(o) – Mrs M Marston 
500/0114/H1(o) – Miss R Moorcroft 
501/0157/H1(o) – Mrs N Moore 
502/0151/H1(o) - Mrs P J Martson 
503/0179/H1(o) – R L Martin 
504/0190/H1(o) – M Malin 
505/0201/H1(o) – R Marston 
507/0419/H1(o) – Ms D M Redfern 
508/0461/H1(o) – A A Marchalin 
516/0315/H1(o) – L T Moore 
517/0311/H1(o) – Ms J Mills 
520/0337/H1(o) – Mr Moreton 
521/0319/H1(o) – Mr W McCormick 
522/0363/H1(o) – J Mulcock 
527/0037/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs McEwan 
529/0068/H1(o) – K Malkin 
562/0325/H1(o) – Mrs S Neave 
563/0024/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs J Nicol 
565/0240/H1(o) – S P Norris 
579/0274/H1(o) – L Owen 
582/0108/H1(o) – Mr M Osborne 
583/0329/H1(o) – Mr S Orton 
595/0376/H1(o) – B W Purchase 
598/0343/H1(o) – Ms L Proffitt 
600/0097/H1(o) – Mrs S Portland 
601/0272/H1(o) – Mrs K Pinfold 
602/0462/H1(o) – W Pinfold 
604/0183/H1(o) – Mr Phillips 
605/0112/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Pearson 
607/0261/H1(o) – Mr N Paul 
610/0323/H1(o) – Ms S Parsons 
612/0259/H1(o) – C J Parker 
613/0109/H1(o) – H Parker 
615/0233/H1(o) – Mrs J Painter 
616/0388/H1(o) – Mr F J Parker 
647/0342/H1(o) – Mrs Queen 
648/0058/H1(o) – Miss S Randle 
649/0062/H1(o) – E C Rogers 
650/0039/H1(o) – Mrs N Rathbone 
651/0042/H1(o) – Mrs B Rossi 
652/0025/H1(o) – Mr S Read 
653/0083/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs E R Rose 
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655/0358/H1(o) – Mrs Reader 
656/0299/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs S J Raven 
657/0394/H1(o) – T D Redhead 
658/0422/H1(o) – Mr I Rathbone 
659/0423/H1(o) – Mrs J M Rathbone 
660/0424/H1(o) – S Rowlands 
661/0292/H1(o) – Mr A Ross 
662/0247/H1(o) – Mr D Robins 
663/0426/H1(o) – Mr L Richards 
664/0428/H1(o) – J Rowlands 
665/0430/H1(o) – Mr N Rathbone 
666/0435/H1(o) – C D Reade  
667/0451/H1(o) – Mrs Rutchi 
671/0208/H1(o) – Ms A Richardson 
672/0203/H1(o) – Mr & Mr Rapson 
673/0198/H1(o) – Mr G Reid 
674/0144/H1(o) – J Reader 
675/0185/H1(o) – Ms P Rose 
677/0526/H1(o) – Mrs M E Rogers 
678/0519/H1(o) – Mr E C Rogers 
691/0540/H1(o) – J Rathbone 
697/0383/H1(o) – M A Sparkes 
698/0313/H1(o) – A J Saunders 
700/0386/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Smith 
701/0429/H1(o) – A Smart 
703/0433/H1(o) – L Saunders 
705/0441/H1(o) – G Steele 
706/0438/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs K Smith 
707/0469/H1(o) - Mr K Stein 
711/0214/H1(o) – Mrs P Stanley 
712/0495/H1(o) – F J Stevens 
713/0160/H1(o) - Mrs Stebleton 
716/0126/H1(o) – B Sudgeon 
717/0136/H1(o) – J Smith 
721/0107/H1(o) – Mr K Smith 
722/0280/H1(o) – C Strong 
723/0294/H1(o) – Mrs P M Stell 
724/0302/H1(o) – T W Smith 
727/0348/H1(o) – Mrs C Sparkes 
728/0504/H1(o) – Mr C Stanford 
729/0301/H1(o) – R P Swain 
732/0055/H1(o) – L A & P E Small 
772/0236/H1(o) – Mrs G Thorpe 
773/0278/H1(o) – Miss A Thompson & Mr S Hawley 
774/0372/H1(o) – R & M Tetsell 
775/0060/H1(o) – R & A Turner 
776/0309/H1(o) – Mr P Talbot 
777/0318/H1(o) – N Tebbutt 
778/0448/H1(o) – S Thompson 
779/0431/H1(o) – P Tiernan 
780/0452/H1(o) – Mrs C Thompson 
781/0449/H1(o) – G P Thompson 
786/0152/H1(o) – P M Taylor 
791/0089/H1(o) – Miss A Taylor 
816/0047/H1(o) – Mr S Villiers 
817/0490/H1(o) – A Villiers 
822/0406/H1(o) – M Ward 
827/0246/H1(o) – Mrs P Wright 
830/0338/H1(o) – Mr J Whetstone 
832/0285/H1(o) – Mr B Warrington 
834/0370/H1(o) – J Williams 
835/0425/H1(o) – Mr T A Wheeler 
838/0050/H1(o) – Mr J Ward 
839/0474/H1(o) – Mr G Wright 
840/0497/H1(o) – Mrs S Wright 
841/0331/H1(o) – Mr P Wilson 
844/0231/H1(o) – Mr G Walker 
845/0106/H1(o) – S Wibberley 
846/0164/H1(o) – Mrs S Welch 
847/0499/H1(o) – Mrs P Wilks 
848/0450/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Wallbank 
850/0359/H1(o) – J L Willett 
851/0135/H1(o) – M Wormleighton 
853/0104/H1(o) – Mr D Warrington 
854/0377/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Wale 
855/0028/H1(o) – J Welton 
856/0205/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Williams 
858/0194/H1(o) – Mr A Wynne 
859/0195/H1(o) – Ms H Wynne 
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860/0472/H1(o) – A Williams 
861/0517/H1(o) – A Watkins 
862/0021/H1(o) – N Watson 
863/0020/H1(o) – C Watson 
864/0202/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs Wright 
865/0213/H1(o) – Mr R Wale 
897/0006/H1(o) – C & I Wain 
899/0007/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs R Wale 
901/0159/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs N P York 
911/0468/H1(o) – Mr & Mrs R M Wale 
938/0128/H1(o) – J Pocock 
940/0500/H1(o) – Mr R & Mrs J Plester
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Chapter 4:  EMPLOYMENT 

Background to employment objectives, land supply and provision 

4.1 The Employment chapter refers to substantial job losses in the older traditional manufacturing 
industries during the 1980’s and early 1990’s, but states that in the recent upturn new investors have been 
attracted to new industrial estates at Bermuda and the former Coventry Colliery.  It notes that the borough’s 
location close to the national motorway network has lead to growth in the distribution and warehouse sector in 
particular.  But the borough has some of the most deprived wards in Warwickshire, the highest unemployment 
rates, and the highest number of people who travel outside the area to work.  New jobs are seen as essential 
to reverse these weaknesses.  To this end Advantage West Midlands (the government funded Regional 
Development Agency) has identified a large part of the borough as a Regeneration Zone (along with much of 
Coventry) to concentrate resources and co-ordinate action to address these problems.   

4.2 The text refers to relevant guidance in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 4 “Industrial and Commercial 
Development and Small Firms” (CD4), RPG 11 West Midlands Regional Planning Guidance 1998 (RPG) 
(CD26), the emerging RPG (CD27 & CD28), and the Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011 (WASP-CD34). 

4.3 In particular RPG11 encourages districts to have a supply of land readily capable of development, 
well served by infrastructure and in locations that maximise the opportunities for access by means of transport 
other than by car.  The RPG also states that all locations should minimise reliance on the car for access and 
should provide for the juxtaposition of employment and residential uses, and that the potential contribution of 
previously developed sites in urban and rural areas should be fully assessed and greenfield sites only 
considered if there are insufficient alternatives within the urban fabric. 

4.4 .  The Council accepts that some out-commuting is inevitable given the borough’s proximity to the 
wider range of job opportunities in Birmingham, Coventry and Leicester.  It also states that the Urban Capacity 
Study has shown limited potential for the employment use of previously developed urban land.  Poor transport 
links also create problems in finding employment sites in the west and north of the borough.  It is also noted 
that the RPG identifies a Solihull/Coventry/Warwick crescent as a corridor for high technology firms.  The 
chapter notes that the borough will also try to attract a significant level of high technology business and 
explore links to the high technology corridor, and encourage links with major education/research facilities.  It 
further states that enhancement and development in the town centres will also provide significant job 
opportunities.   

4.5 WASP policy I2 states that in Nuneaton and Bedworth the local plan should make provision for 132 
hectares of land for industrial development (use classes B1, B2 and B8) over the plan period (1996-2011) 
which should maximise the use of urban previously developed land and buildings.  Of these the Second 
Deposit plan points out that some 81 hectares are “in the pipeline” (that is: built since 1996; under 
construction; or with planning permission), leaving some 51 hectares to be allocated.   

4.6 However, Technical Paper 3 “Assessment of Possible Employment Sites” (CD41, updated to March 
2003) states that using RILS (Regional Industrial Land Supply) figures and availability figures from the County 
Council some 111 hectares have been identified as in the pipeline built, with planning permission or allocated 
in the adopted local plan but yet to come forward, leaving some 21 hectares to be allocated in the review.  
The Technical Paper updates this further by noting changes since the preparation of the WASP as follows:
¶ Land at Tenlons Road, Nuneaton allocated for employment purposes but residential development 

now being implemented following departure referral (net loss of 6ha);  
¶ ongoing operational changes in the balance of available land at the Judkins Quarry landfill/ 

employment allocation site (net loss of 16 ha);  
¶ losses from smaller sites (combined net loss of 3 ha). 

This gives a revised total allocation requirement of 46 hectares (21+6+16+3). 

4.7 In seeking to meet the balance of the structure plan target the Council has looked at potential sites 
and has judged them against criteria including government guidance, policies in the Local Transport Plan 
(CD32), inclusion in the Coventry and Nuneaton Regeneration Zone, and the locational and sustainability 
criteria as detailed in Technical Paper 3.  The paper notes that in its urban capacity study (CD40) most of the 
sites identified, because of their size and location, are considered to be more suitable for housing and that in 
the extant local plan most of the undeveloped land around Nuneaton and Bedworth is covered by some form  
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of restraint policy, either Green Belt or Area of Restraint.  In the Council’s view it follows that sites for 
employment purposes would need to be found on undeveloped greenfield land in the borough. 

4.8 The Council’s Second Deposit proposals to meet the balance of the WASP land target are tabulated 
at page 31 thus: 

Industrial and Employment Development land - 1996-2011 

AREA * IN 
‘PIPELINE’  
(HA) 

AVAILABLE * 
AT APRIL 2000 
(HA) 

Attleborough Fields Industrial Estate, Nuneaton    1.4      2.2 
Bayton Road Industrial Estate, Bedworth    0.2      0.6 
Bermuda 1, Nuneaton    2.3      0.0 
Bermuda Park, Nuneaton  12.7    16.7 
Haunchwood Park, Nuneaton    0.4      0.4 
Rowleys Green, Bedworth    0.0      6.5 
Hemdale, Nuneaton    1.5      3.3 
Prologis Park (former Coventry Colliery),     0.0    18.0 
Judkins Quarry, Nuneaton    0.0    16.0 
Paragon Way (Bayton Road Industrial Estate), Bedworth    0.0      0.5 
Pool Road, Nuneaton    0.4      0.0 
Vicarage Street, Nuneaton    0.0      0.4 
Paradise Farm,     0.0      3.5 

Sub total 18.9 68.1

PROPOSED
ALLOCATIONS

Griff East, (Faultlands Farm), Nuneaton     26.0 
Colliery Lane, (Bayton Road Industrial Estate, Bedworth)       0.6 
Griff Clara       4.1 
Camp Hill Urban Village       7.0 

Windfall Allowance       8.3 

Allocations Sub total    46.0 
Available Sub total    68.1 
Pipeline Sub total 18.9 (b/f)  

Aggregate Total of Supply and Allocations 133.0

* Figures are all extracted from table on p31 of Second Deposit Draft 

1. Employment Chapter Introduction

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0004/Emp.Other – CPRE Warwickshire Branch.
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Is it realistic for the introduction to include reference to the need to accommodate 132 hectares of 
employment land 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.9 The objector has pursued this point in greater detail under objections to the employment allocation of 
greenfield land in the Green Belt at Griff East in policies EMP1 and 2.  In my view the thrust of the objections 
are considered more coherently therein.  However, since the borough Council is under an obligation to seek 
conformity with the Structure Plan I consider that it was obliged to make reference to the target of WASP 
policy I2 in the plan, even if there is then a legitimate debate about how realistic and achievable the target 
may be, and the planning implications of so doing.  For that reason I see no justification for removing the 
reference from the chapter’s introduction since it simply sets the strategic background against which the plan 
is to be prepared. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.10 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 

2. Employment Chapter Introduction

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft 
Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0008/Emp.Other – Bedworth Business Park Partnership. 

Issues

¶ Should the term “previously developed land” be defined by reference to national guidance 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.11 The objector states that to avoid doubt there should be a reference to national advice in Annexe C of 
PPG3 that previously developed land is defined to exclude areas that have returned to a previous natural 
state, or that are currently used for agricultural purposes.  The Council agrees with the thrust of the objection.  
I agree with the objector that such clarification would be useful and with the Council that it should be included 
in the Glossary of Terms for ease of reference. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.12 I recommend that the plan be modified by including a reference to the PPG3 definition of “previously 
developed land” in the introductory text and by including that definition in the plan’s Glossary of Terms. 

3. Employment Chapter Introduction

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft.
Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0009/Emp.Other – Bedworth Business Park Partnership. 
Issues

¶ Should the chapter introduction include reference to a large part of the Griff East site being classifiable as 
previously developed land 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.13 If my main recommendation to delete the Griff East allocation is accepted, then the text reference 
would need to be removed in any event.  However, if the Council decides to proceed with the allocation, from 
my site inspection I agree with the objector that the relatively small part of the site previously worked as a 
quarry, and then as a household tip, has been almost entirely restored and is now used for agricultural 
purposes.  As such it would not satisfy the definition of “previously developed land” in Annex C of PPG3 and 
the final sentence should be deleted. 
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RECOMMENDATION

4.14 I recommend that, if the Griff East allocation is retained, the plan be modified by deleting the final 
sentence of the Employment Chapter introduction. 

4. POLICY Emp.1 (Industrial and Employment Development Land Allocations)

Objections to Deposit Draft 154/0015/Emp.1 – Country Land & Business Association (CLBA);  
282/0001/Emp.1 – Government Office for the West Midlands; 
587/0008/Emp.1 – West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium 
(WMRSL);  738/0003/Emp.1 – Chamber of Commerce. 

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0019/Emp.1 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership;
305R/0006/Emp1 – J J Gallagher Ltd/Gallagher Estates;  
484R/0016/Emp.1 – Mrs E Kimberley;  693R/0018/Emp.1 – Network 
Rail.

Issues

¶ Should the policy include the WASP targets for the use of previously developed land and the split 
between large and small industrial sites 

¶ Should the policy be more flexible to allow for smaller windfall sites, including redundant farmsteads, to be 
developed for employment purposes 

¶ Should the policy encourage mixed-use development, including housing 
¶ Should railway sidings sites to be released after completion of West Coast Main Line upgrading works be 

allocated for mixed use employment development 
¶ Should the policy have a clearer assessment of the land supply to date, including a windfall allowance, 

and/or reserve sites, and the residual requirement 
¶ Is sufficient employment land identified and what would be the consequences if not

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.15 Some of the objections to this policy are primarily concerned with specific proposals for the allocation 
of particular sites, including land at Griff East, Judkins Quarry and the former Coventry Colliery (now referred 
to as Prologis Park).  I deal with those aspects of the objections later on.  The more general issues relating to 
the policy follow hereunder. 

Issue 1 – Target for use of previously developed land and the split between large and small 
sites

4.16 The text preceding the policy suggests that the WASP sets an overall target of 80% of employment 
development to be on previously developed land and buildings.  However, the indicative target set for the 
borough in WASP policy I2 is 61%.  The text should be amended to include the correct target and should 
make clear what monitoring will be undertaken to measure progress towards it.  It would also be helpful if the 
text indicated the level of previously developed land and buildings already redeveloped for employment 
purposes during the plan period since 1996, and related that to the overall target.  The table of allocations 
should also include the extent to which the proposed allocations would use either previously developed land 
or buildings and greenfield sites.  Future monitoring analysis of demand and supply should make clear the 
level of such land being taken up to help inform the judgement to be made in any windfall opportunities that 
may arise, be they “brownfield” or greenfield.   

4.17 The Council should also consider the need to record and monitor the split between Small Investment 
Sites of up to 1 hectare (SIS) and Large Investment Sites greater that 1 hectare (LIS).  This forms part of the 
breakdown indicated for each district in WASP policy I2, in keeping with regional planning guidance to 
highlight the need for and availability of differing sized sites and plots.  
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Issue 2 – Flexibility for smaller windfall sites including redundant farmsteads

4.18 The CLBA points out that agriculture is going through a period of fundamental restructuring and that 
many farm businesses will not be able to continue over the next five years or so.  The restructuring of the 
sector is likely to release a number of redundant farm sites some of which would be suitable for development 
to industrial use and employment opportunities, and could be classed as “brownfield” sites, thereby reducing 
pressure on greenfield sites.  In my view the inclusion of a general windfall allowance in the Second Deposit 
enables this possibility, along with other possible types of employment site windfalls, to be recognised in the 
overall allocation of employment, which is this policy’s main concern.  I see no need for the policy to be further 
amended in response to the objection, but I return to the detailed aspects of the issue in my consideration of 
policy Emp4. 

Issue 3 – Should the policy encourage mixed-use development, including housing

4.19 The WMRSL objects that the policy does not encourage the development of mixed-use development.  
I note that paragraphs 49 to 51 of PPG3 states that local authorities should promote mixed-use developments 
that combine a mix of land uses including houses.  Although the guidance seems to be mainly aimed at town 
centres, it does envisage that the generation of new employment opportunities will not be confined to 
traditional single-use sites.  Since the policies in the Shopping chapter encourage town centre redevelopment, 
the promotion of appropriate mixed-use development as part of such schemes would be appropriate in 
principle.  In my view the scope for additional employment opportunities from this source should be referred to 
in the policy’s explanatory text making clear that such schemes would count towards the windfall allowance 
introduced in the Second Deposit and listed in the allocation table. 

Issue 4 – Should railway sidings released after completion of the West Coast Main Line 
upgrading works be allocated  

4.20 At Second Deposit Network Rail objected to the omission from the employment land allocations of 
four railside sites, currently required for use in connection with the West Coast Modernisation project, but 
likely to become available in 2005 when that project is due for completion.  In the objector’s view they would 
be suitable for mixed-use development once no longer required for operational railway purposes.  On the 
limited evidence before me there is no certainty that the sites would become available for allocation.  If they 
were to come forward during the plan period then they would count towards the windfall allowance introduced 
in the Second Deposit and listed in the allocation table.  No change to the plan is required.  The objector’s 
similar site-specific objection to the Judkins Quarry employment allocation made at First Deposit stage is 
considered later in this chapter.

Issue 5 – Should the policy have a clearer assessment of land supply to date, including a 
windfall allowance, and/or reserve sites, and the residual requirement

4.21 My conclusions on the first issue imply that the policy presentation needs greater clarity with regard to 
the quantum and nature of the land supply during the plan period to date.  Subject to such amendment the 
policy allocation table should give a clearer indication of both the amount and type (ie brownfield, LIS, SIS) of 
residual requirement for which the plan is seeking to provide which should assist in implementation of the plan 
and the necessary monitoring of progress towards meeting the stated aims.   

4.22 Some objectors who advocate the need for greenfield sites objected that the windfall allowance was 
an artificial device and an unsubstantiated amount introduced by the Council at Second Deposit to 
compensate for the shortfall arising from the deletion of the Griff South Green Belt release.   

4.23 It seems to me that over the seven to eight years remaining of the plan period there are bound to be 
uncertainties and thus there could not be a precisely justified windfall allowance.  It follows that a degree of 
arbitrariness is inevitable.  However, several types of potential windfalls have been referred to in the above 
objections or elsewhere in the chapter.  These include: redundant farmsteads, former petrol filling stations, 
mixed-use developments, railway sidings likely to come out of operational railway use and possible additional 
land at Judkins Quarry.  I also saw that some of the established industrial areas have already experienced 
redevelopment of older commercial property.  For example the Bayton Road Industrial Estate would appear to 
have additional scope for more employment re-development during the next few years, which would be 
potential candidates for regeneration zone assistance.  Again the amount of such redevelopment is hard to 
quantify but lends weight to the desirability of including a windfall allowance.  The available evidence suggests  



                                                                                                                                       Chapter 4 - Employment

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 4.6 

that the Council’s windfall allowance figure of 8.3 hectares is not unrealistic and could quite possibly be 
something of an underestimate.  Hence I see no need to delete or reduce the allowance figure in the Emp1 
allocations table. 

4.24 Some of the objectors argue the case for the identification of additional greenfield sites as reserves to 
be brought forward if the allocations are shown not to be delivering the overall structure plan target of 132 
hectares.  However, in the absence of firm evidence that any land supply shortfall would have particularly 
severe consequences for local economic prospects, I consider that the identification of reserve sites should 
only be considered in the light of ongoing monitoring of the employment land and levels of employment in the 
borough and adjoining sub-region and any subsequent mid-term review of the topic.

Issue 6 – Is sufficient employment land identified, and what consequences arise if not 

4.25 The WASP target looks for the plan to provide a total of 132 hectares during the 1996-2011 plan 
period.  The Second Deposit allocations table in Emp1 actually shows proposed provision for 133 hectares 
(‘Pipeline’ 18.9 + ‘Available’ 68.1 + ‘Proposed New Allocations’ 46 = 133).  This small surplus should be 
adjusted in any reworking of the table consequent upon consideration of my recommendations.  In 
considering the site-specific objections I make a number of recommendations which, if accepted by the 
Council, would have a bearing on the overall total of employment land allocated to meet the residual 
requirement.   

4.26 Of particular importance is my conclusion that the proposed release from the Green Belt of the 26 
hectare Griff East/Faultland Farm employment allocation should not be pursued in the plan period.  In my 
judgement the degree of harm that would be caused to the Green Belt and its purposes, and to other 
environmental considerations, is not demonstrably outweighed by the economic and employment benefits 
being sought.  In short the circumstances are insufficiently exceptional to overcome the necessarily high test 
for any Green Belt release set out in PPG2.   

4.27 On the other hand, I do recommend a smaller Green Belt release (approximately 4-5 hectares) to 
consolidate and help round off the existing major employment site at the Prologis Park site at Keresley (the 
former Coventry Colliery).  In addition, elsewhere I recommend that the Council review the aims and operation 
of policy Env2 which designates Areas of Restraint around the built-up periphery of the borough’s major 
settlements not subject to Green Belt protection.  If the Council accept my recommendation then, depending 
of the outcome of the Env2 policy review, some non Green-Belt land may, on reflection, be earmarked to 
allow for development needs in the longer term.  The Bedworth Woodlands site is the largest single AOR 
objection site which potentially could more than compensate for the deletion of the Griff East allocation.  
However, I have not recommended in favour of that site’s employment development for reasons explained in 
detail later in this chapter and in related Environment policy objections in chapter 7.  Finally, on the evidence it 
is possible that the windfall allowance introduced at the Second Deposit stage could be exceeded for reasons 
discussed earlier, and hence this could also help make up some of any identified shortfall.   

4.28 Consequently, there is a possiblity that by following my recommendations the net outcome of the 
operation of Emp1 and other employment policies will not meet the overall WASP target.  Detailed re-working 
of the Emp1 table should confirm the revised position, but without the release of any part of the present AOR 
sites then the projected shortfall is likely to be around 20 hectares.  This would be a 15% shortfall, 
representing some 2¼ years supply, if an average pro-rata rate of employment land take-up is assumed.  On 
the available evidence such a shortfall would not be experienced as an actual shortage of land until towards 
the end of the plan period.   

4.29 Is such a shortfall critical?  My judgement has considered three main areas of reasonable doubt:  

1. the robustness and reliability of the WASP employment land target;  
2. the paucity of information about the actual economic effect of any projected employment land 

shortfall on job take-up in the borough; and  
3. the apparent lack of information about the county-wide and sub-regional effects of new supplies of 

employment land coming on stream at locations outside of the borough’s boundaries, but within 
reasonably close and accessible distance from them. 

4.30 WASP paragraph 5.1.6 states that calculating the amount of industrial land is not an exact science 
because of the many variables and uncertainties that need to be taken into account, and notes that the 
subject was debated at length in the Structure Plan Examination in Public (EiP).  Hard to quantify variables 
include manufacturing restructuring and redundancies, associated land recycling, transfer of employment to  
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the service sector, average density of jobs per hectare, and reducing unemployment.  Later on the WASP 
states that the EiP panel noted that the highest levels of unemployment are in the north of the County, where 
the largest reserves of industrial land already exist, and that unemployment had already decreased 
significantly (30%) between 1996 and 1997 without the release of extra land.  This suggests that employment 
growth occurred in existing premises.  I understand that the downward trend in unemployment has been 
ongoing since then in line with national trends. 

4.31 Taking into account projected changes in the structure of the economy the county-wide overall land 
requirement was estimated by the WASP to be 570 hectares.  Paragraph 5.1.14 states that although the 
requirement is less than the current land supply of 680 hectares, the distribution of that supply is heavily 
skewed in favour of North Warwickshire Borough, as a result of (developments at) Hams Hall and Birch 
Coppice.  Thus at the county-wide level there is no demonstration that a shortfall of 20 hectares in Nuneaton 
and Bedworth would be critical.  In fact the reverse would seem to be the case, namely that in quantum terms 
there is already considerable over-provision in the northern part of the county against the WASP requirement.  
It would seem that the notion of fairness to other community’s needs led the County Council to allocate the 
570 hectares to the combined district’s quite simply on the basis of past take-up rates during the period 1989-
96 (see table on WASP p63).  This is how Nuneaton acquired the 132 hectare land “requirement”.  I am 
concerned that a straight-line arithmetic projection of employment land development based on a five year 
period ending seven years ago should be the prime driver for employment land allocation looking ahead to 
2011.  On its own, I conclude that is not a sound basis to justify a major Green Belt release of the type sought 
at Griff East and I have recommended accordingly.   

4.32 During the inquiry there was no round-table session on the overall economic strategy and related 
employment land and property policies.  However, at the session to consider the County Council’s objection to 
the Griff East allocation, the Borough Council stated that it had not yet completed or published a corporate 
borough-wide economic development strategy.  In the light of the generally positive economic trends 
discussed at the hearing, including the halving of the borough’s unemployment rate from 7.5% to 3.25% 
between 1996 and 2001, to my mind a strategic analysis is an essential part of the work necessary to inform 
the debate about the land-take actually needed by the borough over the remaining years of the plan period.  I 
say this because of the compelling drive to ensure the best possible use of the increasingly scarce resource of 
greenfield sites.   

4.33 In this regard the Council’s record in making good use of previously developed land for housing 
redevelopment is to be commended.  However, to limit the use of greenfield land assiduously with one arm, 
through the proper application of PPG3 guidance, and then to allow such greenfield land located in a long 
established Green Belt to be used with much less restraint, and in the absence of clear and well founded 
economic analysis and reasons, would be imprudent in my view.   

4.34 I acknowledge that the borough has particular economic and social needs to encourage the take-up of 
job opportunities by people in the more deprived wards in the Borough in the interests of social inclusion and 
of building sustainable communities.  I am also aware that ease of access to new job locations may well be an 
issue in that regard.  However, despite the economic restructuring undergone and still to come, there is no 
clear demonstration that it is a shortage of land which is the prime determinant of lower-than-average 
employment levels in certain wards.  The Learning and Skills agenda, referred to in the Coventry and 
Nuneaton Regeneration Zone Implementation Plan 2003-2006 (ZIP) (CD70), seems likely to be at least as 
much a part of the solution to that particular issue.  Other non land-use factors would also appear to be at 
issue including entrepreneurship, graduate retention, business development skills and the need to encourage 
start-up enterprises, all of which the ZIP is seeking to address alongside more traditional infra-structural 
support programmes in a co-ordinated cross-boundary package of measures.   

4.35 I also recognise that the proposed allocation aims to help reduce the level of out-commuting from the 
district in line with strategic policy.  However, it seems to me that in the context of an increasingly trained and 
specialised labour market it would be unrealistic to strive for total “self-sufficiency” in commuting terms.  In my 
opinion complex and extensive labour markets such as Coventry and Nuneaton’s, straddling the heart of the 
nation’s major national motorway network and with fairly well developed public transport links, tend not to 
operate on a very localised basis.  The location of a new and wider range of employment opportunities along 
corridors offering a choice of transport mode should assist to some extent in the longer term.  Hence the 
Council’s aim to locate new employment land in the north/south corridor is understandable.  But to use such 
land would be to little avail if not complemented by supply side measures such as training and skills 
development of those people disadvantaged in the labour market.  Without such a strategy and package the 
result could be to build major new business parks which attract skilled and mobile workers from other parts of 
the sub-region. 
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4.36 The sub-regional economy has undergone major restructuring in the last few years and substantial 
physical development of new employment infrastructure is still ongoing both within and outside the borough at 
locations such as Coventry Colliery/Prologis Park and Foleshill Gas Works to the south, North Warwickshire 
to the north and west, and the A5 Hinckley area to the east.  Some if not all of these areas are accessible by a 
choice of transport modes and, as far as I am aware, their capacity to provide a range of jobs available to 
borough residents has not been assessed.  The WASP allocation of a 50 hectare Major Investment Site at 
Anstey, just one M6 junction and 5 km south east of junction 3, has also yet to be realised, but would provide 
an ongoing stream of job opportunities to residents of the borough and the north side of Coventry in the later 
part of the plan period.  The successful promotion and development of the latter will necessary involve 
outward commuting from urban areas. 

4.37 Given the above dynamics and uncertainties I consider that an assessment of the recent and present 
period of assimilation and consolidation of the sub-regional land and labour markets is needed before it could 
be confidently concluded that there is a compelling need to achieve the WASP employment land target before 
the end of the plan period.  I conclude, therefore, that the short to medium term need to find alternative sites 
to compensate for the deletion of the Griff East Emp1/2 allocation site is not yet proven.  If I am wrong in this 
judgement, the ongoing monitoring to be undertaken by the Borough and the strategic planning body as part 
of the emerging development plan process will demonstrate as much, in time for the Council to reconsider the 
matter afresh at a mid term review of the topic.   

4.38 I acknowledge that after consultation with the County Council, the Borough Council may take the 
considered view that the ability to satisfy the WASP 132 hectare employment land supply requirement during 
the plan period is essential.  In that eventuality, I consider that it would first need to re-consider the potential 
for in-settlement and edge-of-settlement sites outside the Green Belt in the context of a modified Urban 
Capacity Study taking account of the more considered approach to the Areas of Restraint protection policy, 
Env2 which I recommend elsewhere.  In this way it could then seek to identify “reserve” employment sites on 
greenfield sites to be brought forward only if needed in the later years of the plan in a similar way to the ‘plan, 
monitor and manage’ approach to housing land supply.  Such an evidence-based analysis and approach 
would provide a firmer and more reasoned argument of exceptional circumstances with clearer potential to 
justify a Green Belt release, if clearly shown to be unavoidable.   

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.39 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That the explanatory text and table be modified to include: the correct WASP target of 61% for the use of 

previously developed land; quantification of the progress to date in the use of previously 
developed/greenfield land, and of SIS/LIS take-up; the monitoring to be undertaken to measure future 
progress; reference to the scope for mixed-use development to make a contribution to land supply and/or 
job opportunities; correction and revision of the residual employment land requirement in the light of my 
site-specific conclusions in the later part of this chapter; 

b) That the Council re-consider the need for a major Green Belt release to meet the WASP employment land 
requirement in the light of my conclusions above;  

c) That no other changes be made to the plan in response to the objections. 

EMP1 - SITE-SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

Site: Judkins Quarry, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 251/0026/Emp.1 – Eagle Enterprises;  305/0006/Emp.1 – Gallagher 
Estates;  306/0020/Emp.1 – Gazeley Properties;  693/0021/Emp.1 – 
Network Rail;  818/0007/Emp.1 – Waste Recycling Group;  

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0019 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership.

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.40 At the Second Deposit stage a new Emp3 policy was brought forward with an increased allocation of 
16 hectares.  The objections into the original 10 hectare allocation are considered under the umbrella of the 
new Emp3 policy later in this chapter and no further comment is made here. 
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RECOMMENDATION

4.41 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan directly in response to these objections 

Site: Land at Norwood Farm, Bedworth Woodlands 

Objections to Deposit Draft 130/0011/Emp.1 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership;  
251/0009/Emp.1 – Eagle Enterprises Ltd;  306/0010/Emp.1 – 
Gazeley Properties;  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be allocated for employment purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.42 In making parallel objections to the Emp2 allocation of land at Griff East/Faultlands Farm the 
objectors seek to promote the employment development of 53 hectares of land at Bedworth Woodlands as a 
preferable alternative to help meet the WASP employment land target for the borough.  For similar reasons 
the objectors also made objections to the designation of the site as an Area of Restraint under policy Env2.   

4.43 The site lies immediately west of the A444 dual carriageway Bedworth bypass.  It is comprised largely 
of open farmland, but there are also small tracts of woodlands and mature linking hedgerows along field 
boundaries.  It is generally fairly level.  In considering objections to the Env2 policy in Chapter 7 I conclude 
that the land has strong landscape, heritage and wildlife qualities warranting its protection as an AOR, but not 
as Green Belt, which latter consideration should be part of a strategic review of needs and constraints.  These 
considerations need to be weighed in the balance with the development needs of the borough and the 
particular merits of the site.   

4.44 The objectors note the site’s location outside the Green Belt and close to the north-south corridor 
identified as the borough‘s development focus.  They also point to its accessibility to the M6 and propose 
improvements to the local highway network so that Bedworth Heath would be directly connected to the A444.  
They state that this would help create a reduction of extraneous traffic in Bedworth town centre of some 50% 
and improved public transport routes to the benefit of the wider community.  Indicative plans show that the 
land could be developed with a high quality mix of B2 and B8 uses within a strong landscaped setting 
providing new opportunities for countryside access and nature conservation enhancement. 

4.45 I acknowledge that there are strong potential benefits to the employment development of the site.  
However, the land does have landscape quality and important wildlife and heritage interests, and is highly 
valued by Bedworth residents for its rural characteristics and informal open space value.  All of these factors 
were aired at a public inquiry into the then housing proposals in 1998.  The Secretary of State concluded, in 
the light of the then newly published PPG3, that the (allocated) land was no longer needed for that purpose, 
pending review of development needs in the current plan review.  In the light of my earlier conclusions with 
regard to the overall need for employment allocations, I am not persuaded that the case for additional land of 
this size is sufficiently urgent during the plan period, as to warrant the development of a large greenfield site 
set in attractive open countryside.  I conclude that the case for employment allocation of the site during the 
plan period is not proven on the evidence. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.46 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections 

Site:  Land at Griff South, Nuneaton.

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0014/Emp.1 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.
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Issues

¶ Would release of land in the Green Belt at Griff South conflict with PPG2 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.47 The CPRE’s objections into the First Deposit proposed 27 hectare allocation at Griff South have been 
met by the Council’s deletion of that allocation at the Second Deposit stage.  I consider CPRE’s  parallel
objection to the Griff East allocation along with the objections to the site-specific policy later in this chapter 
and no further comment is made here 

RECOMMENDATION

4.48 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Higham Lane, Nuneaton.

Objections to Deposit Draft 567/0005/Emp.1 – Abbcott Developments Ltd. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the land be allocated for employment purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.49 The objection site comprises 19 hectares of open agricultural land adjoining the northern outskirts of 
Nuneaton’s built-up area.  The objector has parallel objections to the omission of the land as a 
housing/possible mixed use site, to its inclusion as an Area of Restraint, and to the proposed 26 hectare 
allocation of Green Belt land at Griff East for employment purposes.  These are dealt with elsewhere in the 
report. 

4.50 Bearing in mind the scope for access to the A5 (and thence the motorway network) and to the 
Nuneaton-Coventry-Leamington public transport corridor, I consider that at least part of the site may have 
longer term value as an accessible, sustainable and high quality B1/B2 employment location.  This would only 
be the case, however, if the employment need was properly demonstrated, as discussed above, and any 
related traffic capacity issues on the A5 were shown to be capable of resolution.  In the light of my earlier 
conclusions with regard to the overall employment land requirement in the sub-regional and county-wide 
context, I am not persuaded that the need for additional employment land of this size within the borough is 
sufficiently urgent during the plan period as to warrant the development of a greenfield site set in attractive 
open countryside.  I conclude that the case for employment allocation in the plan period is not proven. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.51 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

5. POLICY Emp.2  Griff East/Faultlands Farm, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft See Annex attached at end of chapter 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for employment development purposes 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.52 Numerous objections were made to this proposal on a wide range of environmental and related 
grounds.  However, since the site lies in the Green Belt the question of its possible release from that 
constraint is fundamental.  PPG2 makes clear that once the general extent of a Green Belt has been 
approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances and that the Secretary of State will wish to be 
satisfied that opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt 
have been considered.   

4.53 In putting forward the allocation the Council has acknowledged the national policy guidance but 
believes that there are exceptional circumstances warranting a release of the site from the Green Belt in this 
instance.  The primary thrust of its case is the pressing need to meet the WASP employment land target for 
the borough and the need to build sustainable communities by providing good quality job opportunities in an 
accessible location attractive to investors.   

4.54 In considering the more general objections to the employment strategy under Emp1 above, I have 
expressed my reservations about several factors relating to the urgency of the employment needs analysis.  
These include: the robustness of the WASP employment land target; the lack of information about the actual 
economic effect of an employment land shortfall on job take-up in the borough; and the apparent lack of 
information about the county-wide and sub-regional effects of new supplies of employment land coming on 
stream at locations outside the borough boundaries.   

4.55 With regard to site-specific considerations, I acknowledge that the site is located within the north-
south corridor favoured by strategic policy, and also that it is within the Coventry and Nuneaton Regeneration 
Zone.  It is also the case that the site is near the centre of the borough, within easy reach of the motorway 
network via the A444 dual carriageway, and that if developed it could achieve clustering benefits from its 
proximity to the substantial industrial development which is still ongoing at Bermuda.  The scope for multi-
modal travel benefits from its possible association with the proposed new railway station at Bermuda is also 
acknowledged.  Clearly these are positive merits in favour of the site’s development for employment purposes 
if an exceptional needs case had been persuasively demonstrated. 

4.56 However, in my opinion the Council has not sufficiently appraised the site-specific environmental 
impact of the development, not only on the Green Belt and its purposes, which I deal with in considering 
objections to policy Env1 at Chapter 7, but also in respect of the landscape, wildlife and heritage impact.  In 
particular I would take issue with the Council’s unsubstantiated characterisation of the site as being of “poor 
landscape quality”.  I note that the western part of the site is one of the higher parts of the Griff locality and in 
my opinion its development would be a noticeable intrusion into the rural landscape, especially as seen from 
the south along Gypsy Lane.  The eastern part of the site borders the Coventry Canal and includes the 
Faultlands Farm complex which forms an important part of the historic rural character of the area.  To the 
north and linking with the canal is the area known as the Red Deeps which has historic links with the Arbury 
Estate via the old canal, and with the literary works of George Eliot who was born and lived on the Arbury 
estate and must have known the area well.  All of these factors add to the special and unique character of this 
area.  In my view the historic significance of the George Eliot literary heritage, and the associated tourism 
potential has been insufficiently appreciated.  In this regard I share the views of those objectors who are 
strongly concerned that this may be one of the few remaining opportunities to safeguard the more publicly 
accessible parts of the landscape which informed and illuminated some of the more important novels in 
English literature.  Once developed for business purposes, however sympathetically, appreciation of that 
aspect of an historically important rural landscape would be lost forever. 

4.57 Finally, I do not consider that the UCS appraisal was right to accord 2 positive points to willingness of 
the landowner to release the land for development in equal weight to the 2 negative points for its location 
within an established Green Belt.  That does not seem to me to be according anything like the necessary 
weight to the Green Belt constraint bearing in mind the permanence of Green Belt policy expected by PPG2. 

4.58 Having weighed the employment need arguments, and the acknowledged operational and locational 
merits of the proposed allocation, against the harm that would be caused to the Green Belt and other 
environmental impacts above, I conclude that there has not been a clear and convincing demonstration of 
exceptional circumstances to warrant a release of this site from the Green Belt during the plan period.  I also 
consider that a release of such a large site in such a key location within the Green Belt should more properly 
be appraised as part of a wider review of the Green Belt and development needs at the strategic sub-regional 
level in line with the advice in PPG2 in that regard. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS

4.59 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That the proposed Griff East/Faultlands Farm employment allocation be deleted; 
b) that the table at Emp1 be adjusted accordingly. 

6. POLICY Emp.3 (DELETED) (Griff South)

Objections to Deposit Draft 138/0017/Emp.3 – Mr J R Barlow;  163/0061/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs 
Crowder;  226/0065/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs J Davis;  306/0088/Emp.3 – 
Gazeley Properties;  311/0019/Emp.3 – Ms M Galley;  
312/0009/Emp.3 – P & M Galley;  315/0002/Emp.3 – Mrs A Gerard;  
332/0096/Emp.3 – Ms V Hawker;  372/0041/Emp.3 – Prologis 
Developments Ltd;  378/0042/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs Hadden;  
383/0049/Emp.3 – Mrs E Harris;  390/0025/Env.3 – Mr R Hawthorne;  
569/0014/Emp.3 – The Nuneaton Society;  572/0066/Emp.3 – Mr & 
Mrs Nightingale;  645/0054/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs B Phillips;  
685/0056/Emp.3 – S Robinson;  688/0068/Emp.3 – Mrs V Rooprai;  
692/0011/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs A Randle;  749/0051/Emp.3 – R S Scott;  
750/0001/Emp.3 – R & N Spencer;  757/0091/Emp.3 – The Arbury 
Estate;  802/0058/Emp.3 – Mr P Thomas;  803/0074/Emp.3 – P 
Tomkins;  811/0103/Emp.3 – Nuneaton Friends of the Earth;    
813/0084/Emp.3 – Mrs C Upton;  883/0028/Emp.3 – Miss E M Watts;  
884/0004/Emp.3 - Mr S J Watts;  895/0018/Emp.3 – Mr R W L Wing;  
913/0040/Emp.3 – Mr R White;  935/0102/Emp.3 – Mr & Mrs J R 
Anderson. 

Objections to Second Deposit 757R/0099/Emp.3 – The Arbury Estate; 

Issue

¶ Should the site be allocated for employment purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.60 The site is located in the Green Belt and was subject to a large volume of objections at the Deposit 
stage.  After re-considering the matter the Council deleted the allocation from the Second Deposit version of 
the plan.  However, the above objections to the site’s original allocation were not withdrawn.  Adoption of the 
plan policy in its Second Deposit form would resolve all of the outstanding First Deposit stage objections. 

4.61 The Arbury Estate, however, objected to the allocation’s removal and considered that it should be re-
instated on the basis that the need for the land for employment purposes, as set out in the case originally put 
forward by the Council, outweighed the Green Belt objection.  While I acknowledge the locational merits of the 
site in relation ot he highway network and the centres of population, in my opinion the land performs a crucial 
role as part of the strategic gap between Nuneaton and Bedworth which would be irretrievably eroded by its 
development for employment purposes.  The need for employment in the borough does not comprise the 
exceptional circumstances sufficient to warrant a major Green Belt release in this location.  The reasoning 
underlying this conclusion is explored in greater depth in the consideration given to objections to policy Emp1 
and 2 and to Griff East.  I conclude, therefore, that the allocation should not be re-instated.   

RECOMMENDATION

4.62 I recommend that no modifications be made in response to these objections 

7. POLICY Emp.3 (NEW) (Judkins Quarry, Tuttle Hill, Nuneaton)
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Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0003/Emp.3(New) – Bedworth Business Park Partnership 
(BBPP);  755R/0001/Emp.3(New) – Bellway Homes Planning & 
Development Division; 866R/0005/Emp.3(New) – Warwickshire 
Museum Field Service;  924R/0004/Emp.3(New) – L Hart. 

Issues

¶ Should the allocation be increased from the Deposit stage given uncertainty about the prospects for 
delivery of a larger area in the plan period 

¶ Is there scope for further land to be allocated 
¶ Is an increased allocation capable of being served by local roads 
¶ Should the site be designated for rail freight use 
¶ Having regard to nature conservation interests in the area should the policy and extended allocation 

include the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.63 An additional 6 hectares was brought forward at the Second Deposit stage to give a revised allocation 
of 16 hectares.  BBPP objects that this is unrealistic since the 32 hectares site previously allocated in the 
adopted local plan has not yet come forward for development and that there are doubts as to the deliverability 
of B1 and B2 employment development in this location and at the scale suggested.  The objection by Bellway
Homes is concerned that the site does not enjoy sufficiently good access to the major road network and that 
there are better alternatives available, including the land at Calendar Grove Farm, Nuneaton.  L Hart points 
out that at peak times there is already a build up of heavy traffic on nearby roads, and that other 
developments nearby, including the Marina site and Camp Hill Plough Hill Road, are likely to generate more 
local traffic on roads into the town.   

4.64 The quarry as a whole serves as a (large) landfill site and as a potential employment development 
location.  I note that new owners, Waste Recycling Group (WRG), have recently acquired the quarry for its 
landfill potential.  They have stated that whilst the whole of the previous allocation will not be available during 
the plan period, there is now surplus non-operational land which can be developed, and that this is being 
actively pursued with interested parties.  

4.65 The quarry site has been in use for many years as a roadstone quarry and landfill site and the 
Council’s evidence states that its employment use with no restrictions on traffic movements is established.  
The policy text acknowledges that development could add to transport problems in the area and for that 
reason B8 (storage and distribution) uses would not be considered.  It further states that local highway 
improvements would be required to be funded by the development and that any application would need to be 
accompanied by a green travel plan to demonstrate the use of sustainable transport, including possible links 
to the adjacent railway and canal.  Subject to the satisfaction of these provisions there is no firm evidence that 
the allocation site’s need for suitable road access could not be met.  On the available evidence there is a 
reasonable prospect of the site’s ability to deliver development during the plan period and of acceptable 
vehicular access being provided with developer contributions towards local highway improvements.  The site 
is on previously developed land and close to areas of deprivation and employment.  In my view the increased 
allocation for employment purposes would be desirable in terms of creating job opportunities close to where 
they are needed and should be retained.  I therefore conclude that the increased Judkins Quarry allocation 
should stand. 

4.66 WRG submitted further representations shortly before the inquiry referring to the evolving position 
with regard to the release of non-operation land.  Discussions with Council officers and the Environmental 
Agency have been ongoing.  The most recent information suggests that more surplus land is now likely to be 
available in the plan period, over and above the extra land proposed at the Second Deposit stage.  This is 
likely to include the 4.5 hectare parcel of land at the eastern end of the site between the two operational 
railway lines, already allocated for employment use in the adopted local plan, and included in the First Deposit 
version of the plan.  I understand that there is now an agreed position between the Council and the objector 
that the incorporation of this land would allow for layout flexibility, albeit within the policy’s stated overall 
ceiling of 16 hectares.  I agree with the benefit that would be derived from the Council’s proposed addition to 
the explanatory text especially as the land in question may be needed to facilitate rail access which is 
discussed further below.  I recommend accordingly. 

4.67 The objection to policy Emp1 by Network Rail is that the site (now renumbered Emp3) is suitable and 
should be designated for rail freight use.  The land adjoins the soon-to-be-modernised West Coast Main line  
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and the Nuneaton to Birmingham line.  In principle rail freight access to both the landfill site and the 
employment/industrial site would be in line with the aim of national guidance in PPG13, WASP policies T1 and 
T11 and emerging RPG policies T13 and T16.  The latter in particular makes reference to the upgrading of 
direct rail freight routes via Nuneaton to Felixstowe.  Furthermore, the Panel Report considered that freight 
issues should be given more emphasis in the adopted RPG, and that the funding available for the route 
upgrading in the next 10 years was noteworthy (CD28).  In the light of these important strategic aims the 
scope for rail freight access should be fully explored and not prejudiced by expedient layout decisions prior to 
any rail connection being realised.  However, I do take the Council’s point that there may be a need for 
flexibility to allow the site’s development for employment purposes should rail freight access be unviable or 
delayed by funding and/or operational constraints.  The road traffic implications of rail freight usage would also 
need to be weighed in the balance given the local congestion and infra-structural constraints.  I conclude that 
the matter would be best addressed by including Network Rail and the Strategic Rail Authority in discussions 
leading to the adoption of the revised Development Brief referred to in the explanatory text.  In my view the 
latter should include a reference to the need not only to investigate, but also to safeguard the rail access 
option(s) in any development layout.  I conclude, therefore, that no change to the policy itself is required. 

4.68 I note that the site borders three potential Sites Of Importance for Nature Conservation and that 
Warwickshire Museum Ecology Unit is concerned that the policy should refer to the need for an Environmental 
Impact Assessment to include ecological and geological investigation.  The policy states that the allocation 
would proceed in accordance with a revised Development Brief.  I accept that this could cover the need for 
any ecological and geological investigation and related mitigation measures, and that any application would 
be subject to consultation.  As a result I conclude that it does not need a more specific reference. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.69 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) by amending the explanatory text by adding at the end of the final sentence the words: “ and will identify 

the area to be developed within the surplus land at the site.  The Development Brief will be the subject of 
public participation”; 

b) by amending the Proposals Map to reflect the larger area of land from which the 16 hectare allocation will 
be found; 

 but that no other modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

8. POLICY Emp.4 (Redevelopment of existing industrial and commercial areas and 
windfall sites for employment purposes)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0006/Emp.4 – Environment Agency;  484/0004/Emp.4 – Mrs E 
Kimberley;  587/0003/Emp.4 – West Midlands RSL Planning 
Consortium (WMRSL);  646/0001/Emp.4 – Portrust Holdings Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0013/Emp.4 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership (BBPP);  
154R/0007/Emp.4 – Country Land & Business Association (CLBA);  
252R/0011/Emp.4 – English Heritage;  255R/0012/Emp.4 – 
Environment Agency; 255R/0014/Emp.4 – Environment Agency;  
874R/0009/Emp.4 – Warwickshire County Council County 
Archaeologist (WCCA);  920R/0008/Emp.4 – ABP Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should the policy refer to windfall sites and to re-use/redevelopment of such sites for residential purposes  
¶ Should the policy refer to the possible re-use of farmsteads for employment uses 
¶ Should the policy refer to the need to protect buildings and features of historic and archaeological interest 
¶ Should the approach to be taken with regards to site contamination be clarified 
¶ Is criterion (d) regarding car parking and servicing standards too restrictive 
¶ Should the policy include reference to not perpetuating non-conforming land uses and to judging such 

sites on their merits
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.70 BBPP objects that the Second Deposit’s reference to windfall site development is superfluous and 
confusing, a similar point being made on behalf of Mrs Kimberley.  From my reading of the policy and 
supporting text it is clear that it is intended to relate to unanticipated commercial sites (which may not currently 
be regarded as employment sites – petrol filling stations for example) coming forward during the plan period.  
In some cases these could be more suitable for redevelopment for employment purposes and not for 
residential use.  As such they would make a contribution to the provision of employment opportunities in 
sustainable locations.  Given its controlling criteria the policy’s purpose and environmental safeguards seem 
clear and I see no reason to amend it in this regard.  To promote redevelopment of such sites for housing 
purposes, as WMRSL advocates, would run counter to the aim of the policy.  However, neither housing nor 
mixed use development of windfall sites need be ruled out by the policy.  A judgement would need to be made 
on the comparative merits of each site coming forward assessed against the policy’s criteria.  I therefore see 
no need to amend the policy further in response to these objections. 

4.71 The CLBA are concerned that the policy does not refer to the possible re-use of farmsteads for 
employment uses.  However, I note that policy Env4 refers specifically to proposals for farm diversification and 
that this could encompass a range of employment generating possibilities consistent with guidance in PPG4.  
I see no need to amend policy Emp4 in this regard. 

4.72 English Heritage and WCCA are concerned that the policy does not include the need to protect sites 
of historic and archaeological interest, including former industrial sites.  I accept that the cultural heritage 
should be part of any assessment and recommend that the thrust of the Council’s proposed changes to 
criterion (g) be adopted. 

4.73 Where there may have been ground contamination the Environment Agency is concerned to ensure 
that site investigations and risk assessments are undertaken and any necessary remediation measures are 
carried out prior to redevelopment.  The Council accepts that the policy needs to be more robust and 
proposes an amendment which I conclude would satisfy the thrust of the objection.  The Agency is also 
concerned with protecting controlled waters against the risk of pollution and objects that an additional criterion 
is required to that end.  However, since the Agency would be consulted on any relevant planning applications 
adjoining or close to a watercourse, I agree with the Council that an extra criterion is not required. 

4.74 Portrust Holdings Ltd considers that criterion (d) concerning car parking and servicing standards is too 
restrictive since the Council’s parking standards are not subject to scrutiny in the plan process, and that in any 
event it may be unnecessary given the test set out in criterion (e).  I note that the Second Deposit version of 
the plan added a cross reference to a new policy T10, which in turn refers to the maximum parking standards 
set out in Annex D of PPG13 and to SPG prepared by the Council.  In my view since these standards are 
referred to in several other controlling policies, it would be inconsistent not to refer to them in this policy.  
PPG12 makes clear that SPG carried out with proper consultation is an appropriate way of setting out detailed 
guidance.  Such guidance should help applicants to know what is expected of their proposals within a 
consistent framework.  I conclude, therefore, that no changes are required in this regard. 

4.75 ABP Ltd is concerned that the policy should be amended to include reference to not perpetuating non-
conforming land uses and to judging such sites on their merits.  While I agree that the perpetuation of land-
uses causing problems would not be desirable such potential would be controllable through the assessment of 
proposals against criterion (b). 

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.76 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) At the end of criterion (g) add the words: “or features of historic or archaeological interest.”
b) Replace the second sentence in the last paragraph of the policy with the following: “Where this is likely 

appropriate site investigations and risk assessments should be carried out and appropriate remediation 
measures completed prior to the redevelopment of the site.”

9. POLICY Emp.5 (Colliery Lane, Bedworth)

Objections to Deposit Draft 156/0002/Emp.5 – K Phillips Ltd;  255/0001/Emp.5 – Environment 
Agency.
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Objections to Second Deposit 282R/0004/Emp.5 – Government Office for the West Midlands. 

Issues

¶ Should the allocation site include land which already has planning permission 
¶ Should the policy include reference to the need for investigation of historic contamination and possible 

remediation 
¶ What is the correct size of the allocation site

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.77 At the time the plan was prepared the planning permission granted for that part of the site owned by K 
Phillips Ltd with access from Paragon Way had not been implemented.  It was included to provide an 
opportunity for comprehensive development with access either from Paragon Way or Colliery Lane.  I am 
aware of no good reason not to include the entire site.  This would enable beneficial development of the whole 
to take place without prejudice to any one part.   

4.78 The Second Deposit changes included reference to the possible need for investigation of historic 
ground contamination and any necessary remediation measures.  Although no further correspondence has 
been received from the Environment Agency the Council proposes an amendment to the explanatory text to 
make the policy’s approach consistent with that in Emp4.  I consider that this clarification would add greater 
clarity and is thus an acceptable change. 

4.79 The Government Office for the West Midlands is concerned that the area of the allocation site shown 
on the Proposals Map is substantially larger than the 0.6 hectares attributed to the site in the table in policy 
Emp1.  The Council accepts that the Proposals Map needs amendment so as accurately to reflect the 0.6 
hectare allocation and I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

4.80 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) Amend the explanatory text by replacing the second sentence with the following words: “An appropriate 

site investigation and risk assessment should be carried out and appropriate remediation measures 
completed prior to the redevelopment of the site.”

b) Amend the Proposals Map to show the 0.6 hectare site referred to in policy Emp1. 

10. POLICY Emp.6 (Griff Clara site)

Objections to Deposit Draft 645/0003/Emp.6 – Mr & Mrs B Phillips. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the allocation policy include reference to the storage of hazardous materials 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.81 The reference to ‘bad neighbour’ development and the site’s possible accommodation of firms 
registered for hazardous materials was removed by the Council from the plan at the Second Deposit stage.  I 
conclude that the outstanding objection has been met. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.82 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 

11. POLICY Emp.8 (New/expanded commercial uses within residential areas)
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Objections to Deposit Draft 761/0003/Emp.8 – Mr M Srbljanin.
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy encourage businesses to relocate to business parks 
¶ Should there be a limit on the number and size of vehicles associated with such uses and the permitted 

hours of operation

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.83 The policy aims to permit the development and/or expansion of existing commercial uses in 
residential areas provided that the living conditions of local residents can be adequately protected.  As such 
the policy is generally in line with advice in paragraphs 14-19 of PPG4 and paragraphs 49-51 of PPG3.  
Inasmuch as they provide job opportunities close to where people live, depending on their nature such 
businesses may help to foster sustainable transport choices including reduced car usage in line with the aims 
of PPG13.

4.84 There may be particular circumstances where businesses change and/or outgrow their suitability for 
residential areas, but such a situation should hopefully be foreseeable by assessment against the policy’s 
three criteria and, where necessary, by the prior imposition of planning conditions constraining their 
operations.  In my view for the sake of clarity the explanatory text should point this out.  However, it would 
work against the aim of the policy for it to encourage business relocation away from residential areas.   

4.85 A limit on the number and size of vehicles associated with the business could not be controlled 
directly by planning condition.  Nevertheless, because of the potential for problems to arise from the 
successful evolution of businesses there may need to be limits placed on the hours of operation and the 
amount of on-site car parking.  The Council should ensure that it has considered the possible impact of 
intensification before granting permission for new or expanded commercial development in residential areas.  
In general the three criteria provide a good basis for making such judgements.  However, as currently worded 
criterion (b) would appear somewhat unrealistic and counter-productive by appearing to impose an absolute 
ban on increased car and commercial usage.  In my view very few businesses of any size, other possibly than 
one-person enterprises, could be established or permitted to expand under such a direct and controlling 
stipulation.  It would be unreasonable to enforce such a controlling condition.  Hence I recommend that a 
modest degree of flexibility be built into the wording to enable the policy aim to be achieved. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.86 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting the word “detrimental” before “increase” in 
criterion (b) and the words “the number and sizes of” before “cars and/or commercial vehicles”; and that the 
explanatory text be amplified in line with my conclusions above to refer to the possible need to impose 
operational conditions to protect the living conditions of neighbouring residents. 

12. POLICY Emp.10 (Planning Obligations to meet demands on public services)

Objections to Deposit Draft 872/0005/Emp.10 – Warwickshire County Council Property Services;  
873/0006/Emp.10 – Warwickshire County Council Department of 
Planning, Transport & Economic Strategy.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should reference to Green Travel Plans be strengthened 
¶ Should the plan include reference to public transport services as well as facilities

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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4.87 The possible requirement of Green Travel Plans was inserted in response to the County Council’s
original objection, but the objection was not withdrawn in the Second Deposit plan.  In my view the policy as 
now worded is consistent with policy T3 and accords generally with guidance in PPG13 and Circular 1/97 and 
hence is satisfactory.  The Borough Council agrees with the County’s objection that the policy should also 
include reference to public transport services as well as facilities.  Again that would be consistent with policy 
T3 as proposed to be amended, guidance in PPG13, and, subject to satisfying the tests of direct impact, 
proportionality and reasonableness, with paragraph B14 of Annex B of Circular 1/97.  I recommend 
accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION

4.88 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting the words “services and” after “transport”. 

13. POLICY Emp.12 (Design standard for commercial development)

Objections to Deposit Draft 646/0001/Emp.12 – Portrust Holdings Ltd. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Is the need to comply with Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) too restrictive 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.89 The thrust of the policy is that a high standard of design will be expected in new development and this 
is in line with national guidance.  In the Second Deposit the Council deleted the specific reference in the policy 
to car parking standards SPG albeit retaining a reference to the parking standards in the explanatory text.  I 
conclude that the policy is now less restrictive and satisfactory.  However, for the sake of clarity the 
accompanying text should make clear that in considering development proposals regard will be had to the 
guidance in site specific development briefs and/or relevant SPG which will be prepared in consultation with 
the general public and interested stakeholders. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.90 I recommend that the plan be modified by amending the explanatory text in line with the above  
conclusions. 

14. POLICY Emp.13 (Development involving hazardous substances)

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft 
Objections to Second Deposit 255R/0001/Emp.13 – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should the supporting text of the policy be brought up to date 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.91 The Council accepts the Agency’s point about reflecting the need to consult neighbouring occupiers 
when proposals come forward.  I accept that such a change would add greater clarity for users of the plan. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.92 I recommend that the plan be modified by adding to the end of the second explanatory paragraph the 
words: “Further sites granted consent by the Health and Safety Executive will have similar consultation zones, 
the size of which will depend on the type and amount of material stored.”
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15. POLICY Emp.Omission (Possible Sutherland Drive access)

Objections to Deposit Draft 251/0002/Emp.Other – Eagle Enterprises Ltd 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a policy supporting the provision of an access onto the A444 at Sutherland Drive 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.93 The objection is one made in parallel to the objector’s counter proposals for an employment land 
allocation at Bedworth Heath which I have considered earlier.  Since I have concluded that an allocation is not 
presently supportable the opportunity for improved vehicular access onto the A444 at Sutherland Drive is 
unlikely to arise in the plan period. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.94 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 

16. POLICY Emp.Omission (Hazardous Substances)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0006/Emp.Other – Environment Agency. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan include a policy dealing with hazardous substances 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.95 The objection was made at the Deposit Draft stage and the Council responded by including policy 
EMP13 in the Second Deposit.  I accept that the objection has been satisfied. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.96 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 

17. POLICY Emp. Omission (Tourism)

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0005/Emp.Other – Government Office for the West Midlands.
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the chapter include a tourism policy 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.97 The Council comments that it is committed to the provision of both tourism and cultural projects and 
has a tourism strategy, but that since there are presently no land-use based proposals a local plan policy is 
not warranted.  I accept that a site-specific policy may not be appropriate if there are no firm land use 
proposals.   
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4.98 However, I note that the adopted 1991 local plan included policy L24 which included a proposal for a 
hotel/conference centre to be developed in accordance with the Bermuda Development Brief as part of the 
EMP5 Bermuda/Griff Clara employment allocation.  I note further that the land so designated has not yet been 
developed for employment purposes and that the Bermuda Park employment allocation has been renewed 
under policy Emp1.   

4.99 I have received no update of the Council’s intentions in this regard, but I note what is implied 
(although not made explicit) in the introduction about the need for economic diversification in the light of the 
decline in manufacturing industry and related employment.  I also refer to my conclusions with regard to the 
additional analysis and associated economic strategy necessary to inform any proposed major Green Belt 
releases in future.  Furthermore, I note the objections made by a number of objectors to the plan’s alleged 
lack of regard to the area’s cultural and literary heritage.  In my opinion the inclusion of at least a criteria 
based policy would enable any tourism-related development proposals to be encouraged where appropriate, 
and to be properly assessed to ensure their acceptability from land use, environmental and traffic/highways 
points of view.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.100 I recommend that the Council consider the inclusion of a tourism policy within this chapter and any 
related cross references to other relevant policies, including recreation and environment. 

18. POLICY Emp. Omission (Safeguarding of existing Employment land

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0003/Emp.Other – Mrs E Kimberley.
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the plan contain a policy seeking to safeguard current employment land 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.101 The objector points out that since employment land is clearly needed, then existing employment 
generation opportunities should be nurtured wherever they may be, and not just those on purpose-built 
industrial estates.  In a context where the Council is seeking a major Green Belt release in the order of 26 
hectares in order to satisfy the structure plan employment development land target, I consider that there is 
merit in the objection.  I say this notwithstanding that there may be occasions when the residential  
redevelopment of ‘bad neighbour’ employment may be desirable on environmental and traffic/highway 
grounds.  Such a situation should be capable of resolution by means of a criteria based policy. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.102 I recommend that the plan be modified by the inclusion of a policy aiming to retain existing industrial 
and employment unless local environmental impact suggests otherwise. 

19. POLICY Emp.Omission 

Site: Land at Lutterworth Road, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 646/0001/Emp.Other – Portrust Holdings Ltd.
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit

Issues

¶ Should the site be allocated for A1, A2 and B1 development 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

4.103 The site comprises underused garages behind the Whitestone local shopping centre.  A parallel 
objection was made to the plan’s shopping chapter, which I consider therein.  I have concluded that the site 
has site-specific constraints, which are best resolved by way of a demonstrably acceptable detailed solution, 
and that a firm allocation would thus be inappropriate.  If an acceptable scheme including B1 development is 
possible, then the land would qualify as a small windfall within the Council’s proposed allowance in Emp1. 

RECOMMENDATION

4.104 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection 
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ANNEX

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY EMP.2 

2/0061/Emp.2 – Ms R Aldridge 
3/0075/Emp.2 – Mr J Abbott 
4/0053/Emp.2 – Mr R Ackerman 
8/0035/Emp.2 – Mr A Adamantos 
44/0016/Emp.2 – J V Brightley 
48/0093/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs Bell 
50/0050/Emp.2 – Ms S Brown 
123/0004/Emp.2 – Ms D Billington 
129/0076/Emp.2 – Ms H Batts 
130/0079/Emp.2 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership 
135/0041/Emp.2 – Mrs S Blore 
138/0001/Emp.2 – Mr J R Barlow 
139/0024/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs L Brindley 
142/0072/Emp.2 – Ms D Barnes 
144/0043/Emp.2 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch 
153/0045/Emp.2 – Mr S Cuddy 
160/0082/Emp.2 – Mr D Clifton 
162/0027/Emp.2 - P Case 
165/0088/Emp.2 – Mrs S Casey 
228/0021/Emp.2 – Mrs M Davis 
231/0009/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs M F Dumbleton 
233/0062/Emp.2 – Mr R Denny 
234/0085/Emp.2 – D Dykstra 
254/0051/Emp.2 – Mrs C Ellind 
255/0092/Emp.2 – Environment Agency 
264/0065/Emp.2 – Ms Y V Everitt 
276/0052/Emp.2 – Mr A Fletcher 
277/0005/Emp.2 – N T Fletcher 
282/0013/Emp.2 – Government Office for the West Midlands 
306/0083/Emp.2 – Gazeley Properties 
311/0003/Emp.2 – Ms M Galley 
332/0112/Emp.2 – Ms V Hawker 
370/0018/Emp.2 – Highways Agency 
372/0074/Emp.2 – Prologis Developments Ltd 
374/0067/Emp.2 – T Hueck 
382/0064/Emp.2 – Mr B J Hand 
383/0023/Emp.2 – Mrs E Harris 
399/0046/Emp.2 – R & V Hone 
401/0069/Emp.2 – Ms S Hudson 
452/0049/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs S W King 
486/0056/Emp.2 – Mrs J Lathy 
488/0058/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs D Liggins 
532/0111/Emp.2 – B Matts 
535/0007/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs R J Matthews 
551/0071/Emp.2 – Mr A Melen 
559/0020/Emp.2 – Mr R S Mounter 

567/0089/Emp.2 – Abbcott Developments Ltd 
571/0070/Emp.2 – Ms L Newcombe 
578/0063/Emp.2 – Mr P Nixon 
618/0066/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs R Payne 
629/0068/Emp.2 – Mr M J Paterson 
633/0026/Emp.2 – M Perkins 
638/0100/Emp.2 – Mr G Preedy 
640/0048/Emp.2 – Mr G Powell 
645/0028/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs B Philips 
680/0032/Emp.2 – A J & C M Rowley 
683/0029/Emp.2 – Mr W J Roberts 
684/0030/Emp.2 – Mr D S Rayat 
685/0036/Emp.2 – S Robinson 
687/0078/Emp.2 – Ms A Randle 
693/0077/Emp.2 – Network Rail 
741/0006/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs T I Sanderson 
748/0034/Emp.2 – Mr S Szrok 
749/0025/Emp.2 – R S Scott 
751/0086/Emp.2 – Ms C Suett 
755/0017/Emp.2 – Bellway Homes Planning & Development 
Division
757/0090/Emp.2 – The Arbury Estate 
797/0054/Emp.2 – G D Towers 
798/0059/Emp.2 – Mrs H Thomas 
799/0033/Emp.2 – Ms R Tyler 
802/0038/Emp.2 – Mr P Thomas 
808/0010/Emp.2 – Mr D Tylcoat 
811/0121/Emp.2 – Nuneaton & District Friends of the Earth 
813/0060/Emp.2 – Mrs C Upton 
819/0012/Emp.2 – Mrs J Vero 
866/0057/Emp.2 – Warwickshire Museum Field Services 
867/0087/Emp.2 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust 
873/0119/Emp.2 – Warwickshire County Council Dept of 
Planning, Transport & Economic Strategy 
880/0047/Emp.2 – J A Williams 
889/0031/Emp.2 – Mr S Wilkinson 
895/0002/Emp.2 – Mr R Wing 
902/0008/Emp.2 – Mrs A J Yeoman 
903/0096/Emp.2 – A Zuruh 
906/0055/Emp.2 – Mr M Boissonade 
913/0081/Emp.2 – Mr G White 
917R/0117/Emp.2 – Miss J A Baker 
921R/0115/Emp.2 – Mrs L Cosnett 
922R/0116/Emp.2 – Mr R Cosnett 
935/0040/Emp.2 – Mr & Mrs J R Anderson 
939R/0120/Emp.2 – Mr M Heatley 
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Chapter 5:   SHOPPING 

Background to retail strategy

5.1 The WASP (CD34) defines a town centre hierarchy for the county under policy TC2.  Nuneaton is 
defined as one of 4 main town centres and Bedworth as one of 4 other town centres.  The local plan takes as 
its starting point the Nuneaton and Bedworth Retail Strategy of 1999 (CD51).  This defines a retail hierarchy 
acknowledging the retail catchments of Birmingham as a regional centre to the west and Coventry as a sub-
regional centre to the south, while also noting the effect of Leicester, a sub-regional centre to the north-east.  
The plan identifies Nuneaton and Bedworth as town centres, albeit with differing functions.  Nuneaton town 
centre is identified as having expansion potential.  Existing planning permissions, which would add 25,000 
square metres of floor space, are noted.  The plan also states that this potential would enable Nuneaton to 
compete with nearby centres in comparison and convenience retailing and maintain the service it provides for 
local residents.  For Bedworth the priority is to maintain and enhance its vitality and viability as a convenience 
retail centre for local residents.  The plan also identifies 6 existing district centres which are defined on inset 
maps, and describes five types of local centre which serve more local shopping and service needs. 

1. POLICY S.1 (New development in Nuneaton and Bedworth town centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 224/0002/S.1 – Tesco Stores Ltd; 620/0006/S.1 – Wm Morrison 
Supermarkets plc 

Objection to Second Deposit 694R/0008/S.1 – Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd 

Issues

¶ Is criterion (a) that new retail development should positively sustain and enhance town centre vitality and 
viability appropriate 

¶ Should retail need have to be demonstrated within defined town centres 
¶ Is criterion (b), requiring retail development to be of a scale appropriate to the centre, necessary 
¶ Is criterion (c), requiring retail development to be of good standard of design, necessary 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.2 Tesco supports the general extent of the town centre boundaries for Nuneaton and Bedworth, and the 
policy’s support for new retail development within defined town centres, but objects that the requirement of 
criterion (a) is not in accord with government planning policy as clarified by case law.  William Morrison
objects that the criterion is redundant because the logic of PPG6 is that new retail development in town 
centres will, as a matter of principle, sustain and enhance their vitality and viability. 

5.3 The government’s first of several related objectives in paragraph 1.1 of PPG6 is “to sustain and 
enhance the vitality and viability of town centres”, while paragraph 1.3 states that town and district centres 
should be the preferred location for developments that attract many trips.  The policy refers to new 
development of all types and not simply retail.  Therefore, notwithstanding subsequent case law and 
ministerial clarifications, it seems to me that the inclusion of criterion (a) would accord with the underlying 
aims of national guidance.  In detailed application to particular proposals the policy should be read as part of 
the plan’s retail strategy as a whole, having regard to the importance of a plan-led approach to town centres 
as set out in PPG6.  Application of the sequential test would tend to give preference to new retail development 
in the town centres as compared to such proposals in out-of-town sites.  To that extent retail development 
proposals in the centres would be more likely to sustain and to enhance town centre vitality and viability.  The 
Council’s proposed inclusion within policy S1’s explanatory text of the first explanatory paragraph of policy S2 
would clarify that a range of uses including retail would normally be permitted in the town centres.  
Accordingly, I see no compelling reason to amend or delete criterion (a). 

5.4 On the question of need, it seems to me that the Council’s retail strategy should be seen as a starting 
point and that there will be a requirement for some flexibility to allow for changes in the retail market and the 
requirements of shoppers and retail operators.  Such flexibility would be consistent with the government’s 
objectives to maintain an efficient, competitive and innovative retail sector and to ensure the availability of a 
wide range of shops and other complementary activities in town centres.  In relation to Nuneaton, I note that 
the explanatory text to policy S1 states that the existing planning permissions, if implemented, would add  
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some 25,000 square metres of floor space to the centre’s 90,000 square metres of net retail floor space.  
While its catchment area appears likely to be relatively fixed during the plan period, this would enable it to 
compete with nearby centres in comparison and convenience retailing particularly bearing in mind the 
potential for competition from the Arena 2000 development at Foleshill, Coventry.  Clearly the overall 
operation and commercial health of the centre, and the overall strategy for it, will require regular monitoring.  
But I see no reason why the policy should operate to preclude competition or a degree of flexibility without 
departing materially from its main thrust and the indicative level of growth identified in the plan.  The proposed 
repositioned explanatory text originally following policy S2 does refer to the need for planning applications to 
be accompanied by an assessment statement demonstrating how the S1 criteria would be met.  However, this 
does not of itself require the type of detailed retail need assessment that would be required in an edge- or out-
of-centre location.  Accordingly, subject to the Council’s proposed clarification of the explanatory text, I 
conclude that the policy itself needs no further amendment in this regard. 

5.5 Criterion (b) was inserted at the Second Deposit stage.  William Morrison objects on the grounds that 
it duplicates policy ENV13 and it thus redundant, while Sainsbury’s say it is unclear and potentially restrictive.  
The phrase “of a scale appropriate to” is taken from PPG6.  Thus the criterion is consistent with government 
advice.  However, since the criterion is intended to refer to the amount of floorspace in relation to the nature 
and function of the centre concerned, I agree that its meaning could be clearer.  Therefore I support the 
Council’s suggestion that the wording be improved to clarify the precise intent of the criterion in relation to 
retail function, and I recommend accordingly. 

5.6 Criterion (c) did originally emphasise the need to protect and enhance the appearance of 
Conservation Areas in particular, but in response to objections that emphasis was removed at the Second 
Deposit stage.  I see no reason why a good standard of design should not be sought for all new development 
within the two town centres.  Since there is no confusion or conflict with the plan’s environmental policies the 
revised criterion should remain unchanged. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.7 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) that the wording of policy S1 criterion (b) be changed to the following: “It is of a size which would not 

contribute to a change in the function of the centre within the sub-regional hierarchy of retail centres and 
thereby have a detrimental impact on other centres;”  

b) that the paragraph of explanatory text immediately after policy S2 in the Second Deposit draft be 
incorporated within the S1 policy explanation; 

c) that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

2 POLICIES S.2, S3, S5, S6, S7 – General note 

5.8 A number of objections to the shopping policies are inter-related in terms of the issues and the 
detailed arguments involved.  In response to the general thrust of the objections the Council has put forward a 
number of inter-related changes which respond to several objections seeking greater clarity (Document ref no: 
LPA/S2/224/0002/S2/1).  In considering the objections to the deposited plan as revised in the Second Deposit 
I concentrate on those matters of principle on which differences are still outstanding. 

3 POLICY S.2 (Town-centre-type development outside the defined town centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 224/0002/S.2 – Tesco Stores Ltd;  620/0005/S.2 – Wm. Morrison 
Supermarkets plc;  694/0004/S.2 – Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd;  
696/0003/S.2 – Somerfield Stores Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Does policy S2 correctly apply the sequential approach in PPG6 
¶ Should there be scope for out-of-centre development if need is demonstrated and the sequential test met 

5.9 As the policy stood at the Second Deposit stage I agree with objectors that both it and other related 
shopping policies, did not clearly accord with the sequential approach set out in PPG6.  However, the Council  
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now proposes deletion of policy S2 and the restructuring and rewording of policies S3 and S5 into one 
combined new policy S2 (aimed at development in an edge-of-centre, District Centre or Local centre 
locations) and the revision of related policy S7 (aimed at new retail proposals in out-of-centre locations) to be 
re-numbered S3.  These and explanatory text changes would more clearly spell out the plan’s approach to 
new development outside town, district and local centres and in edge of centre locations.  In particular, new 
policy S3 (formerly S7) would apply the sequential test to retail proposals in out-of-centre locations. 

5.10 Proposed new policy S2 is a criteria based policy applying PPG6 principles to the assessment of new 
development in edge-of-centre, district or local centre locations, acting as the partner to policy S1.  The 
proposed explanatory text gives required definitions and describes the characteristics of district and local 
centres and their locations.  The question of need for development outside central locations is now dealt with 
by proposed new policy S3 and the explanatory text.  In my view the revised policy and text would accord with 
the main thrust of government policy in PPG6.  However I see no reason why the last conditional clause 
should not be a specific criterion in common with the rest.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.11 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) that the policy and its explanatory text be deleted and replaced by the Council’s re-structured and revised 

policy S2 as set out in Document Reference: LPA/S2/224/0002/S2, subject to the last clause concerning 
off-street parking and servicing being set out as a specific criterion; 

b) that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

3. POLICY S.3 (Development in District Centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 620/0003/S.3 – Wm. Morrison Supermarkets plc;  694/0002/S.3 – 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd;  696/0001/S.3 – Somerfield Stores 
Ltd.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Does policy S3 correctly apply the sequential approach in PPG6 
¶ Is criterion (a) redundant 
¶ Is criterion (b), requiring retail development to be of a scale appropriate to the centre, necessary 
¶ Is criterion (f), requiring retail development to be of good standard of design, necessary 

5.12 As the policy stood at the Second Deposit stage I agree with the objectors that both it and other 
related shopping policies, did not clearly accord with the sequential approach set out in PPG6.  However, the 
Council now proposes deletion of policy S2 and the restructuring and rewording of policies S3 and S5 into one 
combined new policy S2 (aimed at development in an edge-of-centre, District Centre or Local centre 
locations) and the revision of related policy S7 (aimed at new retail proposals in out-of-centre locations) to be 
re-numbered S3.  These and related explanatory text changes would more clearly spell out the plan’s 
approach to new development in district centres and other locations.  New policy S3 (formerly S7) in particular 
would apply the sequential test to retail proposals in out-of-centre locations.  Criterion (a) spells out the thrust 
of government policy and in my view should remain.  Criteria (b) and (d) were amended broadly as sought by 
the objectors at the Second Deposit stage and are retained in the proposed revision with appropriate 
amplification in the new explanatory text.  Since there is no confusion or conflict with the plan’s environmental 
policies, in my view criterion (f) should remain unchanged.  Subject to the Council’s proposed changes I 
consider that the objectors’ concerns have been satisfactorily addressed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.13 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That the policy and its explanatory text be deleted and replaced by the Council’s re-structured and revised 

policy S2 as set out in Document Reference: LPA/S.2/224/0002/S.2, subject to the last clause concerning 
off-street parking and servicing being set out as a specific criterion; 

b) that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 
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4. POLICY S.4 (Contributions from new shopping developments towards 
environmental improvements in shopping centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 620/0002/S.4 – Wm. Morrison Supermarkets plc;  694/0001/S.4 – 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should contributions be sought from new town centre uses other than shopping 
¶ Should there be a proven connection between the development and an environmental scheme 
¶ Should contributions be commensurate with the size and scale of shopping development proposed 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.14 PPG6 makes clear that the diversity of uses in town centres and their accessibility to people living and 
working in the area make an important contribution to their vitality and viability.  Hence there is a case in 
principle for all new developments to play their part in ensuring an attractive environmental context.  The 
Council has recognised this by deleting the policy’s shopping limitation at the Second Deposit stage and in my 
view this satisfactorily addresses that objection. 

5.15 The key tests for the appropriateness of seeking contributions by way of a Section 106 planning 
obligation are set out in paragraph 7 of Circular 1/97.  They include (iii) and (iv) to the effect that the obligation 
be directly, fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development.  The policy’s 
explanatory text was amended at the Second Deposit stage to note that contributions should be 
commensurate with the size of development proposed.  I conclude that no further action is required to meet 
the objections. 

RECOMMENDATION

5.16 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

5. POLICY S.5 (New development in local centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 646/0001/S.5 – Portrust Holdings Ltd;  694/0003/S.5 – Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Ltd;  696/0002/S.5 – Somerfield Supermarkets Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Does policy S5 correctly apply the sequential approach in PPG6 
¶ Should the policy encourage development within and adjoining local centres 

5.17 As the policy stood at the Second Deposit stage I agree with the objectors that both it and other 
related shopping policies, did not clearly accord with the sequential approach set out in PPG6.  However, the 
Council now proposes deletion of policy S2 and the restructuring and rewording of policies S3 and S5 into one 
combined new policy S2 (aimed at development in an edge-of-centre, District Centre or Local centre 
locations) and the revision of related policy S7 (aimed at new retail proposals in out-of-centre locations) to be 
re-numbered S3.  These and related explanatory text changes would more clearly spell out the plan’s 
approach to new development in local centres and other locations.  New policy S3 (formerly S7) in particular 
would apply the sequential test to retail proposals in out-of-centre locations.   

5.18 As now proposed the policy is positively framed and would not prevent the possible expansion of a 
local centre but would require it to satisfy a series of relevant criteria.  The fifth identified type of local centre 
are purpose-built units serving housing estates.  The newly proposed explanatory text would retain the phrase 
that (expansion) is unlikely to be encouraged which Portrust Holdings considers to be at odds with 
government policy in PPG6.  I see the text as mainly a statement of fact that such small centres have limited 
scope for expansion without harm to local living conditions.  However, the boundaries of the local centres are  
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not prescribed by the plan and, if a sound site-specific case can be made out, then the policy itself does not 
preclude the modest expansion of such centres in appropriate circumstances.  I believe this strikes the right 
balance between maximising local service provision and protecting the environment for adjoining residents. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.19 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That the policy and its explanatory text be deleted and replaced by the Council’s re-structured and revised 

policy S2 as set out in Document Reference: LPA/S.2/224/0002/S.2, subject to the last clause concerning 
off-street parking and servicing being set out as a specific criterion; 

b) that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

6. POLICY S.6 (Coventry Colliery, new local centre) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0001/S.7 – Environment Agency;  484/0003/S.7 – Mrs E 
Kimberley;  694/0002/S.7 – Sainsbury Supermarkets Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should development depend on a site investigation and any necessary remediation works 
¶ Should land at Plough Hill Road, Galley Common be allocated as a district or local centre 
¶ Should the policy include the key components to be included within the centre 

5.20 The Environment Agency’s objection is based on its concern about possible historic ground 
contamination at Coventry Colliery.  The Council states that site investigations and remedial measures have 
been carried out and that the land is available for development.  I note that the policy requires the preparation 
of a development brief which would be able to deal with any detailed pre-development requirements.  I 
conclude that no further action is required to meet the agency’s objection. 

5.21 The objection from Mrs Kimberley is to the effect that a substantial parcel of land to the east of Plough 
Hill Road, Galley Common, Nuneaton should have been allocated for residential development including a 
district or local centre.  In the housing chapter I have already concluded that there is no pressing need for 
additional housing on this scale and especially in a greenfield location.  In the absence of any evidence of 
identified retail need I conclude that there is no case for a new district or local shopping centre to be allocated 
other than that proposed by the policy at Coventry Colliery. 

5.22 The Second Deposit version was modified in response to Sainsbury’s objection to refer to small shops 
and community uses.  PPG6 encourages the provision of a wide range of facilities in district and local centres.  
I note that a development brief would be prepared and bearing in mind that the proposal is for a local centre in 
my view it would be wrong to be more prescriptive in advance of detailed proposals. 

RECOMMENDATION

5.23 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

7. POLICY S.7 (New shops/changes of use outside of town, district & local centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 224/0002/S.8 – Tesco Stores Ltd;  484/0006/S.8 – Mrs E Kimberley;  
620/0007/S.8 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc;  694/0005/S.8 – 
Sainsbury Supermarkets Ltd;  696/0003/S.8 – Somerfield Stores Ltd;  
867/0004/S.8 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust (WWT). 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues
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¶ Does policy S7 correctly apply the sequential approach in PPG6 

¶ Should there be scope for out-of-centre retail development if need is demonstrated and the sequential test 
met, by way of a criteria based policy 

¶ Should the development of farm shops selling local and organic produce be promoted and how does the 
policy relate to policy ENV4 (Farm diversification) 

¶ Should land at Plough Hill Road, Galley Common be allocated for new retail development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.24 The objectors’ concern is that the policy does not correctly apply the sequential approach in PPG6.  In 
particular Tesco points out that it would preclude out of centre development even if need is demonstrated and 
the sequential approach met.  As the policy stood at the Second Deposit stage I agree with objectors that both 
it and other related shopping policies, would not clearly accord with the sequential approach set out in PPG6.  
However, the Council now proposes deletion of policy S2 and the restructuring and rewording of policies S3 
and S5 into one combined new policy S2 (aimed at development in an edge-of-centre, District Centre or Local 
centre locations) and the revision of policy S7 (aimed at new retail proposals in out-of-centre locations) to be 
re-numbered S3.  These and explanatory text changes would more clearly spell out the plan’s approach to 
new development outside town, district and local centres and in edge-of-centre locations.  In particular, the 
replacement policy for S7 would apply the sequential test to retail proposals in out-of-centre locations by way 
of a criteria based assessment of development proposals.  This would include the scope to demonstrate that 
such development could be possible if the need and lack of harm to other centres can be demonstrated.  In 
my view this meets the main thrust of the objector’s concerns and brings the policy in line with PPG6.  
However, I agree with Tesco that it would help to bring the need criterion (now referenced h) to the top of the 
list, since if need cannot be demonstrated none of the other criteria would need consideration. 

5.25 With regard to WWT’s objection, Second Deposit policy ENV4 deals with farm diversification and 
refers to farm shops in the explanatory text.  In my view the two policies are not contradictory and there is no 
need to include farm shops within the shopping policy as the diversification policy allows scope for their 
consideration as a particularised exception to the generality of the shopping policies. 

5.26 With regard to Mrs Kimberley’s objection I have already concluded in paragraph 5.18 that there is no 
proven retail need in association with the land at Galley Common and hence no need to amend the policy in 
this regard. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.27 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That the policy and its explanatory text be deleted and replaced by the Council’s re-structured and revised 

policy S3 as set out in Document Reference: LPA/S.2/224/0002/S.2, subject to the last clause (h) being 
relocated at the top of the list of criteria, with consequential editing of the other criteria references; 

b) that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

8. POLICY S.8 (Extensions to shops outside shopping centres) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  282/0001/S.9 – Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM). 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should need for out-of-centre extensions be demonstrated 
¶ Does the explanatory text need clarification in relation to garage forecourt shops 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.28 The GOWM’s main objection has been satisfied by the Second Deposit draft’s inclusion of a needs 
criterion (f) which brings the policy more clearly into line with PPG6 and subsequent ministerial clarifications.  
With regard to garage forecourt shops, the Council acknowledges that the explanatory text alteration at the 
Second Deposit stage should be more clearly expressed and I recommend accordingly. 
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RECOMMENDATION

5.29 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting the word “also” between “policy” and “relates” in 
the penultimate sentence of the explanatory text. 

9. POLICY S.9 (Hot food shops, restaurants, cafes, wine bars, public houses and 
other A3 uses) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  694/0001/S.10 – Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Is criterion (b), providing for at least 30m between new A3 uses and the nearest residential property, 
practical 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.30 The Council notes that the policy seeks to distinguish between those A3 uses in town or district 
centres, where uses could be expected to mix more readily, and other locations where residential amenity 
should assume greater relative importance.  In principle such an approach seems sensible and in tune with 
the thrust of advice in PPG6.  However, in my view a prescriptive 30m separation distance may not be 
sufficient in all cases where it is anticipated that patrons may congregate and be a potential source of 
disturbance late at night.  With the policy being so specific the Council may have difficulties in resisting 
proposals which meet the minimum distance standard, yet are still likely to create an unacceptable loss of 
residential amenity by reason of their size and/or nature, and that of their surroundings.  I recommend that the 
criterion be made more flexible with a benchmark or illustrative separation distance included in explanatory 
text to enable site- and proposal-specific judgements in individual cases. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.31 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) That criterion (b) be deleted and replaced by the following: “A sufficient separation gap is available and 

can be maintained between the proposed development and the nearest residential property (including 
flats above premises) having regard to the size and nature of the proposal and the nature and character of 
the surrounding area.” 

b) That explanatory text be inserted thus: “Where the proposal is in or adjoining an established, mainly 
residential area, to protect the living conditions of neighbouring residents the separation distance in 
criterion (b) is unlikely to be less than 30 metres, and may need to be more.” 

10. POLICY S.11 (Sui Generis retail type uses inappropriate in town, district or local 
centres)

Objections to Deposit Draft 436/0002/S.12 – Tawnywood Ltd;  694/0003/S.12 – Sainsbury’s 
Supermarkets Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Does the policy accord with government policy and is it necessary 
¶ Should a 20% use limit be applied to industrial estates and if so, how 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.32 The objection from Sainsbury’s to the Deposit draft was that the policy would be contrary to the “class 
of goods” approach outlined in a ministerial statement in February 2000 and was redundant.  However, the  
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Council amended the wording at the Second deposit stage so as to address “sui generis” rather than purely 
retail uses.   

5.33 Government policy, as further clarified by the ministerial statement in April 2003, is that where a class 
of goods is capable of being sold from a town centre location, (then) that is the preferred location for the retail 
development; there should be flexibility in the scale and format of a proposed development to meet that 
objective.  With regard to bulky goods retailing, it rests with developers and retailers to demonstrate that a 
majority of their goods cannot be sold from town centre stores.   

5.34 In my view the retail type uses referred to in the policy’s explanatory text, such as car sales and 
accessories, and the sale and hire of power tools, may be appropriately located in an industrial estate.  
However, the thrust of the latest clarification would seem to be that this should be demonstrated in each case.  
If deemed to satisfy the class of goods test, there may be a need to limit the range and/or balance of goods 
sold and/or hired by condition as advised in paragraph 3.11 of PPG6.  Under these tests wholesale 
warehouses may or may not qualify for non centre industrial estate locations, depending on the type and 
range of goods on offer, and the size and nature of the retail format.  In short the definition of what type of 
retail or retail-type use is inappropriate in a town centre should be narrowly interpreted.  I conclude that the 
Council should reconsider the policy and the explanatory text in the light of the April 2003 ministerial 
statement and, at the least, should make the rigour of the definitions and these tests and qualifications clear in 
the explanatory text. 

5.35 Subject to clarification of the operation of the policy to ensure that it is in line with the latest 
government guidance, I agree that there is a need to protect the main function of industrial estates from 
domination by sui generis retail-type uses.  The Second deposit version has amended the wording so that the 
limit would apply to 20% of the total floorspace on an industrial estate.  In my view this meets Tawnywood’s
objection. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.36 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) that the Council consider whether the policy and explanatory text accords with the thrust of the advice in 

the Ministerial Statement issued in April 2003; and  
b) considers amplifying the explanatory test in line with the above to ensure it makes the interpretation and 

implementation of the policy clear, including the possible need for imposing conditions on sui generis retail 
type planning permissions in out-of-centre locations. 

11. POLICY S.12 (Retail development and the balance of car parking provision) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 620/0004/S.14 – Wm Morrison Supermarkets plc;  646/0002/S.14 – 
Portrust Holdings Ltd;  738/0005/S.14 – Chamber of Commerce;  
761/0003/S.14 – Mr M Srbljanin.  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy allow for further car parking in town and district centres 
¶ Should public transport be improved before car restraint is applied to the centres 
¶ Should the policy restrain local centre development by requiring the provision of car parking 
¶ Should the parking standards be in the plan rather than in SPG 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.37 On the first issue the objectors seek greater car parking flexibility.  The Council’s position is that, in 
view of good accessibility to public transport facilities, there is presently a sufficiency of car parking spaces in 
the town and district centres and limited scope for further retail expansion.  I note that the policy itself would 
not rule out additional parking, but rather aims to ensure no reduction in provision.  However, the notion of no 
new car parking and the maintenance of the present level of provision is referred to in the explanatory text.  
The Council accepts that, since circumstances may change over the life of the plan, a degree of flexibility in 
the explanatory text would be desirable.  Paragraph 56 of PPG13 notes that a balance has to be struck  
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between encouraging new investment in town centres by providing adequate levels of parking, and potentially 
increasing traffic congestion caused by too many cars.  In my view the Council’s suggested amendment to the 
explanatory text would enable an acceptable balance between the two concerns to be struck in circumstances 
where new retail development in the centres was proposed. 

5.38 On the second issue, the NBCC is concerned that public transport links should be improved before 
car parking restraint is applied, and that a lack of new parking could lead to potential customers choosing to 
visit competing centres instead.  In my view the plan’s general policy approach is consistent with government 
advice in PPG13 and with WASP policy T5.  Paragraph 51 of PPG13 urges local authorities not to require 
developers to provide more spaces than they themselves wish.  The Council’s suggested explanatory text 
change in response to the first issue would give some parking flexibility in respect of new retail development, 
which itself seems likely to be modest.  Given existing reasonable accessibility by, and planned improvements 
in, public transport the plan would enable an acceptable balance between the overall level of car parking and 
the potential for congestion referred to in paragraph 56 of PPG13, and the government’s more general 
objective to promote more sustainable transport choices.  The transport implications of this objection are more 
fully addressed in chapter 8, particularly in my consideration of NBCC’s parallel objection to policy T8. 

5.39 With regard to parking in local centres, the policy does distinguish between them and town and district 
centres.  Having regard to sustainability objectives and limited need for new retail development the Council 
has concluded that there are sufficient car parking spaces in the town and district centres.  That may not be 
the case in local centres where there could be local highway and parking limitations.  The Council states that 
the standards are expressed as maxima and thus that lower requirements may be appropriate depending on 
the merits and circumstances of each case.  It has accepted that the explanatory text could be amended to 
ensure that its implementation is not inconsistent with that part of PPG13 stating that local authorities should 
not require developers to provide more spaces than they themselves wish.  I agree that such an amendment 
would help to ensure that modest development in local centres was not unduly held back by unrealistically 
high demands for additional car parking when PPG13 aims to encourage non-car travel modes.   

5.40 The issue of whether the car parking standards should be in the plan or in SPG was also raised in a 
number of objections to policy T10.  Since there are implications for other land uses the objections are dealt 
with collectively in chapter 8. 

5.41 The concerns of Mr Srbljanin about the maintenance of parking levels during any major retail 
construction have been noted by the Council.  While his concern for sort term environmental consequences is 
understandable, in my view it does not address the main long term thrust of the plan’s policy objectives. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.42 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 

a) The explanatory text be amended by deleting the second sentence and replacing it with: “Therefore, it is 
considered that new car parking is not currently required for such development but that the supply should 
not fall below the current level.  PPG13 refers to the need to strike a balance between encouraging new 
investment in town centres by providing adequate levels of car parking and potentially increasing 
congestion.  In the Council’s view this policy strikes a balance appropriate to the current circumstances, 
having regard to the existing provision and proposals under construction to improve accessibility by 
transport means other than the private car.  It is recognised, however, that the circumstances affecting 
that balance may change over the lifetime of the plan.  Therefore, retail development proposals that 
include new parking provision in or on the edge of the town and district centres will be judged on their 
merits against the circumstances prevailing at the time.” 

b) The explanatory text be further amended by deleting from the third sentence the words “an element of car 
parking should be provided” and inserting in their place the words: “developers may wish to provide car 
parking”; and by inserting at the start of the next sentence the words: “Where it is to be provided,…”; 

c) That no further modifications be made in response to these objections. 

12. POLICY S.13 (Expansion of garage forecourt shops - DELETED) 
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Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0002/S.13 – Government Office for the West Midlands;  
694/0003/S.13 – Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the need for such expansion be demonstrated 
¶ Should the policy be more positively expressed 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.43 The policy was deleted at Second Deposit stage and the topic was incorporated under revised policy 
S8 which includes a criterion that need for an extension can be demonstrated.  That policy is positively 
expressed and hence the policy is now in line with the most recent government guidance. 

RECOMMENDATION

5.44 I recommend that no modification be made in response to these objections 

13. POLICY (Omission) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  224/0002/S.Other – Tesco Stores Ltd 
Objections to Second Deposit 224/0002/S.Other – Tesco Stores Ltd.

Issues

¶ Should the chapter introduction indicate a restraint on development in defined centres  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.45 Having regard to the main findings of the 1999 Retail Strategy (CD51), I agree that the final sentence 
in the second paragraph of the chapter’s introduction is more of a statement of fact than policy, and hence is 
not objectionable.  However, I acknowledge that PPG6 refers to the availability of suitable sites or buildings, 
and not to need, as the context within which criteria based policies should be set.  For that reason I agree that 
the Council’s proposed change (to omit the final sentence of the third paragraph) would lead to greater 
consistency with PPG6 and hence should be supported. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

5.46 I recommend that the plan be modified by adding the first sentence of the third paragraph to the 
second paragraph and that the remainder of the third paragraph be deleted. 

14. POLICY (Omission) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  282/0004/S.Other – Government Office for the West Midlands. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the boundaries of the town and district centres be defined on inset plans to the Proposals Map 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.47 I note that plans are included in the main plan document.  However, for the sake of clarity and for the 
avoidance of disputes I agree with GOWM that the Proposals Map should include insets showing the 
delineation of the town and district centre boundaries.  
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RECOMMENDATION

5.48 I recommend that the plan be modified by including the designated boundaries of the town and district 
centres as an insert(s) on the Proposals Map.  

15. POLICY (Omission)  

Site     Rear of 172-182 Lutterworth Road, Nuneaton.

Objections to Deposit Draft  646/0001/S.Other – Portrust Holdings Ltd 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the objection site be allocated for retail and/or commercial development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

5.49 The site comprises 21 lock-up garages adjoining the Whitestone local shopping centre at the junction 
of Lutterworth Road and Golf Drive.  The centre and garages are surrounded by residential development built 
in the 1960’s.  A majority of the garages appear now disused and the site is showing signs of dereliction.  I 
note that the site has been the subject of two unsuccessful planning applications and appeals for residential 
redevelopment.  I acknowledge that some form of redevelopment would have the potential to remedy the 
evident environmental problems.  As I have already pointed out in my consideration of objections to policy S5, 
the boundaries of this and the other local centres are not prescribed by the plan.  If a sound site-specific case 
can be made out, then that policy would not preclude the modest expansion of the centre in appropriate 
circumstances.   

5.50 I understand from the objector’s representations that a planning application for  retail re-development 
by the erection of two single-storey units was submitted to the Council in April 2003 but I am not aware of its 
outcome.  In view of the proximity of adjoining houses, and the need to consider details of shared access 
provision and residual garaging demand, I believe that a site-specific consideration of such a detailed 
proposal, enabling necessary consultation with neighbouring occupiers and the local highway authority, would 
be the right way for the future of the land to be resolved.  Given the site-specific constraints I do not see a 
convincing case for a firm retail allocation in the absence of an acceptable detailed scheme. 

RECOMMENDATION

5.51 I recommend that no modification be made in response to this objection. 
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Chapter 6:  RECREATION 

1. POLICY R.2 (Recreational Priority Areas) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  407/0001/R.2 – Mr K Ireland 
Objections to Second Deposit 282R/0008/R.2 – Government Office for the West Midlands 

(GOWM);  867R/0010/R.2 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust (WWT). 

Issues

¶ Should land off McDonnel Drive, Exhall be designated as a Recreational Priority Area 
¶ Should the words “new sites in the Green Belt are inappropriate” be retained in the explanatory text 
¶ Does the explanatory text adequately explain what may be required to protect sites of ecological, 

geological or archaeological interest 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.1 Mr Ireland runs a riding stables in Bedworth and has a composite objection to a number of policies 
effectively seeking the allocation of land he owns between McDonnel Drive and the M6 as a replacement 
riding school.  The objection site is within the Green Belt and, while a riding stables could be a suitable use 
within the Green Belt, some of the uses allowable within a Recreational Priority Area (RPA), as defined by the 
policy, would not be suitable in the Green Belt.  I conclude, therefore, that the land would not be suitable for 
designation as an RPA.  Mr Ireland’s Green Belt objection is considered in the Environment chapter. 
.
6.2 In the Second Deposit version the Council proposes deletion of the words “new sites in the Green Belt 
are inappropriate” which GOWM considers needs clarification.  The explanatory text as revised at the Second 
Deposit stage states that “it does not appear that additional sites will be required during the plan period”.  
None of the seven RPA’s listed in the policy and shown on the Proposals Map are within the Green Belt.  If a 
recreational development proposal came forward on a Green Belt site it would be considered under the plan’s 
Green Belt policies Env1 and Env2 and the guidance in PPG2.  Therefore, I conclude that there is no pressing 
need to retain the words omitted at the Second Deposit stage. 

6.3 The Council agrees with the thrust of WWT’s objection and proposes an amendment to the 
explanatory text.  I conclude that the suggested alteration would satisfy WWT’s concern that if valuable 
natural features are identified though impact assessments, mitigation plans may be needed, including the 
possibility of excluding the areas/features from the developable land. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.4 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:  
a) delete the final sentence of the explanatory text; and  
b) replace with the following text: “Where such surveys identify areas or features of substantive nature 

conservation, geological or archaeological value, mitigation plans will need to be implemented including, 
where necessary, the exclusion of the valuable areas/features from the developable land”; 

c)   but that no other modifications be made in response to these objections. 

POLICY R2 - SITE-SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

Bedworth Leisure Centre, Coventry Road, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft  867/0001/R.2(2) – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust (WWT) 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should part of the Bedworth Leisure Centre RPA be deleted because of its nature conservation interest 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.5 The south-eastern part of the RPA has been identified as a potential Site of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SINC).  WWT notes that its survey, undertaken for a panel comprising English Nature and local 
conservation bodies and including a representative of the Borough Council, has shown that the land is a 
species rich neutral grassland with at least 50 plants species identified.  I understand that further SINC survey 
and appraisal work is ongoing.  The terms of the policy as proposed to be amended by the Council in 
response to the trust’s general objection (see 6.4b) above) would allow for more specific investigation in the 
event of firm development proposals.  In addition policy Env16 states that potential SINC’s will be given the 
same protection as SINC’s, so that in the event of firm development proposals on the subject land and/or the 
rest of the site the area of nature conservation interest would have an added level of protection.  In these 
circumstances I see no pressing need for the south-eastern corner to be deleted from the RPA at present, 
although the Council may need to review the designation when the SINC survey and analysis work is 
complete. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.6 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Nuneaton Rugby Club, off Eastborough Way, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft  867/0010/R.2(4) – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should part of the Nuneaton Rugby Club RPA be deleted because of its nature conservation interest 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.7 The north-western part of the RPA has been identified as a potential SINC.  WWT notes that its 
survey, undertaken for a panel comprising English Nature and local conservation bodies and including a 
representative of the Borough Council, has shown that the land has a mixture of semi-improved neutral 
grassland and tall ruderal vegetation, with a wide variety of plant species having been identified.  I understand 
that further SINC survey and appraisal work is ongoing.  The terms of the policy as proposed to be amended 
by the Council in response to the trust’s general objection (see 6.4b) above) would allow for more specific 
investigation in the event of firm development proposals.  In addition policy Env16 states that potential SINC’s 
will be given the same protection as SINC’s, so that in the event of firm development proposals on the subject 
land and/or the rest of the site the area of nature conservation interest would have an added level of 
protection.  The entire RPA is within an Area of Restraint under the terms of policy Env2 and much of the 
potential SINC site is also within the River Anker floodplain wherein policy Env3 establishes a presumption 
against development.  In these circumstances I see no pressing need for the south-eastern corner to be 
deleted from the RPA at present, although the Council may need to review the designation when the SINC 
survey and analysis work is complete. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.8 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Harry Cleaver Sports Ground, Weddington Road, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft  263/0003/R.2(6) – Mr & Mrs D T Everitt 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the Harry Cleaver Sports Ground be designated as a RPA 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.9 The aim of the designation of this and other sports grounds as an RPA is to allow for the upgrading 
and enhancement of existing sporting and leisure facilities.  The explanatory text makes clear that any 
planning application for additional development having an impact on highway issues will require a transport 
assessment.  Any application would also trigger public consultation so that matters such as any potential for 
an increase in public disorder associated with the development could be considered at the time, in the light of 
the circumstances then prevailing and the nature of the proposals. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.10 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Land off Eastborough Way, Nuneaton (Deleted)

Objections to Deposit Draft  See Annex attached at end of chapter 
Objections to Second Deposit 926R/0085/R.2(8) – Nuneaton Griff Youth Cricket Section;  

927R/0086/R.2(8) – W Brindley;  928R/0087/R.2(8) – D H Butcher;  
929R/0084/R.2(8) – Mr S Tomkinson. 

Issues

¶ Should land off Eastborough Way, Nuneaton be designated as a RPA 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.11 The proposal in the Deposit Draft was subject to widespread objections and led the Council to 
reconsider its position and to delete the designation from the Second Deposit.  However, a number of 
objectors have not withdrawn their objection and others (as listed above) object to the deletion of the 
designation and would prefer the land’s RPA status to be re-instated.  For example the Nuneaton Griff Youth 
Cricket Section considers that the designation of the land would provide much needed recreational facilities 
and that the change of policy will deprive young and not so young sportspeople of valuable facilities.  Other 
objectors point out that designation as a RPA would also safeguard the open aspects of the land.   

6.12 The Council’s Open Space Assessment (CD42) indicates that only the Bulkington and Mount 
Pleasant, Bedworth wards are deficient in open space when measured against the NPFA standard.  There is 
no other evidence of a particular shortage of playing fields or other sports venues in the eastern outskirts of 
Nuneaton.  The open character of the land would be protected in any event under Area of Restraint policy 
Env2.  Bearing in mind the level of public opposition to the designation of this open and undeveloped area I 
see no reason to re-instate the RPA designation during the plan period. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.13 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

Land off Weddington Road, Nuneaton (Deleted)

Objections    See Annex attached at end of chapter 
Objections to Proposed Changes 744R/0547/R.2(9) – Hallam Land Management Ltd (Hallam); 

926R/0544/R.2(9) – Nuneaton Griff Youth Cricket Section;  
927R/0545/R.2(9) – W Brindley;  928R/0546/R.2(9) – D H Butcher;  
929R/0543/R.2(9) – Mr S Tomkinson. 

Issues

¶ Should land off Weddington Road, Nuneaton be designated as a RPA 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.14 The proposal in the Deposit Draft was subject to widespread objections and led the Council to 
reconsider its position and to delete the designation from the Second Deposit.  However, a number of 
objectors have not withdrawn their objection and others (as listed above) object to the deletion of the 
designation and would prefer the land’s RPA status to be re-instated.  In particular Hallam considers that the 
designation is appropriate since it is well related to existing and future housing development while the 
Nuneaton Griff Youth Cricket Section considers that the designation of the land would provide much needed 
recreational facilities and that the change of policy will deprive young and not so young sportspeople of 
valuable facilities 

6.15 The Council’s Open Space Assessment (CD42) indicates that only the Bulkington and Mount 
Pleasant, Bedworth wards are deficient in open space when measured against the NPFA standard.  However, 
I understand that the Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy 1999-2009 shows that in the Weddington Ward there 
may be a shortage of active adult playing fields in the form of grass sports pitches.  Despite this, there is no 
clear evidence of active and frustrated demand for additional playing fields or other sports venues on the 
northern side of the town.  There may potential in the longer term for new residential development on the 
northern side of Nuneaton, but there are no housing allocations near Weddington in the plan period.  I 
conclude, therefore, that there is presently no pressing need to make new playing fields and sports facility 
provision for a significantly increased level of population at Weddington.  The open character of the land 
would be protected under Area of Restraint policy Env2.  Bearing in mind the level of public opposition to the 
designation of this open and undeveloped area I see no reason to re-instate the RPA designation during the 
plan period. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.16 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

2. POLICY R.3 (Small scale buildings and works on playing fields and sports 
grounds)

Objections to Deposit Draft  736/0002/R.3 – Sport England 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the term “small scale” be used to describe the type of development permissible 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.17 I appreciate Sport England’s concern that sports facilities should be fit for their purpose and meet 
established standards.  However, the policy is positively expressed and is intended to show that appropriate 
development ancillary to the main use will be allowed in open recreational areas.  Each proposal should 
therefore be considered on its merits against the overall context that the open space character of sports areas 
will be protected. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.18 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

3. POLICY R.4 (Development on or change of use of playing fields and other open 
spaces)

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0004/R.4 – House Builders Federation;  484/0003/R.4 – Mrs E 
Kimberley.

Objections to Second Deposit 918R/0005/R.4 – Bloor Homes 
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Issues

¶ Does the policy properly address situations where schools close and playing fields become redundant 
¶ Is the open space assessment sufficiently comprehensive and clear 
¶ Is the operation of the policy criteria sufficiently clear 
¶ Is the explanatory text up to date 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.19 The underlying aim of the policy is to halt the preventable loss of playing fields and other open spaces 
and not to maximise the developability of redundant schools.  That accords with the thrust of advice in PPG17 
(CD12), paragraph 15 of which states that where a robust assessment of need has not been undertaken 
planning permission for development on playing fields should not be allowed.  Nevertheless, the plan policy 
recognises that if a site has little open space value there can be circumstances where some development is 
permissible, either to promote better use of the remainder of the space, or to develop new and improved 
facilities of equivalent community benefit.  Since the policy specifically includes school playing fields it would 
be able to address the redundancy scenario envisaged by HBF, but starting from the basis of making the best 
possible community use of the open space before examining other development options.  I see no need to 
depart from this principle. 

6.20 It was regrettable that the borough-wide plan produced for the Council’s Open Space Assessment 
(CD42) did not accompany the main document and schedule of spaces, and was not issued for use by 
objectors or me until near the end of the inquiry.  However, the schedule itself could be used, albeit with some 
inconvenience, to appreciate the geographical distribution of the open spaces examined and evaluated.  The 
apparent lack of any user participation surveys or involvement with outside bodies is potentially a weakness of 
the exclusively officer based assessment.  However, the consultative process with the local community and 
local organisations appeared fairly thorough and I am not persuaded that the outcome would have been 
significantly different in policy terms had a fuller appraisal been undertaken.  My understanding of the lack of 
any assessment of areas less than 0.4 hectares is that the number of such spaces and the work entailed was 
beyond the available resources and not that such spaces made no positive contribution.  In my view the 
explanatory text should state that the policy applies to the smaller spaces as well as those above the 0.4 
hectare survey threshold, even where there may be little or no formal recreational use. 

6.21 The Council accepts the point of Bloor Homes objection that whether one or all three of the policy 
criteria should be met before development will be permitted needs to be clarified.  I agree that this would be a 
helpful clarification and recommend accordingly. 

6.22 Finally, I note that the explanatory text refers to the 1991 version of PPG17 but that this was 
superseded by a replacement issued in July 2002 just after the Second Deposit version of the plan had been 
published.  In my view the new advice has generally similar aims and does not require a change to the 
substance of the policy but it no longer makes specific reference to the NPFA’s “Six Acre Standard”.  Current 
guidance is now that open space standards are best set locally.  The explanatory text should reflect this.  The 
new guidance was not published until a late stage in the preparation of this plan.  Hence the use of the NPFA 
standard itself as a benchmark measure of what level of sport, play and recreational space is desirable is not 
unreasonable.  However, the matter will need to be examined again when the plan is first reviewed so that a 
local standard may be applied having regard to locally expressed needs, shortfalls and the supply and 
availability of open spaces at that time. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.23 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:  
a) The word ”or” be added after criteria (a) and (b); 
b) The explanatory text be amended to clarify the application of the policy to spaces under 0.4 hectares in 

size and to refer to the advice in the most recent version of PPG17. 

4. POLICY R.5 (Floodlights in Recreation Priority Areas) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0002/R.5 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 
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Issues

¶ Should the policy be more restrictive 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.24 The CPRE welcomed the Second Deposit clarification in which the applicability of the policy only to 
land outside Green Belts was confirmed, but it remained concerned that the policy might permit floodlights in 
the countryside such as Bedworth Woodlands and Weddington.  I note that the policy applies specifically to 
Recreation Priority Areas and that both Bedworth Woodlands and land at Weddington are identified as Areas 
of Restraint where there are currently no sporting facilities wherein any floodlighting proposals would be 
assessed against policy ENV2 which includes a criterion intended to avoid light pollution. With these 
safeguards in place I see no need for policy R5 to be modified. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.25 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

5. POLICY R.6 (Golf Courses) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0004/R.6 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch;  282/0002/R.6 – 
Government Office for the West Midlands;  736/0012/R.6 – Sport 
England;  866/0006/R.6 – Warwickshire Museum Field Service;  
867/0005/R.6 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust. 

Objections to Second Deposit 253R/0011/R.6 – English Nature;  566R/0010/R.6 – National 
Farmers Union. 

Issues

¶ Should the policy include the word “normally” 
¶ How should the policy sit in relation to the need to conserve high grade agricultural land 
¶ Should the policy be more restrictive in general, and in relation to the south of Arbury Mill and Bedworth 

Woodlands in particular 
¶ Should the words “outside the Green Belt” be removed from the policy 
¶ Is the wording of criteria (c) and (j) appropriate to their intended purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.26 The Council agrees with GOWM that the word “normally” should be omitted from the policy and I 
recommend accordingly.  The Council also accepts that bearing in mind PPG7 advice on farm diversification 
proposals it may be unreasonable to rule out golf course development on the best agricultural land.  Within 
the Environment chapter it proposes to re-instate a policy dealing with the best quality agricultural land in a 
way reflective of PPG7 advice.  Subject to the acceptability of such a change I consider that criterion (h) 
should be deleted. 

6.27 The land immediately south of Arbury Mill is in the Green Belt and the land at Bedworth Woodlands is 
in a proposed Area of Restraint under policy Env2.  Given the wide ranging designation of Green Belt and 
AOR land in the borough it would be hard to rule out any golf course development therein, unless there was to 
be a complete restriction of such activity, which would be unreasonable in my view.  However, the criteria in 
policy R6 and in Env2 provide a wide range of criteria which should give a fair degree of protection to the rural 
character and appearance of the borough in general and these two areas in particular.   

6.28 The aim of the policy is to control the development of golf courses and facilities outside the Green 
Belt.  Any golf course proposals in the Green Belt would be considered under the terms of policy Env1.  I 
conclude that there is no need to remove the words “outside the Green Belt” as sought by Sport England.
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6.29 In response to WWT’s objection the reference to aquatic habitats in criterion (c) was removed in the 
Second Deposit version and a new criterion (j) inserted to deal with the matter.  In response to the objections 
to the wording of criterion (j) I agree that the wording could be clearer by referring to all nature conservation  

considerations and not simply wildlife, but not that it should only apply to potential Sites of Importance of 
Nature Conservation.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.30 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) The word “normally” be omitted; 
b) Criterion (h) be omitted; 
c) In criterion (j) the words “important wildlife” be deleted and the words “nature conservation” be inserted in 

their place; 
but that no other modifications be made in response to these objections. 

6. POLICY R.7 (Golfing allocation of land at Plough Hill Road, Galley Common) 

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft. 
Objections to Second Deposit 253R/0002/R.7 – English Nature. 

Issues

¶ Should the policy seek to protect nature conservation sites rather than simply wildlife sites 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.31 The Council accepts the thrust of the objection and proposes a wording modification.  I agree that the 
policy should refer to the protection of nature conservation sites and recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.32 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: delete the words “would” and “important wildlife” 
and replace with “will” and “nature conservation”. 

7. POLICY R.8 (Development of Green Track routes) 

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft. 
Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0007/R.8 – National Farmers Union (NFU). 

Issues

¶ Should the explanatory text make clear that land will not be acquired compulsorily 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.33 The NFU is concerned that in pursuing the development of Green Tracks land should not be 
compulsorily purchased and that there should be negotiations with landowners and occupiers.  The Council 
accepts the point of the objection and has suggested a revised form of words for the explanatory text.  I 
consider that the proposed amendment would satisfy the thrust of the objection subject to the inclusion in 
discussions of occupiers as well as landowners and I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.34 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: In the last sentence of the explanation insert 
between “routes” and “will” the following words: “will be devised in consultation with and with the agreement of 
landowners and occupiers, and”. 
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8. POLICY R.9 (Recreational use of rivers, canals, lakes, reservoirs etc)) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  There were no objections to the Deposit Draft. 
Objections to Second Deposit 255R/0010/R.9 – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should criterion (f) be less specific in aiming to protect water voles and not other wildlife populations 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.35 The criterion was inserted at the Second Deposit stage to respond to an objection by WWT to the 
Deposit Draft.  I note that policy Env17 aims to protect all rare, endangered and protected species in relation 
to development and land use changes generally.  However, I understand that the borough supports the most 
important cluster of water vole colonies remaining in the county, which is also one of the most substantial 
populations in the Upper Trent catchment.  I therefore accept that the particular need to protect water vole 
colonies and related waterside habitats is worthy of specific reference and focus as a criterion within this 
policy.  I agree with the Council’s suggested addition to the explanation so that this value is made clear and I 
recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.36 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: Insert after the second sentence of the explanatory 
text the following words: “In particular, the area supports one of the few remaining substantial populations of 
water voles in the Upper Trent catchment, and as well as protecting existing colonies the opportunity exists to 
encourage their further colonisation of the area.” 

9. POLICY R.10 (Informal open space proposal at Paradise Farm, Bermuda)) 

Objections to Deposit Draft  550/0002/R.10 – Mr P McLaughlin. 
Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be allocated for informal open space use 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.37 The objection appears to be to the construction of a new football stadium on this former landfill site, 
but the policy’s explanatory text makes clear that a proposal for a sports stadium was refused planning 
permission.  As the plan’s proposal is to lay out the land as a Community Park for informal open space use, in 
my view it will not have the adverse effects on the locality and patients at the nearby George Eliot Hospital 
that are feared by the objector. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.38 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

10. POLICY R.11 (Protection of existing allotment provision) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 44/0004/R.11 – J V Brightley;  484.0003/R.11 – Mrs E Kimberley;  
755/0002/R.11 – Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 
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Issues

¶ Should allotments at Greenmoor Road be an exception to the general protection of allotment provision 

¶ Should the policy give allotments greater protection from development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.39 The proposal in the Deposit Draft for some of the allotments at Greenmoor Road to be excepted from 
the policy to permit development for housing was dropped from the Second Deposit version but the objections 
were not withdrawn.  As there is no proposal to redevelop the allotments and the reference has been removed 
from the plan and the explanation I need take no further action in response to those particular objections. 

6.40 Mrs Kimberley notes that a growing population with access to smaller gardens needs more areas of 
public and private open space including allotments, and that the criteria for their removal should be deleted to 
strengthen the protection given to existing provision.  In view of their recreational and health benefits the 
retention of allotments is generally worthy of support and I agree with the objector that the effects of PPG3 in 
increasing housing densities could potentially increase demand for allotments over the longer term.  However, 
in the face of the historically declining levels of demand it would be unreasonable to retain all of them at all 
costs.  In my view the policy strikes the right balance between protection (including through the landscaping of 
vacant plots pending re-use in the medium term) and the need to be realistic about those areas of allotments 
where long term demand has effectively evaporated for good. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.41 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections 

11. POLICY R.12 (Equestrian uses) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0003/R.12 – Government Office for the West Midlands;  
407/0002/R.12 – Mr K Ireland. 

Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0008/R.12 – National Farmers Union (NFU);  736R/0006/R.12 
– Sport England. 

Issues

¶ Should protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land take priority over equestrian development 
¶ Should land in the Gren Belt at McDonnel Drive be allocated for equestrian development and should the 

policy exclude equestrian development in the Green Belt 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.42 GOWM objects that the policy’s criterion (h) is not consistent with the advice in PPG7 and the NFU
object that it would virtually rule out equestrian development because of the prevalence of higher graded 
agricultural land in the borough.  The Council accepts that bearing in mind PPG7 advice on farm 
diversification proposals it would be unreasonable to rule out equestrian development on the best agricultural 
land.  Within the Environment chapter it proposes to re-instate a policy dealing with the best quality 
agricultural land in a way reflective of PPG7 advice.  Subject to the acceptability of such a change I consider 
that criterion (h) should be deleted. 

6.43 With regard to Mr Ireland’s objection that his land at McDonnel Drive be allocated for equestrian 
development, the policy concerns criteria to be considered when assessing equestrian development on sites 
outside the Green Belt.  Contrary to what is said by Sport England it does not seek to prevent equestrian 
development in the Green Belt where such proposals would be considered under the terms of policy Env1.  
The latter makes the point that “essential facilities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation” will be permitted if 
the openness of the Green Belt is thereby preserved.  I conclude that there is no need to modify the policy or 
explanation in response to these objections 

RECOMMENDATION
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6.44 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting criterion (h) but that no other modifications be 
made in response to these objections. 

12. POLICY R.13 (Protection of high value open space) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0005/R.13 – House Builders Federation;  484/0003/R.13 – Mrs E 
Kimberley;  872/0001/R.13 – Warwickshire County Council Property 
Services.  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the policy include reference to the redevelopment potential of open space of low value 
¶ Should the plan process have included smaller sites down to 0.2ha and how transparent was the 

assessment of sites and their open space value 
¶ Should the policy include reference to school playing fields being allowed in the Green Belt and in Areas 

of Restraint 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.45 The aim of the policy is to protect valuable open space.  Inasmuch as the value of spaces can vary 
the Council accepts that if there are some of high value there must logically be some of low value and this is 
acknowledged in the Open Space Assessment (CD42).  The Council also acknowledges that there may be 
circumstances when development of such low value space could be permissible.  In my view the policy would 
be confusing if it sought to promote development and thus the policy should not imply a presumption in favour 
of development of such open spaces.  Any such proposal should be considered on its merits in the light of 
other relevant policies and the prevailing circumstances at the time.  The Council’s suggested text addition to 
that effect would clarify this and I recommend accordingly. 

6.46 With regard to the Open Space Assessment’s site size threshold, PPG17 does expect that authorities 
carry out an audit of open spaces, sports and recreational facilities and the use made thereof to identify 
specific needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses.  However, it does not stipulate a specific 
site size threshold and nor does the more recent guidance “Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A 
Companion Guide to PPG17” (ODPM, September 2002).  However, paragraph 5.1 of the latter refers to the 
possible use of a threshold of 0.2ha for playing fields on the basis that all forms of provision can contribute to 
meeting local needs.  In my view the Council should consider extending its survey to a lower threshold when 
next it reviews the plan and consider how smaller areas might be assessed in the interim if development 
proposals come forward.  Such a broader review should also enlist the involvement of local sports and 
recreational providers and representative bodies to ensure an appropriate balance between new provision 
and the enhancement of existing provision as envisaged in the good practice guide. 

6.47 Policy towards the use of land in the Green Belt and in Areas of Restraint is already set out in polices 
Env1 and Env2.  I note that the Council has stated that it considers school playing fields are likely to be 
regarded as essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation.  I consider that there is no need to alter the 
policy in response to this objection. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.48 I recommend that the local plan be modified as follows: insert after the second sentence of the 
explanatory text the following words: “This policy does not imply a presumption in favour of development of 
open spaces sites of relatively low value.  Proposals to develop such sites will be considered on their merits in 
the context of other relevant development plan policies.”;   
I also recommend that the Council considers how areas of open space between 0.2 and 0.4 hectares might 
be assessed if development proposals came forward, and consider placing relevant guidance in the 
explanatory text. 

13. POLICY R.14 (DELETED) (Outdoor recreational development in the Green Belt) 
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Objections to Deposit Draft 44/0006/R.14 – J V Brightley;  255/0004/R.14 – Environment 
Agency;  407/0002/R.14 – Mr K Ireland. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Is the policy still relevant 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.49 The policy was subject to objections at the Deposit Draft stage and was deleted in the Second 
Deposit version.  Hence those objections that were not withdrawn are no longer relevant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.50 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections 

14. POLICY R.14 (Noise-generating sports proposals) 

Objections to Deposit Draft 761/0004/R.15 – Mr M Srbljanin. 
Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0007/R.15 – National Farmers Union. 

Issues

¶ Should residential areas be protected from traffic and related nuisance 
¶ How should the policy deal with the potential for loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.51 The aim of the policy is to control noise-generating sport and within that criterion (a) is designed to 
protect residential amenities and hence the objector’s point is already met in the policy insofar as it is relevant 
to this topic.  I agree with the Council that for clarity’s sake criterion (b) should be amended to deal with nature 
conservation and not simply wildlife.   

6.52 The NFU object that because of the prevalence of higher graded agricultural land in the borough 
criterion (g) would virtually rule out noise-generating sport from agricultural land.  The Council accepts that 
bearing in mind PPG7 advice on farm diversification proposals, it would be unreasonable to rule out all noise-
generating sports development on the best agricultural land.  Within the Environment chapter it proposes to 
re-instate a policy dealing with the best quality agricultural land in a way reflective of PPG7 advice.  Subject to 
the acceptability of such a change I consider that criterion (g) should be deleted. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.53 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) In criterion (b) delete the words “important wildlife” and insert in their place the words ”nature 

conservation”; 
b) Delete criterion (g). 

15. POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0002/R.Other – Environment Agency;  761/0003/R.Other – Mr M 
Srbljanin. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy encouraging water based recreation 
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¶ Should policy address possible loss of recreational areas in Nuneaton town centre 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

6.54 Policy R9 aims to promote the recreational use of rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs and hence the 
Environment Agency’s point is substantially met. 

6.55 Mr Srbljanin’s concern is that town centre recreational spaces are in short supply and should be 
protected by the policy.  The Council questions whether the centres are lacking in recreational space bearing 
in mind the proximity of Riversley Park and the Miners’ Welfare Park to Nuneaton and Bedworth town centres 
respectively.  While the Council points to the protection offered to high value open spaces by policy R13 my 
understanding is that it would not protect incidental areas of open space smaller than the 0.4ha threshold 
used in the Council’s assessment.  The explanatory text to that policy might helpfully explain how proposals to 
develop smaller open areas in the town centres or elsewhere would be assessed prior to their formal re-
assessment as part of the plan review process. 

RECOMMENDATION

6.56 I recommend that the Council give consideration as to how smaller open spaces below 0.4ha would 
be assessed if they were subject to development proposals. 
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ANNEX 1 

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY R2(8)

32/0040/R2(8) - Mrs C Armitt 
33/0033/R2(8) - Dr V K Agrawai 
34/0012/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs D Axon 
51/0019/R2(8) – D Biggs 
118/0035/R2(8) – Mrs E Broadhurst 
120/0060/R2(8) – Mr G Bingham 
131/0006/R2(8) – Mr P Beedham 
146/0055/R2(8) – Coun H Cawthorne 
148/0045/R2(8) – Mr M B Cauchi 
152/0079/R2(8) – Mr R Cartwright 
159/0063/R2(8) – Coun R Clarke 
161/0059/R2(8) – P & J Clifton 
235/0031/R2(8) – Mrs P Dobbs 
236/0077/R2(8) – Mr I & Mrs D J Dixon 
257/0007/R2(8) – Mr G Elkin 
259/0008/R2(8) – Mrs V Elkin 
260/0001/R2(8) – Mrs E Ellis 
261/0057/R2(8) – Mrs G Ensor 
263/0018/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs T D Everitt 
313/0002/R2(8) – Mr R J Gardner 
324/0037/R2(8) – Mr L W Green 
371/0014/R2(8) – Horeston Grange Residents Association 
381/0003/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Hambridge 
386/0021/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Hawkins 
388/0041/R2(8) – Mr P Harrison 
394/0005/R2(8) – Mr K Hill 
396/0054/R2(8) – A R Hoad 
402/0065/R2(8) – Mrs K Hutcjinson 
403/0062/R2(8) – Mr W Hutchence 
404/0066/R2(8) – H R Husbands 
488/0032/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs D Liggins 
489/0061/R2(8) – Mrs L Lipman 
490/0083/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Lucas 
537/0076/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Maynard 
538/0015/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs McCracken 
540/0051/R2(8) – A McDonnell 
541/0053/R2(8) – Ms M McDonnell 
542/0049/R2(8) – M McDonnell 
545/0073/R2(8) – Ms J Meer 
546/0030/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs M D Meek 
547/0075/R2(8) – Mr B Melling 
553/0004/R2(8) – Ms B Middleton 
570/0078/R2(8) – R Nangalia 
574/0016/R2(8) – Mrs T Newman 
575/0020/R2(8) – Mrs J Norton 
591/0079/R2(8) – Dr A J Oomatia 
623/0025/R2(8) – Mrs I G Parsons 
624/0038/R2(8) – T F Parker 
626/0081/R2(8) -  M M Pankhania 
627/0043/R2(8) – Mr M Pankhania 
628/0044/R2(8) – Mrs M Pankhania 
630/0023/R2(8) – Mr M D Perry 
631/0024/R2(8) – Mrs A M Perry 
632/0036/R2(8) – G & R J Perry 
634/0050/R2(8) – A C & S N Percival 
641/0070/R2(8) – Mr S Potkins 
642/0022/R2(8) – Mr M Polson 
643/0028/R2(8) – Mrs G M Plummer 
679/0013/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs T Rowley 
682/0064/R2(8) – Mrs Rhodes 
753/0026/R2(8) – Mrs M Simpson 
754/0027/R2(8) – B T Simpson 
762/0052/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs R E Smith 
764/0072/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Sherriff 
766/0017/R2(8) – L Smith 
769/0056/R2(8) – R Smith 
792/0011/R2(8) – Mrs R L Thankey 
793/0010/R2(8) – Mrs H K Thankey 
794/0009/R2(8) – Dr K L Thankey 
795/0048/R2(8) – S A Tideswell 
812/0039/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs Uppal 

814/0067/R2(8) – Ms S Varden 
815/0068/R2(8) – Mr P Varden 
885/0082R2(8) – Mrs P B Wood 
891/0071/R2(8) – M Wood 
893/0046/R2(8) – A & L Wilson 
894/0034/R2(8) – Ms S Watts 
904/0080/R2(8) – Mr & Mrs D Baker 
905/0069/R2(8) – Mrs E G Burdett 
907/0047/R2(8) – Ms S Dewis 
910/0042/R2(8) – Mr N Pankhania 
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ANNEX 2 

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY R2(9) 

12/0267/R2(9) – Mr D Armson 
13/0059/R2(9) – D J & M Albrighton 
15/0047/R2(9) – Ms J Ayliff 
16/0076/R2(9) - N & S Allen 
17/0533/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Ashford 
19/0372/R2(9) – Ms R Ankers 
20/0406/R2(9) – P Addison 
21/0405/R2(9) – M E & F S Addison 
23/0493/R2(9) – Mr W J Ashby 
24/0221/R2(9) – B A Atkins 
26/0210/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs G Atkins 
27/0220/R2(9) – Mr M Adamson 
28/0201/R2(9) – J Adamson 
29/0180/R2(9) – I Aley 
30/0133/R2(9) – R Arnold 
42/0263/R2(9) – Ms S Bonner 
53/0272/R2(9) – S Bingel 
54/0256/R2(9) – Mr F Bingel 
55/0251/R2(9) - Mr & Mrs P Bowler 
58/0264/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Blurton 
59/0273/R2(9) – S Binge 
60/0281/R2(9) – Mr Badham 
61/0117/R2(9) – Mr D Bennett 
64/0150/R2(9) – D Brown 
65/0132/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Burrows 
66/0123/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Branham 
67/0171/R2(9) – M Barnett 
68/0172/R2(9) – Mr J Brainbridge 
70/0164/R2(9) – Ms K Ballard 
71/0087/R2(9) – Paul & Wendy Barker 
72/0003/R2(9) – Mr J Brookes 
77/0089/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Ballard 
78/0173/R2(9) - Mrs Brainbridge 
80/0188/R2(9) – G Bardon 
83/0216/R2(9) – Ms W Burns 
84/0225/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Brown 
85/0416/R2(9) – Miss R Brindley 
86/0419/R2(9) – Ms V Blades 
87/0442/R2(9) – T Briggs 
89/0331/R2(9) – R E Brandist 
90/0332/R2(9) – Mr Boyd 
91/0327/R2(9) – B D Baxter 
93/0400/R2(9) – S Carvell 
95/0323/R2(9) – Miss S Brown 
96/0357/R2(9) – C J Butler 
97/0381/R2(9) – Mr M J Brindley 
98/0373/R2(9) – Mr C Blair 
100/0395/R2(9) – Mr C Birch 
101/0026/R2(9) – Miss A Blackeby 
102/0024/R2(9) – Mrs J Bedding 
104/0071/R2(9) – Mrs D Bazeley 
106/0025/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs P Barnsley 
107/0029/R2(9) – Mr A W Belcher 
108/0027/R2(9) – J Barratt 
110/0018/R2(9) – Mr P Brogan 
113/0466/R2(9) – Mr E H Batchelor 
114/0463/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs T Burton 
128/0002/R2(9) – Mrs J Brookes 
140/0284/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Brannan 
149/0113/R2(9) – Mr S Cooper 
150/0414/R2(9) – Ms J Clews 
167/0539/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs D A Cannon 
170/0394/R2(9) – G J Clow 
171/0353/R2(9) – Mrs R Crofts 
172/0409/R2(9) – Mr A S Carter 
173/0412/R2(9) – Mr P Chamberlain 
174/0411/R2(9) – Ms T Chamberlain 
176/0325/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs J C Coulter 
177/0363/R2(9) – C J Cassidy 
178/0447/R2(9) – Mrs I Cross 
179/0444/R2(9) – Robin Coles 
180/0474/R2(9) – Mr D Cross 

181/0500/R2(9) – D & B Cooke 
183/0509/R2(9) – D & A Cross 
184/0213/R2(9) – Mrs J Croyden 
188/0179/R2(9) – Mr E Comb 
189/0178/R2(9) – Mrs H Comb 
191/0158/R2(9) – Ms P Chamberlain 
193/0115/R2(9) – Mr M Cook 
196/0259/R2(9) – M Chapman 
198/0537/R2(9) – C M & D G Cookes 
201/0065/R2(9) – K D & J Clowes 
203/0293/R2(9) – C I Crewe 
204/0286/R2(9) – Mr G Cartwright 
206/0511/R2(9) – B S Dhariwai 
207/0339/R2(9) – Ms U Dunton 
208/0461/R2(9) – Mr A P Doyle 
209/0296/R2(9) – Mrs L D Devany 
210/0507/R2(9) – G J Daniels 
212/0147/R2(9) – Mrs A Doughty & Miss A Doughty 
214/0311/R2(9) – S J & J Darlaston 
215/0167/R2(9) – Mrs B Davis 
218/0494/R2(9) – Ms J Dyall 
219/0289/R2(9) – S Dunn 
220/0377/R2(9) – B W Dickens 
221/0523/R2(9) – Ms M Dawson 
222/0301/R2(9) – Mr K J Dykes 
237/0127/R2(9) – Mr D C Evans 
239/0169/R2(9) – N Etherington 
241/0168/R2(9) – Mrs E V Dews 
242/0211/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Evans 
243/0175/R2(9) – J Edwards 
245/0426/R2(9) – Mr R Edmonds 
246/0424/R2(9) – Mr G Edmonds 
247/0425/R2(9) – Ms H Edmonds 
249/0348/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs W R Eccles 
250/0528/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs D Everitt 
262/0099/R2(9) – J A Everitt 
263/0096/R2(9) –Mr & Mrs D T Everitt  
265/0090/R2(9) - Mr R Evans 
266/0091/R2(9) – M Evans 
267/0046/R2(9) – W E Fairbrother 
268/0538/R2(9) – R Froggett 
269/0368/R2(9) – C Fox 
270/0008/R2(9) – W D Farnell 
272/0497/R2(9) – Mrs E Farrage 
285/0402/R2(9) – Ms G A P Green 
286/0382/R2(9) – Mr P J & Mrs M J Goode 
287/0464/R2(9) – Ms L Gudgeon 
289/0487/R2(9) – Mr D Gordon 
290/0486/R2(9) – Ms T Gordon 
291/0236/R2(9) – Mr M R Guise 
293/0200/R2(9) – Ms S Gravill 
294/0233/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs M J Grant 
295/0318/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs D Green 
296/0163/R2(9) – Mrs Gutteridge 
297/0258/R2(9) – D E Garner 
298/0280/R2(9) – Mr N Grant 
300/0279/R2(9) – Mrs B Gadsby 
302/0309/R2(9) – K Lee & Ms C Gudgeon 
303/0077/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Grimmett 
328/0110/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Griffiths 
330/0004/R2(9) – Mr T Gudgeon 
331/0550/R2(9) – Mrs M Gudgeon 
333/0549/R2(9) – Mrs B Hodgetts 
334/0314/R2(9) – M L Hood 
335/0063/R2(9) – Mrs S M Harris 
338/0043/R2(9) – Mr I White & Miss S Higgett 
339/0034/R2(9) – P E Hodgetts 
340/0023/R2(9) – Mrs D Hextall 
342/0535/R2(9) – Mrs K Hunter 
344/0378/R2(9) – M Hammersley 
347/0366/R2(9) – Mr B Hartwell 
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351/0434/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs R G Hall 

353/0448/R2(9) – G Hollis 
354/0480/R2(9) – W G Holmes 
355/0505/R2(9) – Mr B J Hughes 
356/0504/R2(9) – Mrs A Hughes 
358/0525/R2(9) – Mr N Hunter 
359/0228/R2(9) – Mrs J Hopper 
361/0207/R2(9) – D Hammersley 
362/0218/R2(9) – P J Home 
363/0193/R2(9) – Mr N Harris  
364/0206/R2(9) - J Hammersley 
366/0122/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs HIll 
367/0119/R2(9) – L Hammersley 
368/0118/R2(9) – Mr R G Huntley 
384/0094/R2(9) – M Harris & T Jordan 
395/0112/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs G J Hill 
406/0250/R2(9) – S Ingram 
409/0041/R2(9) – K R Johnson 
410/0125/R2(9) – Mr Jacobs 
411/0130/R2(9) – Mrs J Jeffrey 
413/0141/R2(9) – Mr B Johnson 
414/0191/R2(9) – Mr N E Jones 
416/0192/R2(9) – Mrs E Jones 
417/0194/R2(9) – Ms E Johnson 
419/0195/R2(9) – Mr I Johnson 
420/0235/R2(9) – Mrs C Jacques 
422/0470/R2(9) – S E Johnson 
428/0291/R2(9) – Mr A Jarrold 
429/0536/R2(9) – W J Jones 
438/0080/R2(9) – S R Johnson 
443/0209/R2(9) – Mr P Kearns 
448/0384/R2(9) – Mrs M King 
449/0248/R2(9) – H Kennedy 
453/0121/R2(9) – B Langohr 
456/0203/R2(9) – Mr J Lee 
457/0215/R2(9) – Mrs B Law 
459/0510/R2(9) – Mrs C Lloyd 
460/0508/R2(9) – Mr P Lloyd 
464/0101/R2(9) – Ms D Larkins 
466/0333/R2(9) – D Lines 
467/0389/R2(9) – Mr A J Lloyd 
470/0045/R2(9) – Mrs L F Lynn 
471/0042/R2(9) – L K Lucas 
472/0068/R2(9) – Mr A J Lester 
474/0061/R2(9) – A Lawson 
475/0285/R2(9) – Mr H Ludbrook 
476/0295/R2(9) – L E Lamb 
485/0407/R2(9) – F H J Larkins 
493/0312/R2(9) – Mrs T Manuel-Farmer 
494/0131/R2(9) – Mr S McBride 
495/0271/R2(9) – S Monaghan 
496/0322/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Morris 
497/0126/R2(9) – Ms B Mountford 
498/0304/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs S Morrow 
499/0148/R2(9) – Mrs M Marston 
500/0145/R2(9) – Miss R Moorcroft 
501/0187/R2(9) – Mrs N Moore 
502/0181/R2(9) – Mrs P J Marston 
503/0208/R2(9) – R L Martin 
504/0219/R2(9) – M Malin 
505/0230/R2(9) – R Marston 
507/0446/R2(9) – Ms D M Redfern 
508/0488/R2(9) – A A Marchalin 
509/0445/R2(9) – L J Meacham 
516/0342/R2(9) – L T Moore 
517/0338/R2(9) – Ms J Mills 
520/0364/R2(9) – Mr Moreton 
521/0346/R2(9) – Mr W McCormick 
522/0390/R2(9) – J Mulcock 
527/0050/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs McEwan 
529/0052/R2(9) – K Malkin 
539/0006/R2(9) – Mrs V Mcewan 
562/0352/R2(9) – Mrs S Neave 
563/0032/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs J Nicol 
565/0269/R2(9) – S P Norris 
579/0302/R2(9) – L Owen 
582/0139/R2(9) – Mr M Osborne 
583/0356/R2(9) – Mr S Orton 

595/0403/R2(9) – B W Purchase 
598/0370/R2(9) – Ms L Proffitt 

600/0128/R2(9) – Mrs S Portland 
601/0300/R2(9) – Mrs K Pinfold 
602/0489/R2(9) – W Pinfold 
604/0212/R2(9) – Mr Phillips 
605/0143/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Pearson 
607/0290/R2(9) – Mr N Paul 
610/0350/R2(9) – Ms S Parsons 
612/0288/R2(9) – C J Parker 
613/0140/R2(9) – H Parker 
615/0262/R2(9) – Mrs J Painter 
616/0415/R2(9) – Mr F J Parker 
647/0369/R2(9) – Mrs Queen 
648/0062/R2(9) – Miss S Randle 
649/0058/R2(9) – E C Rogers 
650/0019/R2(9) – Mrs N Rathbone 
651/0048/R2(9) – Mrs B Rossi 
652/0031/R2(9) – Mr S Reed 
653/0078/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs E R Rose 
655/0385/R2(9) – Mrs Reader 
656/0326/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs S J Raven 
657/0421/R2(9) – T D Redhead 
658/0449/R2(9) – Mr I Rathbone 
659/0450/R2(9) – Mrs J M Rathbone 
660/0451/R2(9) – S Rowlands 
661/0319/R2(9) – Mr A Ross 
662/0276/R2(9) – Mr D Robins 
663/0453/R2(9) – Mr L Richards 
664/0455/R2(9) – J Rowlands 
665/0457/R2(9) – Mr N Rathbone 
666/0462/R2(9) – C D Reade 
667/0478/R2(9) – Mrs Rutchi 
668/0512/R2(9) – S Roberts 
671/0237/R2(9) – Ms A Richardson 
672/0232/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Rapson 
673/0227/R2(9) – Mr G Reid 
674/0174/R2(9) – J Reader 
675/0214/R2(9) – Ms P Rose 
691/0079/R2(9) – J Rathbone 
697/0410/R2(9) – M A Sparkes 
698/0340/R2(9) – A J Sanders 
700/0413/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Smith 
701/0456/R2(9) – A Smart 
703/0460/R2(9) – L Sanders 
705/0468/R2(9) – G Steele 
706/0088/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs K Smith 
707/0496/R2(9) – Mr K Stein 
711/0243/R2(9) – Mrs P Stanley 
712/0522/R2(9) – F J Stevens 
713/0190/R2(9) – Mrs Stebleton 
716/0157/R2(9) – B Sudgeon 
717/0166/R2(9) – J Smith 
721/0138/R2(9) – Mr K Smith 
722/0308/R2(9) – C Strong 
723/0321/R2(9) – Mrs P M Stell 
724/0329/R2(9) – T W Smith 
727/0375/R2(9) – Mrs C Sparkes 
728/0529/R2(9) – Mr C Stanford 
729/0328/R2(9) – R P Swain 
732/0067/R2(9) – L A & P E Small 
763/0083/R2(9) – Mr W Stansfield 
770/0088/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs K Smith 
772/0265/R2(9) – Mrs G Thorpe 
773/0306/R2(9) – Miss A Thompson & Mr S Hawley 
774/0399/R2(9) – R & M Tetsell 
775/0060/R2(9) – R & A Turner 
776/0336/R2(9) – Mr P Talbot 
777/0345/R2(9) – N Tebbutt 
778/0475/R2(9) – S Thompson 
779/0458/R2(9) – P Tiernan 
780/0479/R2(9) – Mrs C Thompson 
781/0476/R2(9) – G P{ Thompson 
786/0182/R2(9) – P M Taylor 
790/0152/R2(9) – Mr A C W Turner 
791/0120/R2(9) – Miss A Taylor 
813/0108/R2(9) – Mrs C Upton 
816/0044/R2(9) – Mr S Villiers 
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817/0517/R2(9) – A Villiers 
822/0433/R2(9) – M Ward 
827/0275/R2(9) – Mrs P Wright 

830/0365/R2(9) – Mr J Whetstone 
832/0313/R2(9) – Mr B Warrington 
834/0397/R2(9) – J Williams 
835/0452/R2(9) – Mr T A Wheeler 
838/0072/R2(9) – Mr J Ward 
839/0501/R2(9) – Mr G Wright 
840/0524/R2(9) – Mrs S Wright 
841/0358/R2(9) – Mr P Wilson 
844/0260/R2(9) – Mr G Walker 
845/0137/R2(9) – S Wibberley 
847/0526/R2(9) – Mrs P Wilks 
848/0477/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Wallbank 
850/0386/R2(9) – J L Willett 
851/0165/R2(9) – M Wormleighton 
853/0135/R2(9) – Mr D Warmington 
854/0404/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Wale 
855/0028/R2(9) – J Welton 
856/0234/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Williams 
858/0223/R2(9) – Mr A Wynne 
859/0224/R2(9) – Ms H Wynne 
860/0499/R2(9) – A Williams 
861/0542/R2(9) – A Watkins 
862/0035/R2(9) – N Watson 
863/0036/R2(9) – C Watson 
864/0231/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs Wright 
865/0242/R2(9) – Mr R Wale 
897/0005/R2(9) – C & I Wain 
898/0114/R2(9) – Ms T Willetts 
899/0011/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs R Wale 
901/0189/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs N P York 
911/0100/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs R M Wale 
938/0159/R2(9) – J Pocock 
940/0527/R2(9) – Mr & Mrs J Plester
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Chapter 7:   ENVIRONMENT 

1. POLICY Env.1  (Development in the Green Belt)

Objections to Deposit Draft 127/0010/Env.1 – Mr & Mrs S J Bell;  154/0037/Env.1 – Country 
Land & Business Association (CLBA);  373/0043/Env.1 – House 
Builders Federation (HBF); 566/0014/Env.1 – National Farmers 
Union (NFU); 740/0050/Env.1 – G Shields;  755/0024/Env.1 – 
Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division;  872/0036/Env.1 – 
Warwickshire County Council Property Services (WCCPS) 

Objections to Second Deposit 543R/0013/Env.1 – T E McLelland;  736R/0047/Env.1 – Sport 
England.

Issues

¶ Should the plan be preceded by a policy identifying the proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary 
and defining the extent of the Green Belt by reference to a plan 

¶ Has full and proper consideration been given to PPG2 in selecting sites to be released from the Green 
Belt

¶ Is the policy sufficiently supportive of rural diversification in the Green Belt 
¶ Should the policy include a criterion enabling residential development in the Green Belt where necessary 

to meet the Structure Plan housing requirement 
¶ Is the policy wording in respect of essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation too loose and should 

it include the word “other” in relation to non-outdoor sport and recreation uses 
¶ Should land at the bottom of Rectory Drive Bedworth be included in the Green Belt 
¶ Should school playing fields be included in the list of acceptable development

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.1 National guidance in PPG2 “Green Belts” (CD2) states that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy 
is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  Included in the five main purposes of including 
land in the Green Belt is that of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  An essential 
characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence.  To these ends national policy states that the general 
policies controlling development in the countryside (found nationally in PPG7) apply with equal force in the 
Green Belt, but that there is in addition (my emphasis) a general presumption against inappropriate 
development within them.   

7.2 With regard to the first strand of Bellway Homes’ objection, PPG2 makes clear that once the general 
extent of a Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances.  It also 
states that where existing local plans are being revised and updated, existing Green Belt boundaries should 
not be changed unless alterations to the structure plan have been approved, or other exceptional 
circumstances exist, which necessitate such revision.  The more general review of the Green Belt is thus a 
strategic function to be carried out as part of the structure plan review process.  The WASP (CD34) has not 
indicated the need for any general boundary changes in this part of the West Midlands Green Belt.  
Notwithstanding the potential shortage of employment land towards the end of the plan period, which I 
consider elsewhere, there are no exceptional circumstances warranting a borough-wide review of the Green 
Belt boundaries in my opinion.  The four detailed boundary changes proposed as part of the plan are listed in 
the explanatory text and shown on the Proposals Map.  All of the objections to them are considered 
elsewhere.  All other particular site-specific objections are also considered below having regard to national 
guidance in PPG2.  I conclude that there is no need for a separate policy as sought by the objector. 

7.3 With regard to the second strand of Bellway Homes’ objection, I consider that the Council did have 
proper regard to the policy and guidance in PPG2 in selecting sites to be released from the Green Belt.  Only 
two of the proposed releases are described by the plan as major, those at Coventry Colliery and Griff East.  
My detailed conclusions on these are found elsewhere.   However, where I have not accepted all of the  
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Council’s detailed arguments, they are matters of judgement as to what properly constitutes exceptional 
circumstances weighed against the harm that would be caused to Green Belt purposes in particular locations.   

I am satisfied that the issues been approached within the correct framework set by national policy leaving 
legitimate scope for debate to objectors within the plan process.  I conclude that there is no need to modify the 
plan in this regard. 

7.4 Having regard to the objections by CLBA and the NFU, PPG2 states that the construction of new 
buildings, unless for clearly defined purposes, is inappropriate and would thus be subject to the presumption 
against it.  For these reasons I consider that the main thrust of policy ENV1 is fully in accordance with national 
guidance in PPG2.  The guidance also states that with suitable safeguards the re-use of buildings should not 
prejudice the openness of the Green Belt since the buildings are already there.  It also refers specifically to 
such re-use helping to secure the continuing stewardship of land by assisting farmers in diversifying their 
enterprises, and that subject to satisfying various provisos, the re-use of buildings inside a Green Belt is not 
inappropriate development.  Policy Env1 as it stands is silent on the question of the re-use of buildings, which 
could be taken to imply that such re-use would be inappropriate.  Such an interpretation would not accord with 
PPG2 and could run counter to the aim of PPG7 to foster rural diversification in appropriate circumstances.  I 
conclude that there is no need for a change to the policy wording, but that for the sake of clarity this aspect of 
national policy should be referred to in the explanatory text. 

7.5 I have had regard to the HBF’s objection that the plan should contain a fifth criterion enabling 
residential development in the Green Belt where necessary, and in exceptional circumstances, to meet the 
Structure Plan housing requirement.  I agree with the Council that this would be inconsistent with the guidance 
in PPG2 that only new development appropriate to the Green Belt should be permitted and that Green Belt 
boundaries once approved should be altered only in exceptional circumstances.  The development plan 
process allows for landowners and developers to advance a case for development in the Green Belt which 
can be considered in the round along with other pressures and development opportunities.  In this way a 
balanced and reasoned judgement can be made over what land might, exceptionally, be released from the 
Green Belt.  I conclude that there is no generalised justification for a criterion of the kind sough by the 
objector. 

7.6 In Mr McLelland’s objection to the wording of the policy’s second bullet point he is concerned that the 
policy may be too loose and ambiguous as to what may be allowed in relation to essential facilities for outdoor 
sport and recreation.  The policy accords with the wording of national guidance in PPG2 in this respect.  In 
essence policy recognises that opportunities for outdoor sport near urban areas are a useful and pragmatic 
way of keeping the land permanently open while deriving community benefit from it.  The “allowance” of small-
scale essential facilities for such activities is intended to assist users without risking any material loss of the 
openness which is intended to be a permanent feature of the Green Belt.  I conclude that the plan strikes the 
right balance in this regard albeit, that the Council will continue to be careful in controlling individual proposals 
for such essential facilities to ensure that the provisos are met.  I see no need to change the policy in 
response to this objection. 

7.7 The objection by Sport England is to the inclusion of the phrase ‘for other uses of land’ in the second 
bullet point.  It considers that this could be interpreted as non-outdoor sport and recreation uses and requests 
that the word ‘other’ be deleted.  I note that the policy wording follows exactly that in paragraph 3.4 of PPG2.  
It is intended to apply the proviso, about the need to preserve the openness of the Green Belt, to all ‘essential 
facilities’ proposals associated with generally open uses of land.  Deletion of the word ‘other’ would not accord 
with national policy nor aid clarity in my view.  I see no need to change the policy in response to this objection. 

7.8 In Mr Shields’ objection he asks that open land (at Park Farm) south of the Bedworth Rugby Club 
ground be included in the Green Belt.  National guidance in PPG2 states that where existing plans are being 
revised and updated existing Green Belt boundaries should not be changed unless alterations to the Structure 
Plan have been approved, or other exceptional circumstances exist.  There have been no alterations in the 
WASP (CD34) to provide a remit for either a general or specific review of the Green Belt boundaries in local 
plans, and I am not aware of any exceptional circumstances sufficient to extend the Green Belt in this locality. 
I see no need to change the policy in response to this objection. 

7.9 At the Deposit Draft stage WCCPS requested that school playing fields be included in (b), as 
development acceptable in the Green Belt.  At the Second Deposit stage the wording of (b) was 
supplemented to include the words “other uses of land”, all of which are expected to preserve the openness of 
the Green Belt and not to conflict with the purpose of including land in it.  The policy now fully reflects the 
national guidance in paragraph 3.4 of PPG2.  I see no need to amend the policy further.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

7.10 I recommend: 
(a) that the plan be modified by including in the explanatory text the scope for the appropriate re-use of 

buildings in the Green Belt, as discussed above and in paragraphs 3.7-3.10 of PPG2; 
(b) that no modifications be made in response to the other objections. 

SITE-SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

Site; Bedworth Road, Bulkington.

Objections to Deposit Draft 1/0020/Env.1 – Mr K Arnold;  47/0012/Env.1 – Mr J Brindley;. 
136/0011/Env.1 – Mr G Brindley;  375/0040/Env.1 – Mrs A Harris;  
379/0004/Env.1 – Mr T Hammersley;  389/0019/Env.1 – Mr & Mrs K 
Haywood.

Issues

¶ Should this land in the Green Belt be allocated for cemetery purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.11 The allocation was originally one of several cemetery sites published in the First Deposit for 
consultation purposes under policy Env26.  The allocation of this site was withdrawn at the Second Deposit 
stage and thus the objections have been met.  No further modification is required in response. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.12 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Site; Goodyears End Lane/Royal Oak Lane, Bedworth.

Objections to Deposit Draft 121/0042/Env.1 – K Barry. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.13 A parallel objection is made under housing policy H1.  My conclusion there was that there was no 
need to find additional housing sites by encroaching into the Green Belt.  In my view the land at the rear of the 
frontage to Royal Oak Lane continues to perform an important function in helping to separate Ash Green from 
Bedworth Little Heath.  Notwithstanding the proximity of the M6 motorway the general openness of the land 
hereabouts also serves to prevent urban sprawl.  These Green Belt functions would be harmed by its 
residential development.  I see no exceptional circumstances warranting its release for development 
purposes. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.14 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 
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Site: Land at Hawkesbury, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft 132/0018/Env.1 – Southwinds Holdings Ltd. 

Issue

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.15 A parallel objection is made under housing policy H1.  My conclusion there was that there was no 
need for additional allocations within the plan period.  However, in terms of the Green Belt objection because 
of the permitted and implemented development of the golf centre and car park, new housing and the shared 
access road the site no longer forms part of a continuous open space.  At the time of my inspection it was 
unused and becoming overgrown.  It is hard to see how it serves a strategic Green Belt function or could be 
used to fulfil any of the Green Belt land use objectives in PPG2 except, possibly, outdoor sport or recreation.  
However, in the absence of current housing need I have not recommended its allocation in this plan.  Hence I 
conclude that there are no exceptional circumstances to warrant its release from the Green Belt.  It follows 
that it should remain as Green Belt land, but that its status as such should be kept under review. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.16 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Site: Land at Wentworth Drive, Nuneaton.

Objections To Deposit Draft 137/0021/Env.1 – Wells Family & Dawson Trust. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.17 A parallel objection is made under housing policy H1.  My conclusion there was that there was no 
need for additional allocations within the plan period.  In terms of the Green Belt objection the objector states 
that the infilling and rounding off of this urban fringe land would not affect separation policies on land of poor 
amenity and aesthetic value which would be easily serviceable from existing infrastructure.  While this land 
may not play a strong part in preventing the merging of Nuneaton and Hinckley, in my opinion it does help to 
check the unrestricted sprawl of the Nuneaton built-up area and assists in safeguarding the adjoining 
countryside from encroachment.  I conclude that its release from the Green Belt in the absence of very 
pressing housing need would not comprise the exceptional circumstances required by PPG2 and hence is 
unsupportable. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.18 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Site: Bedworth Woodlands

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0035/Env.1 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch;  868/0022/Env.1 – 
Woodlands Heath Action Group (WHAG).

Issues
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¶ Should the land be designated as Green Belt in preference to Area of Restraint (AOR) 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.19 The site has a long and complex planning history the full details of which are known to the objectors 
and need not be repeated here.  The key point to note is that an appeal against the Council’s refusal of a 
major housing development, on land allocated for housing in the 1993 local plan, was dismissed by the 
Secretary of State in 2000.  The decision was made on the basis that, in the light of more recent national 
guidance on sustainable housing development (PPG3), there was no longer a clear housing requirement for 
the land pending review of the local plan.  Having undertaken that review the Council has concluded that there 
is no need for additional green field housing allocations of this size in the plan period.  The plan now proposes 
that the area be designated as an AOR under policy Env2.   

7.20 CPRE’s objection points out that until the mid-1970’s the area formed part of the West Midlands 
Green Belt and enjoyed Green Belt protection for some 15 years or so.  Following structure and local plan 
reviews part of the area to the south was subsequently released and developed for housing and the objection 
site was then included as a major housing allocation in the 1993 local plan.  However, now that the Secretary 
of State and the Council in turn have concluded that there is no pressing need for greenfield housing 
allocations on this scale or in this location the land should properly be re-designated as Green Belt.  It would 
satisfy many of the purposes of including land in Green Belts set out in PPG2.  Moreover, both CPRE and 
WHAG state that the land has strong landscape qualities, informal recreation and wildlife value.  CPRE also 
drew attention to the area’s heritage interest being close to the Arbury Hall and estate, and the associated 
literary connection with George Eliot’s writings in general and “Mill on the Floss” in particular.

7.21 At the Second Deposit stage the Council indicated in the explanatory text to policy Env2 that in light of 
the recent planning history of the area it now wished to protect the area from development and would seek its 
inclusion in the Green Belt in any review of the WASP. 

7.22 I acknowledge the landscape, natural environment and heritage qualities of the land.  However, I am 
also conscious of the need to balance those merits against the borough’s longer term development needs.  
PPG2 makes clear that is an appropriate approach to establishing Green Belt boundaries which can endure.  
Elsewhere in the plan the Council has sought a major release from the Green Belt on the basis of employment 
development needs at Griff East/Faultands Farm which is not very far from the objection site on land which 
more obviously provides a key Green Belt separation function.  Furthermore other objectors seek the 
development of this land for similar employment development purposes by way of objections to Emp2 and 
Env2.

7.23 In the absence of very clear demonstrated need for additional employment or housing land in 
greenfield, settlement edge locations I am not persuaded by the case for Green Belt release at Griff East or 
for the development of the Woodlands land in the plan period.  For these reasons I conclude that the AOR 
designation is the appropriate protection mechanism during the plan period, pending a more strategic 
assessment of the Green Belt and development needs at the sub-regional level in the context of the newly 
evolving development plan arrangements.  At such a review the competing claims on the land can be more 
comprehensively assessed and compared.

RECOMMENDATION

7.24 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land off Marston Lane, Bedworth.

Objections to Deposit Draft 155/0030/Env.1 – Coventry Diocesan Board of Finance. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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7.25 A parallel objection was made under housing policy H1.  My conclusion there was that there was no 
need for additional allocations within the plan period.  In terms of the Green Belt objection the objector states  

that there are exceptional circumstances justifying release of the land from the Green Belt.  In particular the 
Board says that the land has clearly defined boundaries, is close to the urban area of Bedworth, and is well 
located with regard to public transport services linking Nuneaton and Bedworth.  In my opinion this land plays 
an important part in preventing the merging of Nuneaton and Bedworth, in checking the unrestricted sprawl of 
the Bedworth built-up area, and in assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  I conclude 
that there are no exceptional circumstances to justify the site’s release from the Green Belt and hence that the 
plan should not be modified in relation to the objection. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.26 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

Site: Land north of Gypsy Lane, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 225/0034/Env.1 – Trenport Investments Ltd;  618/0045/Env.1 – Mr & 
Mrs R Payne. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for mixed use, mainly residential development 
¶ Should the land be allocated for cemetery purposes

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.27 A parallel objection was made by Trenport Investments Ltd under housing policy H1.  My conclusion 
in that regard was that there was no need for additional allocations within the plan period.  In terms of the 
Green Belt objection the objector states that there are exceptional circumstances justifying release of the land 
from the Green Belt.  In particular it considers that development would be a logical extension to the urban 
area lying close to a proposed public transport node and significant existing and proposed employment and 
leisure development.  In my opinion this land plays an important part in preventing the merging of Nuneaton 
and Bedworth, in checking the unrestricted sprawl of the Nuneaton built-up area, and in assisting in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  I conclude that its release from the Green Belt, in the 
absence of very pressing housing or other need, would not comprise the exceptional circumstances required 
by PPG2 and hence is unsupportable. 

7.28 The proposed cemetery allocation of the site was deleted at the Second Deposit stage and no longer 
forms part of the plan.  Hence the objection by Mr and Mrs Payne has been met and no further action is 
necessary.

RECOMMENDATION

7.29 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

Site: Land at Griff East and Griff South, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 251/0027/Env.1 – Eagle Enterprises Ltd;  306/0028 – Gazeley 
Properties.

Objections to Second Deposit 757R/0049/Env.1 – The Arbury Estate.

Issues

¶ Should land at Griff East and Griff South be released from the Green Belt for employment development 
purposes 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.30 Paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 states that existing Green Belt boundaries should not be changed unless 
alterations to the Structure Plan have been approved, or other exceptional circumstances exist which 
necessitate such revision. 

7.31 The Griff South employment allocation was deleted at the Second Deposit stage and the land shown 
as continuing as Green Belt.  Thus the First Deposit objections have been met.  The Arbury Estate objected to 
the Second Deposit’s deletion of the Griff South employment allocation, referring to the Council’s original 
justification, and to advantages enjoyed by the site in comparison with the Second Deposit replacement sites.  
In my opinion the Griff South site plays a crucial Green Belt role in separating Nuneaton and Bedworth and in 
preventing urban sprawl.  I conclude in the Employment chapter that the need for additional employment land 
beyond existing allocations and potential windfalls has not been demonstrated as being critical to the 
employment prospects of the borough.  Bearing in mind the irreversible harm to the Green Belt I conclude that 
the employment land need is not so pressing as to constitute the exceptional circumstances necessary to 
justify such a reduction in the Green Belt.  Hence, I conclude that the Second Deposit proposal that the Griff 
South site should remain as Green Belt should stand. 

7.32 Turning to the Griff East (Faultlands Farm) site the Council has continued with the proposal for a 
major Green Belt release for employment development purposes.  The council contends that the employment 
needs of the borough, the sustainable location of the site and the lack of suitable alternatives are such as to 
comprise the exceptional circumstances warranting revision of the Green Belt at Griff East.   

7.33 In terms of its location, while the site is near the centre of the borough and is within the Coventry-
Nuneaton Regeneration Zone, it is also situated at a key open gap between Bedworth and Nuneaton.  Along 
with adjoining open land to the south and east the objection site performs at least three, and arguably four, of 
the five strategic purposes of including land in Green Belts set out in paragraph 1.5 of PPG2 and the 
explanatory text to the Second Deposit policy.  In particular, it serves to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas, to prevent the neighbouring towns from merging into one another, and to safeguard the 
countryside from encroachment.  Development of the land would reduce the balance of the open gap between 
Nuneaton and Bedworth to something less than 1 kilometre wide.   

7.34 I note that DETR guidance “Planning for Sustainable Development Towards Better Practice 1998” 
states that there may be exceptional cases where releasing Green Belt land would offer a more sustainable 
solution than greenfield development elsewhere, but it also says that this would require justification.  I note, 
too, that the Local Transport Plan (CD32) puts forward a North/South corridor as the focus for development in 
the borough and that the site would be well related to that corridor with good potential for accessibility by non-
car modes of travel including from the borough’s more economically deprived wards.  However, I conclude 
that the function of this part of the West Midlands Green Belt and the quality of the rural landscape would be 
seriously prejudiced by the development of the site for employment purposes, notwithstanding the other 
sustainability developments referred to by the Council. 

7.35 In that context, and for reasons set out in greater detail in Chapter 4, on the available evidence I do 
not agree that the borough’s current need for employment land would constitute the exceptional 
circumstances required by PPG2 to justiofy a Green Belt release on this scale.  I conclude that the harm that 
would be caused to the Green Belt is too great, that the employment case is not strong enough, and that the 
consideration of possible alternative sites has been insufficiently rigorous to justify the release of Griff East 
(Faultlands Farm) from this pivotal part of the Green Belt in the present circumstances.  For these reasons the 
proposed modification of the Green Belt should not be pursued. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.36 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:  
a) delete the Emp1/2 industrial purposes allocation of the Griff East site; 
b) retain the current Green Belt designation 
c) amend the Proposals Map to reflect the above modifications; 
but that no further modifications in response to these objections be made. 

Site: Land at Rowleys Green, Bedworth
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Objections to Deposit Draft 305/0025/Env.1 – Gallagher Estates; 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for employment development purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.37 A parallel objection sought the inclusion of the land as an employment allocation site under Emp1.  
My conclusion in that regard was that there while there could be a need for additional employment land 
towards the end of the plan period, that need had not been sufficiently well demonstrated nor examined in a 
sub-regional context.  The latter argument applies particularly in this case in view of the close proximity of the 
objection site to the former Coventry Colliery “Prologis” major employment development, of which a large part 
is yet to be completed.  Although mainly in the Coventry administrative area the estate lies only a short 
distance west of the objection site.  It appears capable of providing a stream of development sites and 
employment opportunities for several years.   

7.38 In terms of physical impact on the Green Belt the objection site comprises undulating farmland 
forming one of the last remaining open gaps between Bedworth and Coventry.  It thus performs important 
Green Belt functions of urban containment and separation of built-up areas.  I also saw that the northern half 
of the site is considerably higher than the objector’s employment development already allocated and partly 
built to the south.  By reason of the topography the employment development of the northern third of the 
objection site would be very visible in the landscape and hence all the more intrusive and encroachment into 
the open countryside.  For these reasons I conclude that the land should not be released from the Green Belt. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.39 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land off Bulkington Lane, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 308/0041/Env.1 – Godfrey-Payton 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.40 A parallel objection was made under housing policy H1.  My conclusion in that regard was that there 
was no need for any additional allocations during the plan period.  The objector states that the use of Green 
Belt policy here is an artificial instrument by which to constrain and control otherwise justifiable development.  
It is further contended that development is in a sustainable location and would be a natural extension to the 
existing urban area, is readily available for development, and easily capable of being serviced and accessed.  
I note that, along with a large swathe of adjoining land, the objection site has been designated as Green Belt 
for many years.  In my view its development would encroach very significantly into the attractive open 
countryside and further erode the gap between Nuneaton and Bulkington village to the south.  In the absence 
of pressing need for additional housing there are not exceptional circumstances warranting its release from 
the Green Belt. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.41 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Land at Golf Drive, Nuneaton.
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Objections to Deposit Draft 325/0007/Env.1 – Mr & Mrs N Green;  534/0017/Env.1 – Mr & Mrs 
Mather;  937/0044/Env.1 – Mr & Mrs J Middleton  

Issues

¶ Should this land in the Green Belt be allocated for cemetery purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.42 The allocation was originally one of several cemetery sites published in the First Deposit for 
consultation purposes under policy Env26.  The allocation of this site was withdrawn at Second Deposit and 
thus the objections have been met.  No further modification is required in response. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.43 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to these objections 

Site: Land at Coventry Colliery, Keresley (Now known as “Prologis Park Coventry”)    

Objections to Deposit Draft 372/0029/Env.1 – Prologis Developments Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should additional land at the former colliery site be released from the Green Belt for employment 
development purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.44 The objector also made a parallel objection to the omission of the subject lands from the employment 
land allocations in Emp1, which I deal with in the Employment chapter.   

7.45 The Council’s written response to the objector’s composite Green Belt objection (Document 
LPA/ENV1/372/0029/ENV1/1) states that the Proposals Map incorrectly shows three areas of land at the 
former Coventry Colliery which were the subject of an outline planning permission in March 2000, as 
mentioned by the objector.  As a result it proposes changes to the Map to exclude them from the Green Belt.   

7.46 However, following very careful examination of the First and Second Deposit Proposals Maps, and 
the objector’s final written statement (Document O/ENV1/372/0029/ENV1/1 – see paras 3.1 and 3.2 on p5), it 
seems to me that the Second Deposit Map did, in fact, exclude two of the originally disputed areas from the 
Green Belt, and part of the third.  These are: firstly, the small parcel of land at the eastern end of the Exhall 
Road housing development; and secondly, an area of employment land (“anvil-shaped” on plan) between the 
freight railway line and the new link road serving the employment estate.  In my view these elements of 
Prologis Developments’ composite objection have been fully met by the Second Deposit and require no 
further action.   

7.47 The third area, at the eastern end of the Emp1 employment designation, was also amended at the 
Second Deposit stage, but the change left out a very small strip of land at the extreme eastern end of the 
proposed estate.  Having inspected this land I note that visually it appears to be part of the B1/B2 business 
developments now under construction adjoining the new industrial spine/loop road.  It is clearly separated 
from the open land further to the east, and lying within the newly established country park, by an existing field 
boundary comprising a mature hedgerow and trees.  I conclude that this small and narrow strip of land no 
longer performs a material Green Belt function or purpose, and that it can, and should, be released from the 
Green Belt.   

7.48 However, the objector’s written statement (see above) states that the company also seeks the release 
of two parcels of additional land to accommodate further employment development as an extension to the 
former colliery site.  These are denoted Area A and Area B on Figure 1b of the objector’s statement.  They 
comprise some 8 hectares in total, in two parcels of approximately equal area.  Paragraph 2 of the statement 
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also confirms that the objector no longer wishes to pursue the suggested housing land at Wheelwright Lane 
(Sandycroft Farm) (Area C).  Hence I consider that part of the objection as being withdrawn.   

7.49 Area A lies between the north of the Emp1 allocation and the south side of Exhall Road and 
comprises an area of open ground sloping down away from the main part of the new business park towards 
the undulating and attractive open countryside to the north.  It also comprises part of an open gap between 
the outlying settlements of Keresley to the west and Ash Green to the east.  In the absence of a detailed 
scheme I consider that development for employment purposes would be likely to represent a visible 
encroachment into the countryside reducing the gap between the two settlements.  I note that it would also 
involve a reduction in the extent of this part of the new country park which was an integral part of the overall 
Prologis business park proposals.  In view of the harm to Green Belt purposes, and on the available evidence 
as to need for employment purposes which is discussed fully in the employment chapter, I conclude that 
development of the site would not comprise the exceptional circumstances that PPG2 requires to warrant its 
release from the Green Belt. 

7.50 Area B lies adjacent to the new estate link road.  The land slopes up gently from that road towards the 
north-east where there are newly planted trees and shrubs alongside an existing hedgerow, and within the 
newly established country park.  Currently the site is mostly laid to grass.  I note that it is shown as part of the 
country park on the indicative master-plan for the estate (Fig 4).  However, because of the topography, the 
structural landscaping and the layout of paths within the country park, the objection site relates more 
obviously to the new employment area whose main link road it adjoins.  More significantly, in view of the 
proximity and extensive size and nature of the remainder of the country park, the objection site does not fulfil, 
to any great extent, any of the five main purposes of including land in Green Belts listed in PPG2.  I note, too, 
the objector’s stated intent to offer compensatory country park land nearby, albeit that its location and status 
have not been spelt out in the written submissions to the inquiry.   

7.51 In reaching a judgement on this site I have had regard to several positive circumstances.  These 
include the fact that the bulk of the Prologis Park development is taking place on previously developed land 
located within the Coventry and Nuneaton Regeneration Zone (CD70), the apparent shortfall in the borough’s 
employment land, and the sustainable location of the site adjoining a bus route.  On the latter point, during my 
site inspections I saw that the fast emerging Prologis Park employment area is now served by a recently 
instigated regular bus service, Stagecoach Service No 50,.  Presumably this was not running when the 
Council’s analysis of bus routes was undertaken as part of Technical Paper 5 (CD43) in which it does not 
feature.  The service runs from Keresley via a dedicated bus-only lane, through the business park and links 
with the borough’s main centres of population, including the least advantaged areas, before terminating at 
Chapel End in the north-western sector of Nuneaton.  The business park is also accessible on foot from 
Keresley, and by bicycle from the south-western side of Bedworth via Ash Green.  Hence I do not accept the 
Council’s view that the site is an unsustainable location with regard to access by borough residents.  I 
conclude that the above factors represent exceptional circumstances warranting a release of the site from 
Green Belt to enable its development for employment purposes.  I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.52 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:   
(a) amend the Proposals Map to exclude from the Green Belt the small parcel of land at the extreme 

eastern end of the Emp1 allocation 
(b) amend the Proposals Map to exclude from the Green Belt the area land shown as Area B on Figure 

1b of Document O/ENV1/372/0029/ENV1/1;
(c) include the two released parcels of land referred to above within the Emp1 allocations; 
(d) that no other modification be made in response to this objection. 

Site: Land at Mc Donnell Drive, Exhall, Bedworth.

Objections to Deposit Draft 407/0015/Env.1 – Mr K Ireland. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for use as a riding school 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.53 The objector made a parallel objection to recreation policy R2 which I have considered in chapter 6.  
In line with national guidance in PPG2, policy Env1 makes clear that development of essential facilities for 
outdoor sport and recreation, which preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the 
purposes of including land in it, are not inappropriate within the Green Belt.  Furthermore the explanatory text 
in the Second Deposit version of the plan states that encouragement will be given to the establishment of 
appropriate recreational uses within the Green Belt subject to the above provisos.  Thus any planning 
application for a riding school on the objection land would be considered on its merits within the framework of 
a generally supportive policy.  Within such a policy framework I see no need to release the land from the 
Green Belt at one of the few remaining open gaps between Coventry and Bedworth. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.54 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Exhall, Bedworth.

Objections to Deposit Draft 431/0006/Env.1 – Miss D Startin. 

Issues

¶ Should land here be allocated for cemetery purposes and if so which parcel 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.55 The objector has a parallel objection to cemetery policy Env26 which more fully explains the position.  
The open land hereabouts helps to preserve the open gap between Exhall and Bedworth and hence fulfils an 
important Green Belt function.  Since the policy and PPG2 list essential facilities for cemeteries as among the 
list of development which may be appropriate in the Green Belt, subject to preserving its openness, I see no 
need to release either of the sites at issue from the Green Belt.   

RECOMMENDATION

7.56 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Burbage Lane, Exhall, Bedworth.

Objections to Deposit Draft 435/0048/Env.1 – Mrs A E Wilson. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.57 The objector has a parallel objection seeking the site’s inclusion as a housing allocation which is 
considered in the housing chapter where I conclude that no additional allocations are needed.  In terms of 
Green Belt impact, development of the site would erode the remaining open gap between Bedworth and 
Coventry at a sensitive point, thereby harming one of its main functions.  While the site has housing 
development on two sides and may no longer be used for allotments, it has formed part of the approved 
Green Belt for many years.  PPG2 makes clear that detailed (Green Belt) boundaries should not be altered or 
development allowed merely because the land has become derelict.  On the available evidence there are no 



                                                                                                                                        Chapter 7 - Environment

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 7.12 

exceptional circumstances such as a clearly demonstrated housing shortfall in the borough, warranting 
release of the site from the Green Belt. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.58 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Burbage Lane, Exhall, Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft  871/0026/Env.1 – Broadweavers & Clothiers Co. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt if it no longer fulfils a Green Belt function 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.59 The objector contends that the plan’s proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary at the former 
Coventry Colliery show that the Council has accepted exceptional circumstances as described in PPG2 to 
warrant releases from it.  The construction of the new link road to Prologis Park from the A444 at Rowleys 
Green has urbanised the area between Holbrooks and Neal’s Green.  As a result the narrow strip of open land 
between Bedworth and Coventry has been eroded to the point where it no longer performs a strategic Green 
Belt separation function which would justify its continued inclusion in the Green Belt, it argues. 
.
7.60 The development of Prologis Park and the associated Green Belt releases was part of a major 
regeneration project largely carried out on previously developed and derelict land.  At least some of the Green 
Belt loss there was compensated for by the formation of a country park within the Green Belt as part of the 
development “package”.  Hence there were quite clear and persuasive exceptional circumstances justifying 
the Green Belt releases therein.  The objection site comprises open land with rural landscape characteristics.  
As part of other nearby open land it still performs a Green Belt separation function in my opinion, 
notwithstanding the recent changes that have occurred in the vicinity.  Development of the site would erode 
the remaining open gap between Bedworth and Coventry harming one of its main functions.  It would also 
make further releases in the vicinity more difficult to resist.  No specific exceptional circumstances warranting 
release of the site from the Green Belt have been put forward to justify its release.  For these reasons I 
conclude that no change to the plan is warranted.

RECOMMENDATION 

7.61 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land off Coventry Road, Bulkington.

Objections to Deposit Draft 755/0024/Env.1 – Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be released from the Green Belt for residential development or safeguarded for future 
development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.62 The objector has objected to several aspects of the policy and has parallel housing objections to 
policy H1 in general, and the omission of this land from the housing allocations in H1 in particular, which I 
have considered in the housing chapter.  My conclusion there was that there was no need for additional 
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allocations within the plan period.  With regard to the Green Belt objection, Bellway Homes considers that the 
land does not perform any of the purposes or objectives of including land within the Green Belt in PPG2.  
However, the site comprises attractive open countryside adjoining the south-west side of the village which has 
been protected by its inclusion in the Green Belt for many years.  To some extent it is visually contained by 
the main West Coast railway line embankment and adjoining housing on two sides, but the site’s development 
would encroach further into the countryside and reduce the open gap between Bulkington, Bedworth and the  

north side of Coventry.  This would harm at least two of the five main purposes of including land in Green 
Belts set out in PPG2.  The objector’s concern about the shortfall of housing land towards the end of the plan 
period through the plan’s reliance on previously developed land, or its more general case for safeguarding of 
the land for future development needs, do not provide a convincing case of exceptional circumstances 
sufficient to justify a Green Belt release of this magnitude.  I conclude that the plan should not be modified in 
response to this objection. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.63 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

2. POLICY Env.2  (Areas of Restraint) (AOR)

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0033/Env.2 – Government Office for the West Midlands; 
484/0024/Env.2 – Mrs E Kimberley;  566/0006/Env.2 – National 
Farmers Union;  567/0021/Env.2 – Abbcott Developments Ltd;  
744/0015/Env.2 – Hallam Land Management Ltd (Hallam); 
867/0044/Env.2 – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust (WWT);  
872/0028/Env.2 – Warwickshire County Council Property Services 
(WCCPS);  875/0002/Env.2 – Mr & Mrs Walker. 

Objections to Second Deposit 130R/0039/Env.2 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership; 
130R/0040/Env.2 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership; 
130R/0041/Env.2 – Bedworth Business Park Partnership; 
157R/0026/Env.2 – British Telecommunications plc;  282/0033/Env.2 
– Government Office for the West Midlands;  755R/0043/Env.2 – 
Bellway Homes Planning & Land Development Division, 

Issues

¶ Is the policy necessary and if it is necessary, is it too strict, and should it distinguish between AOR’s 
meriting long term protection, and those that may need to be considered for longer term development 
needs on review of the plan 

¶ Does criterion (b) properly reflect government guidance with regard to the best and most versatile 
agricultural land  

¶ Should original criterion (d) concerning infilling or redevelopment be reinstated 
¶ Should school playing fields be included in the list of development acceptable in AOR’s 
¶ Should the explanatory text include reference to the long term aim to include land at Bedworth Woodlands 

in the Green Belt in the next strategic review 
¶ Should land at Weddington Road, Nuneaton be included as an AOR in the terms of the present policy
¶ Should the AOR at Camp Hill be extended to include the identified Site of Importance for Nature 

Conservation (SINC)

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.64 A number of objectors are concerned at the genesis of the policy, how the various areas were 
designated, and its restrictive nature.  They comment that there is a paucity of justification and that the policy 
appears as restrictive as if the AOR’s were designated Green Belt.  The thrust of the objections is that the 
AOR policy is either unnecessary or too restrictive and likely to prevent the accommodation of longer term 
development needs if and when the presently healthy supply of previously developed land opportunities for 
new residential development dries up.   



                                                                                                                                        Chapter 7 - Environment

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 7.14 

7.65 The policy’s explanatory text states that AOR’s do not have the permanence of the Green Belt, but 
are important areas of open space and countryside which need to be protected from development.  Within the 
urban area they protect important areas such as corridors of important ecological and nature conservation 
value, and in the countryside they help to prevent the coalescence of settlements, the text explains.  

7.66 These aims may generally be laudable, but the comprehensive way in which the AOR’s have been 
designated means that all of the built-up edges of the borough’s three main settlements (Nuneaton, Bedworth 
and Bulkington) are immediately bordered either by established Green Belt or proposed AOR designations.   
As criterion (a) of the policy seeks to prevent development in AOR’s which would harm the open character or 
appearance of the area, it could rule out nearly all development and seems tantamount to a Green Belt policy 
by another name.  This is a cause for concern especially as it seems to me to be one of the main driving 
forces leading the Council to seek a major Green Belt release for employment development at Griff East. 

7.67 In the employment chapter, and earlier in this chapter, I have concluded that the demonstrated need 
for employment land, weighed against the significant harm to long-established Green Belt purposes of 
developing the 27 hectare Griff East site, does not constitute sufficiently exceptional circumstances justifying a 
Green Belt release of this magnitude.  But while I am not persuaded on the merits of that case on current 
evidence, I am aware that the consequence of not releasing that land, and not finding equivalent replacement 
employment allocations, is a potential shortfall in employment land against the WASP target towards the end 
of the plan period.  I say this notwithstanding the comparatively modest release of an additional 4 hectares, 
which I have recommended at the Coventry Colliery/Prologis Park employment site.   

7.68 It is not clear that the strategic needs of the borough in the long term are best met by this approach.  
Other than the Open Space Assessment (CD42) I am not aware of any systematic landscape and 
development appraisal of the edge of settlements site proposed as AOR.  If such areas warrant long term 
protection it needs to be justified by a convincing demonstration based on firm survey and analysis.  In my 
judgement such a coherent analysis is currently missing from the plan.  I note that in large measure the Env2 
policy effectively rolls forward the AOR’s originally identified in policy E5 of the adopted 1993 local plan 
(CD36).  However, I understand that that policy followed the then structure plan policy of distinguishing 
between areas warranting longer term protection because they contributed to the structure of the towns, and 
those remaining areas to be considered for long term development needs on review of the local plan.  
Although the WASP no longer advocates that particular approach, it would seem to have continuing merit in 
the context of the borough’s particular geographical and Green Belt constraints.  WASP policy ER6 does call 
on local plans to protect the open space that contributes to the character and attractiveness of the urban 
areas.  Thus I conclude that this aspect of the Env1 policy is worthy of continuing support subject to evidence 
of the areas having such characteristics.  If the Council wishes to have a policy for protecting the openness of 
all undeveloped edge-of-settlement land that would be tantamount to a Green Belt extension.  Such a policy 
objective should be pursued via the strategic plan review process.   

7.69 I conclude that the Council should re-consider aspects of policy Env2 and its justifying text with a view 
to introducing greater flexibility to allow for medium and longer term development needs.  This could be done 
by a clear landscape character assessment identifying those areas, peripheral or within the urban 
areas/settlements which are of such visual and/or public amenity quality to the established settlements that 
they warrant long-term protection, and those remaining areas which could be considered for long term 
development needs on review of the local plan.  I recommend accordingly. 

7.70 The GOWM objected at the Deposit Draft stage that the policy was too restrictive and would limit farm 
diversification proposals for diversification.  Criterion (b) was introduced at the Second Deposit stage to meet 
First Deposit objections, along with a new policy Env4 specifically concerning farm diversification proposals.  
Later in this chapter I make some detailed recommendations with regard to policy Env4 which, if accepted, 
should ensure that the plan as a whole reflects government guidance with regard to farm diversification and 
the best and most versatile agricultural land in line with the revised version of PPG7.  I conclude that a change 
to the wording of the criterion would make it consistent with Env 4 and PPG7 and I recommend accordingly. 

7.71 BT objects that the Second Deposit’s relegation of original criterion (d), relating to limited infilling and 
redevelopment of existing developed sites, to the explanatory text does not adequately take account of 
government guidance in PPG3 which encourages such redevelopment.  I accept the Council’s point that the 
change was not intended to discourage the redevelopment of previously developed land but rather, in line with 
government guidance, to ensure that it should occur only in those locations where such development would 
be sustainable.  I see no need to modify the plan in this regard. 
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7.72 WCCPS’s objection seeks to include school playing fields in the list of development acceptable in 
AOR’s.  The Second Deposit explanatory text includes facilities for outdoor sports and recreation as one type 
of development that would be likely to be permitted in the AOR’s.  In that context, and subject to consideration  
of my broader conclusions as to the policy aims, I see no need for the text to make specific reference to 
school playing fields. 

7.73 Site specific objections into the designation of the land at Bedworth Woodlands as part of an AOR are 
considered later in the chapter.  BBPP’s objection to the explanatory text reference to the long term aim to 
include the land in the next strategic review is that the right place for debate on Green Belt boundaries is the 
structure plan.  I agree that the strategic plan making level is the appropriate forum for the consideration of 
strategic Green Belt functions and boundary changes.  However, if, following the Secretary of State’s 2000 
dismissal of residential development proposals on the land, the Council’s aim is now to seek such designation 
in the long term it has been open and transparent in making its view known on an issue of local concern.  I 
see no pressing need to remove the wording form the justifying text as it explains clearly why the Council has 
designated the area as an AOR and does not prejudice the rights of others to make a counter case at the 
appropriate time. 

7.74 The objection made by Hallam is both general and site specific in relation to land at Weddington 
Road, Nuneaton.  On the latter point the land is an attractive area of open rural land but it is visually contained 
on its main outer boundaries by the former railway embankment and a mature hedgerow.  Hence it is not clear 
to me that it meets the aims of the policy as currently expressed in any particularly strong way.  In my view its 
inclusion as an AOR should be reconsidered as part of the more general review of the policy to which I have 
already referred. 

7.75 The WWT objects that the AOR at Camp Hill be extended to include the identified Site of Importance 
for Nature Conservation (SINC) which appears to comprise two nearby parcels of land.  The Council notes 
that it has signed an agreement on the designation of land in the Camp Hill area as a SINC and that this in 
itself offers some protection from development.  However, the Council also states that the AOR in question 
has been primarily designated because it forms part of a river valley.  I acknowledge the Council’s points, but I 
also note that one of the justifying text’s stated reasons for the policy within urban areas is to protect areas of 
important ecological value.  Bearing that in mind, and my more general conclusions about the aims of the 
policy, the Council should review whether the objection sites should properly be included in any modified 
version of the policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.76 I recommend that that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) reconsider the aims of the policy and its justification in line with my conclusions above; 
(b) that the wording of criterion (b) be deleted and replaced with the following words: “Any loss of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land is minimised.” 
(c) that the designation of land at Weddington Road Nuneaton as an AOR be reconsidered in the light of 

my general conclusions; 
(d) that the inclusion of the SINC at Camp Hill in the adjoining AOR be reviewed; 
(e) that no further modifications be made in response to any of the other objections. 

SITE-SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS

Site: Land at Norwood Farm, Bedworth Woodlands

Objections to Deposit Draft 251/0016/Env.2 – Eagle Enterprises Ltd;  306/0017/Env.2 – Gazeley 
Properties. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be deleted from the AOR to enable its development for employment purposes 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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7.77 The objectors have pursued parallel objections to the omission of the land from the employment 
allocations in Emp1, which I consider in greater detail in the Employment chapter.  The site lies immediately 
west of the A444 and comprises attractive open countryside with notable landscape wildlife and heritage 
characteristics.  It is appreciated by local people for its rural landscape and informal recreational value. 

7.78 I accept that there are some merits in the employment development objection.  However, I am not 
persuaded that the case for additional land within the plan period is so compelling that it necessitates either a  

major Green Belt release at Griff East/Faultlands Farm, or the use of the land at the objection site.  As the 
need is not proven, in my opinion the considerable landscape, ecological and heritage merits of the objection 
site merit its protection from development, at least during the plan period, pending strategic review of 
employment land needs and Green Belt designations at the sub-regional level.  I conclude that no action need 
be taken in response to the objection. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.79 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

Site: Land at Alder Lane, Nuneaton

Objections to Deposit Draft 480/0014/Env.2 – Trustees of Frank Ealing Settlement. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be deleted from the AOR  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.80 The objection site’s detailed planning history is well known to the objector and the Council and needs 
no repetition.  WASP policy ER6 requires that Areas of Restraint brought forward through the local plan 
process are justified by particular local circumstances.  I accept that the historic and original reason for the 
designation of the site as an AOR in the 1993 local plan, and its precursors, was mainly as a buffer from the 
concrete block works on adjacent land to the south-west.  I also note that that reason has now been overtaken 
by the recent redevelopment of that land for residential purposes.  Furthermore, its previously anticipated 
public open space usage has not materialised many years after first being mooted.  On the Council’s 
evidence, including its borough-wide Open Space Assessment (CD42), the site may have some limited local 
value as an informal open space through which a pubic footpath runs, but I am not persuaded that the land 
can properly be described as an important open space.  There is no firm evidence that it forms part of a 
recognised corridor of ecological or nature conservation value.  In the absence of a clear demonstration or 
justification of its value as a protected open space I conclude that the site should not be designated as an 
AOR.

RECOMMENDATION

7.81 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting the objection site from the AOR 

Site: Land at Higham Lane, Nuneaton.

Objections to Deposit Draft .567/0021/Env.2 – Abbcott Developments Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be removed from the AOR to allow for its development for housing and/or employment 
purposes in the longer term

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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7.82 The objector has parallel objections to the generality of the policy and to the omission of the land as 
housing and/or employment sites which I consider in other chapters.  My conclusion with regard to housing 
was that there was no need for additional allocations within the plan period.  My conclusion in respect of 
employment was that, while there could be a need for additional employment land towards the end of the plan 
period, that need had not been sufficiently well demonstrated nor examined in a sub-regional context.  It 
follows that I do not see an immediate development need for this 19 hectare site.  Thus, bearing in mind that it 
is not unattractive open countryside its protection in the medium term is warranted. 

7.83 However, the Council’s claim that the site has a strategic function in separating Nuneaton and 
Hinckley is not clearly supported by evidence.  No nature conservation, open space or other particular 
amenity value has been brought to my attention.  It follows from this that the site should be considered as an 
AOR during the plan period but one to be reviewed in the context of my general conclusion for its potential to 
meet longer term development needs. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.84 I recommend that the Council reconsider the categorisation of the land as an AOR in the light of my 
general conclusions as to the nature of the policy and to my site-specific conclusions above. 

Site: Land at Grove Lane, Keresley Newlands

Objections to Deposit Draft 695/0035/Env.2 – Wilcon Homes Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be deleted from the AOR to enable its residential development in the long term 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.85 The objector made a parallel objection to policy H1 generally and to the site’s omission from housing 
allocations under policy H1 which I deal with in Chapter 3.  The objection site is located at the edge of the 
built-up area adjoining a modern housing estate.  The proposed AOR is at the extreme western edge of the 
borough and adjoining open land on the far side of Grove Lane is in the Green Belt and hence subject to 
strong control policies.  I am aware of the previous planning history of the site, but on the evidence this small 
area does not perform any of the functions which are the stated aim of the policy.  It does have some visual 
amenity value but providing the maturely landscaped boundary framework was retained I see no need for, or 
value in, its preclusion from development in the longer term. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.86 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting the site’s designation as an AOR. 

Site: Land at Rectory Drive/Park Farm , Bedworth

Objections to Deposit Draft 740/0030/Env.2 – Mr G Shields; 869/0022/Env.2 – William Davis Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Should the land in the AOR be upgraded to Green Belt designation 
¶ Should the land be released from the AOR to allow for residential development

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.87 Mr Shields wishes to see the land designated as Green Belt.  I agree with the Council that the land 
does not fulfil the criteria for inclusion in a Green Belt set out in national guidance in PPG2. 
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7.88 William Davis has parallel objections to the housing policies generally, and to the omission of the site 
from the housing allocations under policy H1, which I consider in Chapter 3.  Although it is not available for 
public use the site does have some general amenity value as a river valley, wildlife corridor and in giving 
visual relief from urban development.  However, since no landscape character analysis has been produced I 
am not persuaded by the Council’s case that the site merits indefinite protection from development as a green 
lung and informal amenity area.  Moreover, in considering the housing omission objection I have concluded 
there that while there is not a general need for additional greenfield housing allocations at present, this 
particular land does have a number of distinct merits as a housing site with potential to meet future 

development needs.  Thus it merits being placed within the reserve housing sites category for possible 
development only if required in the 5-10 year phase of the plan.  I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION

7.89 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting the land’s categorisation as an AOR. 

Site: Land at Calendar Grove Farm, Nuneaton.

Objections    755/0007/Env.2 – Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be deleted from the AOR to enable its residential development in the long term 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.90 The objector has parallel objections to the housing policies generally, and to the omission of the site 
from the housing allocations under policy H1, which I consider in Chapter 3.  I have concluded there that there 
is not a pressing need for additional greenfield housing allocations at present.  The land is at the edge of the 
St Nicholas’ Park residential area and comprises attractive undulating countryside rising up from the main 
built-up area.  As such the higher part of the site to the east in particular clearly forms part of the gap 
separating Nuneaton from Hinckley, albeit that this is compromised to some extent by the historic ribbon 
development along the Long Shoot to the north-east.  In the absence of pressing need for new housing during 
the remainder of the plan period I conclude that the site should remain as an AOR, but that its categorisation 
as such should be reconsidered in the light of my general conclusions about the policy aims, methodology and 
justification.

RECOMMENDATION 

7.91 I recommend that that the Council reconsiders the site’s categorisation as an AOR in the light of my 
conclusions above. 

Site: Land at Judkins Quarry, Nuneaton.

Objections to Deposit Draft  818/0023/Env.2 – Waste Recycling Group 

Issues

¶ Should part of the AOR designation be lifted to allow for employment development

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.92 The objector seeks the removal of part of the AOR to enable the possibility of it being included within 
an employment development on the adjoining Emp3 allocation for the sake of flexibility of layout and not 
quantum expansion of the development site.  The Council states that this small additional parcel of land, 
unlike the rest of that employment allocation, has not been previously developed and has been within an AOR 
for some time.  The Council also states that the employment allocation is constrained to some extent by the 
amount of land which could be serviced off the existing road system.  However, the evidence of the objection 
site’s merit as an AOR is very limited.  I also note that the site adjoins the West Coast main railway line at a 
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point where the possibility of rail based access to the site would be likely to be taken.  I conclude therefore 
that as part of the review of the policy the land should be considered for released from its AOR status, but that 
the revised Development brief referred to in the plan should have regard to the need to ensure proper access 
to the site as a whole. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.93 I recommend that the Council reconsiders the site’s categorisation as an AOR in the light of my 
conclusions above 

Site: Land at Bedworth Woodlands.

Objections to Deposit Draft 144/0029/Env.2 – CPRE Warwickshire Branch;  868/0010/Env.2 – 
Woodlands Heath Action Group. 

Issues

¶ Should the land be designated as Green Belt in preference to Area of Restraint (AOR)

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.94 I have already considered this issue as part of my consideration of objections to Green Belt policy 
Env1 above.  There is no need for further consideration or variation of my conclusion that the site should 
retain its AOR status pending longer term strategic review of the employment land needs and Green Belt 
policy and boundaries.

RECOMMENDATION

7.95 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection 

3. POLICY Env.3 (Development within areas of flood risk)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0002/Env.3 – Environment Agency;  282/0004/Env.3 – 
Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM);  373/0006/Env.3 
– House Builders Federation (HBF). 

Objections to Second Deposit 744R/0008/Env.3 – Hallam Land Management  Ltd;  
869R/0009/Env.3 - William Davis Ltd. 

Issues

¶ Is the intended operation of the policy’s criteria sufficiently clear 
¶ Is criterion (a) necessary 
¶ Does the policy reflect the sequential approach to development within flood risk areas in PPG25 
¶ Are the Flood Risks Areas accurately shown on the Proposals Map at Weddington, Nuneaton  and Parks 

Farm, Bedworth 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.96 The Council accepts the objections from the Environment Agency and GOWM and proposes wording 
amendments which I agree would meet them and clarify exactly how the criteria are intended to operate 
together.  I also agree that the amendments made to the policy at the Second Deposit stage would satisfy 
HBF’s objection with regard to the sequential approach in PPG25.   
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7.97 Hallam Land’s objection is to an area at Weddington under its control being shown as an Area at Risk 
from Flooding.  At the inquiry evidence was adduced demonstrating that the Environment Agency had recently 
completed the River Anker Flood Risk Mapping project and this showed the 100 year floodplain to be limited 
to the area south of the church.  An Agency Drawing showing this was submitted.  I conclude that the 
Proposals Map should be updated to reflect this new evidence. 

7.98 William Davis objects that criterion (a) is unnecessary and should be removed.  However, paragraph 
30 of PPG25 states that planning authorities are expected to apply a risk-based approach to the preparation  

of development plans and development control decisions through a sequential test.  In my view criterion (a) 
accords with that guidance and should be retained in its proposed-to-be-modified form.

7.99 The company also has an objection concerning an Area at Risk from Flooding affecting land in their 
control at Parks Farm, Rectory Road, Bedworth.  At the inquiry evidence was adduced including a plan and 
October 2002 letter from the Environment Agency showing the extent of the River Sowe designated main river 
1 in 100 year floodplain as shown by recent modelling.  The letter confirmed that the layout of any new 
residential development could and should accommodate the floodplain as shown on the plan.  I note that the 
existence of the floodplain would not be a bar on residential development of the larger site.  However, any 
apparent change in the Area at Risk already shown on the Proposals Map is so small as to render 
amendment of the Map of little practical value.  The Council will be aware of the Agency’s current requirement 
in any development discussions.  I see no compelling need to change the policy or the Proposals Map. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.100 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) by including the minor text changes to criterion (a) as set in document LPA/Env3/255/0002/Env3/1; 
(b) by amending the Proposals Map to reflect the changes to the Flood Risk Mapping at Weddington 

Road, Nuneaton as shown on Environment Agency Drawing No: FD01-2001s582-04; 
(c) that no other changes by made in response to these objections. 

4. POLICY Env.4 (DELETED)  (Protecting the best & most versatile agricultural land)

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0005/Env.4 – Government Office for the West Midlands;  
407/0001/Env.4 – Mr K Ireland. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ Should the policy reflect revised guidance in PPG7  
¶ Should the supporting text reflect the purpose of the policy 
¶ Does the Proposals Map need clarification with regard to the showing of agricultural land quality 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.101 The Council have deleted the policy from the Second Deposit and replaced it with an additional 
criterion in new policy Env4 regarding farm diversification.  While I recognise that the thrust of national 
guidance would be met by the new criterion, the presentational and explanatory issues raised by GOWM
remain.  I address them in the context of the new Env4 policy criterion (h) which is considered below. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.102 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections 

5. POLICY Env.4  (New) (Farm Diversification)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0004/Env.5 - Environment Agency (EA);  282/0007/Env.5 – 
Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM). 
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Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0009/Env.5 – National Farmers Union (NFU). 

Issues

¶ Should the policy include a criterion regarding pollution to watercourses or ground water 
¶ Is the policy clear on the nature of diversification it seeks to address 

¶ Would the wording of criterion (h) exclude most agricultural land from diversification

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.103 The Second Deposit version included a new criterion (f) regarding the avoidance of pollution to 
watercourses or ground water, thereby meeting the EA’s objection.  GOWM’s objection that the wording was 
unclear on the nature of diversification it seeks to address was met by the Second Deposit change. 

7.104 The NFU supports most of the policy but objects to criterion (h) since most agricultural land in the 
borough is grade 2 and 3a and thus all such land would be excluded by the criterion’s wording from the 
possibility of diversification.  Paragraph 2.8 of PPG7 “The Countryside – Environmental Quality and Economic 
and Social Development” (CD15), was partly revised in March 2001.  In revised form it states that in plan 
preparation and deciding planning applications planning authorities will need to weigh, among other things, 
the encouragement of rural enterprise, including the diversification of farm businesses, and the safeguarding 
of the best and most versatile agricultural land.  The guidance restates that development of the best and most 
versatile agricultural land in grades 1, 2 and 3a should not be permitted, but new paragraph 2.17 states that 
where development of agricultural land is unavoidable local authorities should seek to use areas of poorer 
quality land in preference to that of higher quality, except where other sustainability considerations suggest 
otherwise.

7.105 In my view to fully accord with national guidance the policy criterion should not tie the hands of the 
decision-maker by pre-empting such a judgement.  In short the need for rural enterprise and successful farm 
business diversification may require a degree of flexibility within a generally protective framework.  I therefore 
conclude that the criterion should be amended to give some modest leeway for farm business diversification 
proposals, while protecting the bulk of the best agricultural land on any particular holding in accordance with 
an informed assessment.  I recommend accordingly. 

7.106 With regard to GOWM’s objection to the original policy Env4, I note that the Proposals Map shows 
that land identified as grade 2 and 3+ on Areas of Restraint (AOR’s) to the north-east of Nuneaton only.  The 
AOR’s to the west and north do not appear to have been classified.  Also it is not clear that the 3+ 
classification equates to 3a.  These points should be clarified.  The explanatory text should also be amended 
to reflect the advice in revised PPG7 as to the need to avoid use of the best quality agricultural land where 
possible.  This should include reference to the need to seek advice from DEFRA (ex MAFF) and other 
relevant bodies when the Council is minded to allow the development of greenfield land where soil or 
agricultural quality is a consideration.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.107 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) replace criterion (h) with the words: “The loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land on any 

particular holding, needed to enable the diversification project to function satisfactorily, is minimised.”; 
b) amend the explanatory text and Proposals Map in line with my conclusions above. 

6. POLICY Env.7  (Development affecting a Listed Buildings)

Objections to Deposit Draft 252/0001/Env.8 – English Heritage.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues
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¶ Does the policy need to refer to external and internal features of special interest 
¶ Should there be a separate policy to cover alterations, extensions and changes of use 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.108 English Heritage’s First Deposit stage objections to the policy wording regarding the need to refer to 
external and internal features of special interest were accepted by the Council and incorporated in revised 
wording in the Second Deposit version.  The revised policy also includes criteria to be met in relation to  

proposals for alterations, extensions and changes of use.  In my view no further strengthening of the policy is 
necessary. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.109 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection 

7. POLICY Env.9  (Locally listed buildings)

Objections to Deposit Draft 154/0004/Env.10 – Country Land & Business Association (CLBA). 

Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0005/Env.10 – National Farmers Union. 

Issues

¶ Is local listing an unfair burden when repairs to such buildings enjoy no VAT advantage 
¶ Should the policy provide for owners of candidate buildings to be consulted

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.110 The CLBA object to the policy of non-statutory local listing of buildings as being an unfair burden on 
the owners since repairs to such buildings do not enjoy the same Value Added Tax advantages as do 
statutorily listed buildings.  However, paragraph 6.16 of PPG15 “Planning and the Historic Environment” 
(1994) (CD10) states that “It is also open to planning authorities to draw lists of locally important buildings, 
and to formulate local plan policies for their protection through normal development control procedures, but 
(that) policies should make clear that such buildings do not enjoy the full protection of statutory listing.”  In my 
view the policy and explanatory text accords fully with this national guidance.  The degree of additional control 
over unlisted buildings is modest and I also note that locally listed buildings are eligible for grants towards 
repairs under the Council’s scheme and thus that the buildings derive some benefit from being on the list.  I 
conclude that the policy should be retained.  The Council accepts the NFU’s point that owners of candidate 
buildings for inclusion on the list should be consulted so that they are aware of their responsibility.  I 
recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.111 I recommend that the plan be modified by inserting at the end of the justifying text the following 
sentence: “The Council will notify owners in writing of the inclusion of their building(s) on the Local List.”

8. POLICY Env.16 (DELETED)  (Nature Conservation – Designated sites)

Objections to Deposit Draft 253/0004/Env.16 – English Nature;  282/0002/Env.16 – Government 
Office for the West Midlands;  867/0006/Env.16 – Warwickshire 
Wildlife Trust. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues
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¶ Should the plan refer to international as well as national and regional/local designated sites, indicate that 
the relative significance of the designations should be taken into account, and show them on the 
Proposals Map 

¶ Is the Borough Green Map a suitable basis for nature conservation policy 
¶ Should the explanatory text refer to the Griff Hill Quarry SSSI 
¶ Should Ensors Pool SSSI also be shown as a candidate for Special Area of Conservation

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.112 The thrust of many of these objections made at the First Deposit stage was accepted by the Council, 
which reviewed this part of the nature conservation topic.  As a result in the Second Deposit version it has 
deleted the original (old) Env16 and replaced it with a new policy Env16.  The new policy includes reference to 
sites of European importance and clarifies the relative significance of the designations.  In my view it 
addresses most of the above issues and generally accords with the advice in PPG9.  However, some 
objections remain.   

7.113 Warwickshire Wildlife Trust objected that the Borough Green Map (CD48) is out of date and hence an 
unsuitable basis for nature conservation policy.  The point was echoed by the GOWM’s objection that 
designated sites should be shown on the Proposals Map as advised in PPG9 (CD7).  The thrust of this 
objection was repeated in an objection made to the new Env16 policy and, for the sake of clarity and 
comprehensiveness, I consider it in the following section.   

7.114 The Council accepts English Nature’s objection that the new policy should properly refer to the Griff 
Hill Quarry SSSI, and that Ensors Pool should also be shown as a candidate for Special Area of 
Conservation.  I agree and recommend accordingly in relation to new policy Env16 below.

RECOMMENDATION

7.115 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections 

9. POLICY Env.16 (New)  (Nature Conservation/Geological interest – Designated 
sites)

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft 

Objections to Second Deposit 566R/0007/Env.16 – National Farmers Union;  925R/0009/Env.16 – 
Rail Property Ltd.

Issues

¶ Should the policy and explanation be reworded in a clearer and more concise form 
¶ Should all of the designated sites be included on the Proposals Map 
¶ If the ongoing review of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation reveals that the reasons for a 

particular site’s designation are no longer present, then should the plan allow for their removal

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.116 The new policy is a response to the objections to the old/deleted Env16 policy and as I have already 
indicated it has addressed most of the earlier objections satisfactorily.  The Council accepts that the new 
policy remains complex in form, but I agree with it that splitting it into separate policies dealing with different 
classes of protected sites would involve unwieldy repetition.  The Council has proposed a revised wording of 
the new policy and explanatory text which provides a degree of further clarification and meets most of the 
outstanding objections.  At a late stage in the process the Council appears to have conceded that, in spite of 
representational problem that it may pose (see Document LPA/Env16/282/0102/Env16/2), the boundaries of 
the SSSI’s and the cSAC should be included on the Proposals Map (see Document 
LPA/Env16/253/0004/Env16/1).  It has requested that an appropriate revision to that effect be recommended.  
In my view, since English Nature has pointed out that these statutory designations are not on the Council’s 
(non-statutory) Borough Green Map (January 1999) (CD48), this is to be welcomed.  It would bring the policy 
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more into line with the advice in paragraph 25 of PPG9 and meet the thrust of the objection from the GOWM 
to the original version of the policy.   

7.117 Nearly five years on from publication of the Council’s non-statutory Local Natural Environment Plan 
and associated Green Map (CD48) it is unfortunate that, as the explanation to the new policy makes clear, the 
Council is still in the process of reviewing all areas of nature conservation within the borough to evaluate and 
designate (local) Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs).  I agree with the point made by Rail
Property Ltd that this would have been better completed as an integral part of the local plan review process.   

However, the new policy’s explanatory text states that potential SINCs will be afforded the same protection as 
SINCs during the ongoing review.  As a result the protection of SINCs of real value, and hence the underlying 
aim of the policy, would not be prejudiced.  In order to minimise continuing uncertainty a published timetable 
for completion of the review would be desirable in my view.   

7.118 The plan’s stop-gap approach to local designations leads on to the objection raised by the NFU that if 
the ongoing SINCs review reveals that the reasons for a particular site’s designation are no longer present, 
then the plan should allow for their removal.  The Council accepts the point and requests that its proposed 
revision incorporates an amendment to the explanatory text to this effect.  The revision of the Borough’s 
Green Map to incorporate the completed review’s designated sites and its adoption as SPG is a pragmatic 
and sensible way forward in the circumstances, and I recommend accordingly.  

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.119 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) replace the policy and explanatory text wording in accordance with the revisions proposed in the 

Council’s document LPA/Env16/253/0004/Env16/1; 
b) amend the explanatory text of the above to refer to “Griff Hill Quarry”; 
c) amend the Proposals Map to show the boundaries of the SSSIs and the cSAC; 
d) amend the explanatory text to clarify what is shown on the Proposals Map as amended by c) above. 

I further recommend that the Council consider publishing a timetable for the completion of the review of SINCs 
and including this in the explanatory text. 

10.POLICY Env.17 (DELETED)  (Nature Conservation - Borough Green Map sites)

Objections to Deposit Draft 253/0005/Env.17 – English Nature;  866/0003/Env.17 – Warwickshire 
Museum Field Service;  867/0004/Env.17 - Warwickshire Wildlife 
Trust.  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy be strengthened and clarified  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.120 The replacement policy Env17 addresses the objections to the deleted version and has strengthened 
and clarified the aim to protect sites of nature and wildlife conservation value.  Further action is unnecessary. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.121 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

11.POLICY Env.17 (New)  (Nature Conservation - Rare/endangered species)

Objections to Deposit Draft There were no objections to the Deposit Draft. 
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Objections to Second Deposit 253R/0010/Env.17 – English Nature;  566R/0006/Env.17 – National 
Farmers Union (NFU);  866R/0008/Env.17 – Warwickshire Museum 
Field Service;  866R/0009/Env.17 - Warwickshire Museum Field 
Service.

Issues

¶ Does the policy need to be strengthened to clarify the particular importance of European protected 
species 

¶ Should the Council be required to use conditions and/or planning obligations 
¶ Does the policy need to be more flexible with regard to the range of species it concerns

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.122 This new policy was introduced at the Second Deposit stage in response to objections to old policy 
Env17.  The changes suggested by Warwickshire Field Museum Service included a reference to European 
protected species and have been incorporated in the Second Deposit plan.  In my opinion the new policy is 
now sufficiently strong without the need for the Council to be required to impose conditions or planning 
obligations.  Any condition would need to satisfy legal tests and be reasonable and thus call for consideration 
on their merits in each case.   

7.123 The Council accepts the NFU’s point that not to permit development likely to affect any species 
named in the UK or County Bio-diversity Action Plan would be unduly restrictive.  Thus it proposes a change 
to meet the objection.  I conclude that the proposed change is preferable and would ensure that the policy 
would accord with the advice in PPG9 and I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION

7.124 I recommend that the plan be modified in accordance with the revision proposed in the Council’s 
document LPA/Env17/566R/0006/Env17/1. 

12.POLICY Env.19  (Development fronting watercourses and canals)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0001/Env.19 – Environment Agency. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy apply not just to nominated rivers and brooks, but to all watercourses 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.125 The Environment Agency supports the policy but requests that it apply to all watercourses in relation 
to the need to provide maintenance buffers.  The Council accepts the objection and has proposed a revision 
to the policy and explanatory text.  This would benefit the function and maintenance of watercourses, provide 
increased floodplain capacity and have wildlife habitat and corridor benefits.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.126 I recommend that the plan be modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed revision in 
Document LPA/Env19/255/0001/Env19/1. 

13.POLICY Env.20 (Re-cycling facilities in major development)
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Objections to Deposit Draft 44/0002/Env.20 – J V Brightley;  255/0001/Env.20 – Environment 
Agency;  282/0005/Env.20 – Government Office for the West 
Midlands;  373/0006/Env.20 – House Builders Federation;  
873/0004/Env.20 – Warwickshire County Council Department of 
Planning, Transport & Economic Strategy. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy clarify the size of development to which it applies 
¶ How should recycling facilities be treated in relation to residential properties 
¶ Should the policy include other waste reduction ideas as part of a waste management policy 
¶ Should the explanation make clear that the County Council is the Waste Planning Authority

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.127 The Council proposes that the policy explanation be modified to give an indication of the size of 
development to which it applies.  The proposed amendment also refers to the need to consider the mitigation 
of any potential adverse effects on the amenities of occupiers of the site.  Both these would be helpful in my 
view, although the latter should also include consideration being given to the amenities of occupiers of 
adjoining land.  I recommend accordingly. 

7.128 The aim of reducing waste at source is a desirable object in line with the principles of sustainable 
development but I agree with the Council that it would be a questionable use of planning powers to favour 
proposals in the manner suggested by the Environment Agency.  Also while waste management is a land use 
matter a specific and strategic policy in this plan may not accord with the statutory duties and strategic powers 
of the County Council as Waste Planning Authority and could be confusing.  I recommend no change be 
made in response to these objections but I do agree with the need for the explanatory text to clarify that the 
County Council is the Waste Planning Authority.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.129 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) amend the explanatory text as set out in the Council’s Documents LPA/Env20/44/0002/Env20/1 and 

LPA/Env20/873/0004/Env20/1; 
(b) insert within the explanatory text concerning the protection of amenity words to the effect that the 

amenities of adjoining occupiers should also be considered. 

14.POLICY Env.21 (Designing for personal and community safety)

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0002/Env.21 – House Builders Federation.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy be restricted in its application to major developments 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.130 The Second Deposit version responded to the original objection by including the words “for major 
developments” but the Council is now concerned that this may need greater precision.  I accept that the 
production of a design statement may be onerous for smaller development proposals.  I note, however, that a 
scheme of any size should have regard to the need for the design and layout to discourage crime and the fear 
of crime.  I accept that the Council’s clarification would give greater precision as to when a specific statement 
will be required and respond fully to the objection. 
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RECOMMENDATION

7.131 I recommend that the plan be modified by adding to the explanation the words set out in the Council’s 
Document LPA/Env21/373/0002/Env21/1. 

15.POLICY Env.22 (Telecommunications Equipment)

Objections to Deposit Draft 76/0002/Env.22 – Orange Personal Communications Ltd;  
157/0008/Env.22 – British Telecommunications plc (BT);  
205/0007/Env.22 – Crown Castle (UK);  761/0003/Env.22 – Mr M 
Srbljanin;  810/0006/Env.22 – Vodafone Ltd;  811/0009/Env.22 – 
Nuneaton Friends of the Earth (NFOE).

Objections to Second Deposit 157R/0008/Env.22 – British Telecommunications plc (BT)

Issues

¶ Whether the Second Deposit revisions to the policy have met the objections to the First Deposit 
¶ Whether the policy accords with national guidance in PPG8 
¶ Should the policy have regard to technical constraints on the location of development 
¶ Whether masts should be placed where they may interfere with residential and business property by being 

harmful to health

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.132 Government policy as set out in PPG8 is to facilitate the growth of new and existing 
telecommunications systems (including Third Generation Mobile systems – “3G”) whilst keeping the 
environmental impact to a minimum.  At the First Deposit stage Orange, BT, Vodaphone and Crown Castle
objected to the negatively phrased wording of the policy.  Some of the companies also objected to the 
inclusion of safety levels as a criterion for consideration.  Orange also sought clarification in respect of the 
need to consider mast sharing only for new masts.  Vodaphone raised concerns about the policy’s compliance 
with national guidance in PPG8.  The revisions to the policy at the Second Deposit stage have brought it more 
into line with the advice in PPG8.  In so doing they have met, and in my view satisfied, all of these objections.  
I conclude, therefore, that no further changes are needed in response to them. 

7.133 Mr M Srbljanin and NFOE object that radio masts should not be placed where they can  interfere with 
residential and business property and be harmful to health. Mr M Srbljanin is also concerned that they should 
not interfere with televisions, radios and heath equipment.  On the health impact question, at the Second 
Deposit stage the Council omitted reference to safety levels from policy criterion (a) in response to other 
objections.  The policy’s explanation now includes reference to government policy, as set out in PPG8, that if 
proposed telecommunications developments meet ICNIRP guidelines it should not be necessary for a 
planning authority, in processing an application, to consider the health effects further.  Paragraph 102 of the 
Appendix to PPG8 makes clear that signal interference can be a material consideration in the determination of 
planning applications.  However, it states that the Radiocommunications Agency has statutory powers to deal 
with interference and that only where there is clear evidence that significant electromagnetic interference will 
arise, or probably arise, and that no practical remedy is available wouldthere be any justification for taking in 
into account in determining a planning application.  Hence such cases are likely to be very much the 
exception rather than the rule.  For these reasons I conclude that no changes are needed in response to 
these objections. 

7.134 In my view the explanation’s reference to site selection avoiding designated natural or cultural 
heritage sites is consistent with the latest government guidance as set out in Paragraph 64 of the Supporting 
Guidance Appendix to PPG8 (August 2001 version).  As well as addressing the needs of National Parks and 
AONB’s the paragraph specifically cross- refers to PPG9 on Nature Conservation.  The policy explanation 
complements other environmental polices elsewhere in the plan.  The text in relation to the Green Belt is also 
broadly consistent with advice in paragraph 65 of the PPG8 Appendix.  It effectively states that 
telecommunications would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt but that if there is a demonstrable 
lack of alternative sites this may constitute the very special circumstances needed to allow a departure from 
Green Belt policies.  This is a subtly different point to the mast-sharing test in criterion (a).  There may be 
some necessary overlap between the two but there is no duplication in my view.  I see no need to amend the 
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policy or the explanation in this regard.  However, the Council’s proposed clarification to the wording of 
criterion (b) would remove repetitive phrasing and make the sense clearer, and I recommend accordingly.  

7.135 Finally, I note BT’s concern at the lack of reference to the need to take account of the technical and 
operational requirements faced by telecommunications operators.  This is something referred to specifically in 
paragraph 54 of the Appendix to PPG8 which also states that operators may be expected to provide evidence 
regarding the need for the proposed development.  To avoid doubt and confusion this should be referred to in  

the explanatory text, as should the fact that the policy will form the basis for consideration of applications for 
planning permission or prior approval. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.136 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) Amend the wording of criterion (b) in accordance with the Council’s request in Document 

LPA/Env22/157/0008/Env22/1; 
b) Insert at the beginning of the explanatory text a reference to PPG8 and the need to have regard to any 

technical constraints on the location and proposed development and the possible requirement for 
evidence regarding the need for the proposed development; 

c) clarify in the explanatory text that the policy applies to applications for planning permission and prior 
approval.

16.POLICY Env.24 (Development on Contaminated Land)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0001/Env.24 – Environment Agency.

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the explanatory text refer to ‘previously developed land’ in place of ‘contaminated land’ 
¶ Should the second paragraph of the explanation be deleted

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.137 The Environment Agency requests that for clarity’s sake the explanation should refer to ‘previously 
developed land’ as defined in Annex C to PPG3 “Housing”.  In my view the policy’s purpose is more specific 
than the objection appreciates since it is concerned with the timely and safe remediation of land which is 
known to have been contaminated by virtue of its previous use.  This will not be the case for all previously 
developed land as defined for the purposes of PPG3.  Other policies aim to encourage the development of 
previously developed land, especially for housing purposes, and in my view the policies are clearer for being 
separate.  I conclude that the plan should not be modified in response to this objection. 

7.138 The Agency also states that the second paragraph of the explanatory text should be omitted as it is 
unnecessary and does not add value to the plan.  The Council observes that the paragraph is intended to be 
informative, but it appreciates that the second sentence, referring to the preparation of a Contaminated Land 
Strategy (CLS) identifying areas of contaminated land, would lose currency over time.  I consider that the 
preparation of the CLS would help potential developers to appreciate where land may be contaminated, 
thereby assisting in bringing properly prepared development proposals forward.  It would also serve as a 
helpful tool in the implementation of the new policy I propose elsewhere in this section in response to the 
Agency’s objection in relation to landfill gas.  For these reasons I conclude that the policy should be kept as it 
is.

RECOMMENDATION

7.139 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection. 
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17.POLICY Env.26 (Land allocated for Cemetery Purposes)

Objections to Deposit Draft See Annex attached at end of chapter 

Objections to Second Deposit 431R/0062/Env.26 – Miss D Startin..

Issues

¶ Should land at Bedworth Road, Golf Drive Lane and Gypsy Lane be allocated for cemetery purposes 
¶ Should land at Eastboro Way, Nuneaton be allocated for cemetery purposes 
¶ Should the text refer to the need to avoid pollution of groundwater and other controlled waters 
¶ Should the proposed allocation at Exhall be relocated to the south of Church Lane and should the 

allocation allow for “non-green” as well as “green” burials

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.140 I note that within the borough burial land is only available for the next 10 years at current usage rates.  
For consultation purposes the Deposit Plan showed several alternative locations for a proposed cemetery, 
including land at Bedworth Road, Bulkington, Golf Drive Lane, Nuneaton and Gypsy Lane, Nuneaton.  
However, all three of these sites were deleted at the Second Deposit stage, but the objections were not 
withdrawn.  I conclude that the objections to these First Deposit allocations have been satisfied and that the 
plan does not need to be modified in response to them. 

7.141 Residents of Bramble Close and Farriers Way, Nuneaton objected to the allocation of the land at 
Eastboro Way at the First Deposit stage.  I note that the allocation was substantially reduced at the Second 
Deposit stage so that it no longer extends close to the housing estate and associated play area to the south.  
The undisputed need for burial land and the proximity of the revised allocation site to a major distributor road 
and existing crematorium are such that the allocation should be supported, especially as the main thrust of the 
objections has been met by the site’s reduction.  I conclude, therefore, that the plan should not be modified 
further in response to these objections. 

7.142 The Environment Agency wishes to see the supporting text refer to investigating the suitability of the 
sites for cemetery use so as to avoid pollution of groundwater or other controlled waters.  I understand that 
the suitability of the sites for this use was investigated between the First and Second Deposit stages.  As far 
as I am aware the Agency has not highlighted any particular groundwater or other problems on the three 
allocated sites in the Second Deposit draft.  Since the Agency would be consulted on any future planning 
application, any particular concerns could be addressed in greater detail at that time.  I conclude that there is 
no need to modify the plan in response to this objection. 

7.143 With regard to the allocation at Exhall, this was originally suggested by the landowner, Miss D Startin,
who supports the provision of a burial ground in this general location.  However, on reflection she considered 
that other land to the south of Church Lane, also in her ownership, being adjacent to the church and existing 
churchyard, would be better.  She also objects to the limitation of any new cemetery space here to “green 
burials only”.   

7.144 Both parcels of land are in the Green Belt and national guidance in PPG2 includes cemeteries among 
the list of development appropriately sited in the Green Belt.  I note that the allocation site adjoins the north-
west-bound entry slip road at Junction 3 of the M6 Motorway, running immediately to the north, and that the 
objector states that any possible widening of the motorway could thus be problematic.  No widening proposals 
have been drawn to my attention.  However, I am aware from other objections that the Highway Agency is 
concerned about the current capacity of Junction 3 to cope with additional traffic, so the possibility of widening 
or at least alteration of the junction may not be academic.  Since Church Lane can be quite busy at times, and 
traffic is not especially slow along this stretch, I also acknowledge that there may be benefits in not needing to 
process across the road as part of a church-based funeral service.  However, I also note that about two thirds 
of the objector’s mooted alternative site to the south of Church Lane is denoted in the Second Deposit draft as 
an Area at Risk from flooding.  Finally, the Council states that the burial ground would be for the benefit of the 
whole of Bedworth, including people of all faiths, as well as non-religious people, implying that proximity to the 
Church would not gain universal approval or benefit.   

7.145 Clearly, there are several variables pulling in different directions and about which I have scant 
detailed information.  The general need for extra cemetery space is not disputed.  In principle I can see no 
firm reason why cemetery space in this part of the borough could not reasonably encompass both “green” and 
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“non-green” burials, albeit that there may need to be some separation for practical, if not cultural, reasons.  
Overall, I conclude as follows: (a) that the site’s allocation should be permitted to stand, but be kept under 
review pending clarification of the need for any motorway/junction capacity enhancements; (b) that the “green 
burials-only” clause should be reconsidered by the Council before adoption; and (c) that the scope for 
traditional or “non-green burials” on the north-western part of the alternative site to the south of Church Lane 
(outside the Area at Risk from Flooding) should also be kept under review.  I recommend accordingly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.146 I recommend that the plan be modified in respect of the Exhall allocation in line with my conclusions 
(a) – (c) above; but that no further modifications be made in response to the remaining objections. 

18.POLICY Env.27 (Renewable Sources of Energy)

Objections to Deposit Draft 796/0002/Env.27 – Terence O’Rourke plc for Department of Trade 
and Industry (DTI).

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the text clarify the thrust of national guidance in PPG22 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.147 The DTI is concerned that the policy text should include the overall aim of national guidance in 
PPG22.  I conclude that the Council’s proposed changes would more clearly relate the aim of the policy to 
national policy to stimulate the exploitation and development of renewable energy sources where 
economically attractive and environmentally acceptable.  I recommend accordingly. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.148 I recommend that the plan’s explanatory text be modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed 
change as set out in document LPA/Env.27/796/0002/Env27/1; 

19.POLICY Env.28 (Sustainable Drainage Systems – SUDs)

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0001/Env.28 – Environment Agency. 

Objections to Second Draft 373R/0006/Env.28 – House Builders Federation (HBF).

Issues

¶ Should the policy text clarify the Environment Agency’s position on soakaways 
¶ Should the policy reflect current legal and maintenance problems and concerns surrounding the use of 

sustainable drainage systems (SUDs)

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.149 The Council accepts the Environment Agency’s objection and proposes a change to the explanatory 
text to clarify the Agency’s position on soakaways.  I agree that this would be helpful to developers.   

7.150 The HBF is concerned that the policy’s promotion of SUDs does not sufficiently reflect problems and 
concerns surrounding their use.  These include legal aspects of their adoption and ongoing maintenance, and 
uncertainties about possible health and reliability problems.  From its position of support in principle for SUDs, 
the Council acknowledges the objector’s concerns.  To provide balance it proposes an addition to the 
explanatory text setting out those concerns.  The policy itself is one of encouragement of sustainable drainage 
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systems “where appropriate” and I note that, in principle, the objector’s member companies are keen to 
integrate SUDs within their development proposals.  I conclude, therefore, that the Council’s proposed change 
is a reasonable response to the objection leaving scope for negotiation on the merits of particular proposals to 
be informed by ongoing experience and clarification of the efficacy of such systems and resolution of legal 
problems. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.151 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) The explanatory text be modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed change as set out in 

document LPA/Env.28/255/0001/Env28/1; 
b) The explanatory text be further modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed change as set out in 

document LPA/Env.28/373R/0006/Env28/1. 

20.POLICY Env.29 (Encouraging public art in new developments)

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0003/Env.29 – House Builders Federation. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.

Issues

¶ Should the policy be voluntary rather than mandatory and is the relevance of off-site contributions clear 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.152 The Council accepts the thrust of the objection that the policy should not be mandatory, although it 
would wish the scope for off-site contributions to complementary development (in town centres for example) to 
be available.   

7.153 In my view the main aim of planning control in this regard should be to ensure the highest possible 
quality design of buildings and associated spaces.  However, I accept that there may be occasions when and 
where the local distinctiveness of place may be positively enhanced by good quality public art and that in 
some situations this may be achieved as part of a collective endeavour in off-site locations.  In seeking such 
voluntary contributions the Council would need to have regard to the provisions and tests of Circular 1/97 with 
regard to direct and proportional relationship to the development in question.  In addition such a planning 
obligation would also need to specify a realistic and reasonable time-scale for the appropriate expenditure of 
any contribution that the Council may receive.  I accept that the Council’s proposed alterations to the policy 
and the explanatory text would make much of this clearer, although the latter should also acknowledge the 
need to have regard to the Circular 1/97 tests of appropriateness and reasonableness.  I recommend 
accordingly.

RECOMMENDATIONS

7.154 I recommend that the plan be modified a) as proposed by the Council in Document 
LPA/ENV29/373/0003/ENV29/01; 
b) that the explanatory text include reference to the need for planning obligations under Section 106 to accord 
with the guidance in Circular 1/97. 

21.POLICY Env.30  (Factors to be considered where there are no specific proposals 
or policies to guide development)

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0001/Env.30 – House Builders Federation. 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit.
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Issues

¶ Does the policy serve a useful function and does it have any specific land use implications 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.155 I agree that the policy is more-or-less a statement of intent, but in my view it could have specific land-
use implications.  Inasmuch as it refers to the need to have regard to the merits of proposals, their impact on 
nearby land uses, the provisions of the WASP, and other material considerations it is non-controversial.  It 
would serve as a checklist for developers who might otherwise have little or no guidance to help them work up 
their proposals, and as a reminder to the Council of its duties.  I see no firm reason to delete the policy. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.156 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

22.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0013/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy on development in relation to landfill gas  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.157 PPG23 states that the contamination of land should be taken into account at various stages of the 
planning process including the preparation of development plans.  Having regard to EC Directive 96/82/EC 
paragraph 6.23 of PPG12 states that in preparing such plans authorities will need to ensure that they include 
a policy or policies relating to the development of land within the vicinity of establishments where hazardous 
substances are present.  The Environment Agency is particularly concerned that the development of 
contaminated land, which is generally encouraged by PPG23, other guidance and policy Env24, can impact 
upon the migration of landfill gas for which there needs to be a risk assessment and the preparation of any 
necessary remedial measures to ensure public safety.  The Council supports the objector’s aim, but is 
concerned that precision can be difficult in this field, that some areas subject to landfill may not currently be 
known, and hence that unreliable guidance could be given as a result.  It would prefer to rely on the normal 
consultative processes and to consider each case on its merits.   

7.158 I acknowledge that detailed prescription could be problematic and that there may be an overlap 
between precautions taken under planning powers and other legislative control.  But on a precautionary basis 
in my view an overlap is better than a gap.  Annex 10 of PPG23 is clear in stating that local plans should 
include detailed criteria which will be applied in determining planning applications for development on land 
which is known to be, or may be, contaminated.  In my view this should include the potential for landfill gas 
migration to land adjoining existing and known former landfill sites.  I conclude that a separate criteria-based 
policy along the lines suggested by the objector is desirable, including indicative distances (and possibly 
caveats to these on the basis of a detailed risk assessment and acceptable mitigation measures).  From the 
text of policy Env24 I note that the Council is preparing a Contaminated Land Strategy that will identify areas 
of contaminated land, presumably including landfill sites.  I see no reason why this could not inform the 
necessary judgements about individual planning applications, so that the knowledge base is kept as up to 
date as possible without the need to plot sites on the Proposals Map which I accept could be incomplete 
and/or misleading. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.159 I recommend that the plan be modified by including a new criteria-based policy on Development in 
relation to Landfill Gas, along the lines advocated by the Environment Agency in its objection, (but avoiding 
use of the word “normally”), together with explanatory text including any necessary cross-reference to the 
Council’s Contaminated Land Strategy. 
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23.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0014/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy dealing with flood risk 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.160 Policy Env3, as revised in the Second Deposit, deals with development in areas of flood risk and 
these are shown on the revised Proposals Map.  Subject to fine-tuning in response to the Agency’s objection 
to Env3 I conclude that there is no need for a further policy in this regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.161 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

24.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0015/Env.Other – Environment Agency.

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy dealing with development in relation to water supply 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.162 In the light of ongoing and predicted climate change, and possibly reducing water resources, the 
Environment Agency wishes to see intense users of water encouraged to consider water re-cycling and water 
efficient devices at the planning application stage and proposes a policy to that end.  The Council 
acknowledges that this is a legitimate concern but does not consider that the climate change predictions are 
sufficiently certain as to justify the proposed policy, especially since a potential user is unlikely to be aware of 
the local water supply position in sufficient detail in advance.   

7.163 In my opinion the need for sustainable use of water at the national level is already well established 
and for consistency’s sake it should be supported locally even if the more extreme climate changes do not in 
fact occur as soon as the direst warnings predict.  This is likely to be a long term problem and as a 
precautionary measure efficient use of water should be encouraged at all stages of the development process.  
Thus all users of water, and intense ones in particular, could reasonably be expected to have researched 
supply and efficiency questions before submitting a planning application.  Intense users (or large-scale 
developments with a multiplicity of water users including housing and employment developers) would be 
committed to considerable investment and should have built this aspect into their proposals at an early stage.  
In my view this could have implications for the overall acceptability as well as the form and disposition of 
development and the Council’s hand would be strengthened in determining applications if there was a specific 
policy requirement in this regard.

RECOMMENDATION

7.164 I recommend that the plan be modified by including a new criteria-based policy on Safeguarding and 
Protecting Water Resources, along the lines advocated by the Environment Agency in its objection, together 
with explanatory text. 

25.POLICY OMISSION
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Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0016/Env.Other, 255/0017/Env.Other and 255/0018/Env.Other – 
Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be policies regarding arrangements for the disposal of foul sewage and surface water run-off 
to protect the quality of ground and surface waters 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.165 It is acknowledged that the needs for satisfactory disposal of foul sewage and surface water run-off 
and the avoidance of pollution can be material planning considerations.  Policy Env 28 deals with the possible 
use of sustainable drainage systems in order to minimise the adverse implications of surface water run-off in 
particular.  The risk of flooding is dealt with in policy Env3.  In addition policy Env24 addresses the concerns 
to be addressed when proposals for development on contaminated land are under consideration.  The normal 
consultation procedures with the Agency should ensure that these matters are properly considered when new 
development is proposed and hence I conclude that there is no pressing need for further policies in regard to 
these concerns. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.166 I recommend that no modifications be made to the plan in response to these objections. 

26.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0019/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy dealing with air quality 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.167 The Council recognises the importance of air quality but points out that its statutory responsibilities in 
this regard are governed by other legislation and administered outside the scope of the development plan.  In 
terms of the impact of new development the normal consultative process should address this since it is 
acknowledged that air quality can be a material consideration in the determination of planning applications.  I 
conclude that there is no need for a separate policy in this regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.168 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

27.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0020/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy dealing with water based recreational activities 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 
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7.169 Policy R9 seeks to promote the recreational use of rivers, canals, lakes, reservoirs and other water 
bodies subject to protection of the natural environment and the amenity of adjoining residents.  I conclude that 
a further policy is not necessary in this regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.170 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

28.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0021/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be policies to prevent development likely to harm the natural features of river and stream 
corridors, ponds or wetland habitats, and to conserve and enhance the environmental and amenity value 
of such areas 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.171 Subject to a number of suggested amendments the Second Deposit version of the plan contains 
policies (Env16, 17 and 19) and related criteria that would meet the Agency’s concerns in these regards.  I 
conclude that no further policy is necessary. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.172 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

29.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0022/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy covering waste management 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.173 I note that the County Council is the planning authority for waste management purposes and that it 
produces a Waste Local Plan forming part of the Development Plan.  I agree with the Borough Council that a 
policy in this regard would be inappropriate in this plan. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.174 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

30.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 282/0002/Env.Other – Government Office for the West Midlands. 

Issues

¶ Should the word “normally” be included in some of the Environment chapter policies 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.175 The Council accepts the objection and hence I recommend that the word “normally” be deleted from 
policies Env13 and 23 in the interests of clarity and greater certainty. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.176 I recommend that the plan be modified by deleting “normally” from policies Env 15 and Env 23 

31.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 145/0009/Env.Other – Countryside Agency. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy to ensure that new development respects the character and quality of the 
countryside  

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.177 The Council notes that the borough is largely urban in character and that the non-urban parts are 
mostly protected by Green Belt and Areas of Restraint policies.  I accept that development proposals in the 
Areas of Restraint would need to meet a character impact test but the main purposes of Green Belt policy as 
set out in policy Env1 do not include protecting the character or visual appearance of the countryside.  Where 
development in the Green Belt or otherwise at the fringe of the urban area does take place it is important that 
it respects and where possible enhances the distinctive character of the landscape as set out in the County 
Council’s guidelines.  I conclude that the Council should make clear the need for rural landscape character to 
be protected and enhanced where possible, by including a reference to this effect in the criteria and/or 
explanatory text to policies Env1 and 2. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.178 I recommend that the plan be modified in accordance with the above conclusions. 

32.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 253/0007/Env.Other – English Nature. 

Issues

¶ Should there be a policy for the protection of badgers and other protected species 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.179 Policy Env17 deals with the protection of species in the Biodiversity Action Plan, rare or endangered 
species of nature conservation importance, and species protected by law.  I conclude that there is no 
demonstrable need for a further policy in this regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.180 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

33.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 255/0001/Env.Other – Environment Agency. 
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Issues

¶ Should there be a policy dealing with contaminated land 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.181 Policy Env24 deals with development on contaminated land.  Subject to the recommended changes in 
response to the Environment Agency’s representations in respect of that policy, I do not see the value of a 
further policy in this regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.182 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

34.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 266/0011/Env.Other – M Evans. 

Issues

¶ Should the plan contain a green wedge protection policy 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.183 The objector argues that such a policy would allow maximum accessibility to open spaces and help to 
create green corridors supporting wildlife and associated habitats. While I acknowledge that there are several 
attractive green spaces extending between different parts of the built-up area in Nuneaton most already enjoy 
at least some public access.  The larger areas at the outer fringes are generally protected by either Green Belt 
of Area of Restraint designations.  Subject to the clarification of the Area of Restraint policy, about which I 
recommend elsewhere, it is not clear that a generalised green wedge policy would add significantly to open 
space access or wildlife protection. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.184 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

35.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 484/0010/Env.Other – Mrs E Kimberley. 

Issues

¶ Should the Area of Restraint policy be as onerous as Green Belt policy 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.185 The objector has a number of other objections, including to the loss of Green Belt from the allocation 
of the Griff East employment site and to the omission of land from development allocation which she owns at 
Plough Hill Lane, Galley Common which is designated as an Area of Restraint.  I have a degree of sympathy 
in principle with the thrust of the objection inasmuch as the UCS methodology applies equal weighting to the 
constraints of AOR and Green Belt policy.  However, I deal with the particulars of the objection in Env1 and in 
other parts of the report including the need for clarification of the rôle and function of AOR’s.  Further 
consideration here is not necessary in my view. 

RECOMMENDATION
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7.186 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

36.POLICY OMISSION

Objections to Deposit Draft 761/0004/Env.Other – Mr M Srbljanin. 

Issues

¶ Should the loss of locally relevant archaeological and historic sites be prevented 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions 

7.187 Policies Env11 and Env12  aim to preserve features of archaeological interest and other  policies aim 
to preserve the character of Conservation Areas and to protect statutorily and locally listed buildings.  The 
normal consultation procedures should bring to light any other historic features not covered by these policies 
enabling their merits to be weighed in the balance.  I see no need to amend or add to the policies in this 
regard. 

RECOMMENDATION

7.188 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 
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ANNEX

OBJECTIONS TO POLICY ENV.26 

1/0023/Env.26 – Mr K Arnold 
6/0018/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs Al-Dabbagh 
44/0057/Env.26 - J V Brightley 
47/0015/Env.26 - Mr J Brindley 
135/0030/Env.26 - Mrs S Blore 
136/0014/Env.26 - Mr G Brindley 
227/0012/Env.26 - Mr N J Davies 
254/0027/Env.26 - Mrs C Ellind 
255/0026/Env.26 - Environment Agency 
325/0002/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs N Green 
375/0040/Env.26 - Mrs A Harris 
376/0037/Env.26 - Ms L Hancock & S Kelly 
379/0060/Env.26 - Mr T Hammersley 
389/0022/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs K Haywood 
430/0036/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs K Kalsi 
440/0016/Env.26 - Mr B R Jones 
481/0044/Env.26 - Mrs A Lockwood 
482/0051/Env.26 - Lesley Young 
483/0032/Env.26 - M D Liggins 
486/0033/Env.26 - Mrs J Latty 
533/0045/Env.26 - A A Morgan 
534/0020/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs Mather 
536/0021/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs D Marshall 
577/0007/Env.26 - Ms M Norris 
618/0039/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs R Payne 
625/0019/Env.26 - Mr J W Parker 
635/0024/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs M Pepper 
638/0043/Env.26 - Mr G Preedy 
680/0063/Env.26 - A J & C M Rowley 
683/0049/Env.26 - Mr W J Roberts 
684/0047/Env.26 - Mr D S Rayal 
690/0010/Env.26 - Mr A Ranger 
745/0003/Env.26 -S Sharma 
748/0065/Env.26 - Mr S Szrok 
758/0025/Env.26 - J B Spencer 
797/0052/Env.26 - G D Towers 
798/0035/Env.26 - Mrs H Thomas 
802/0050/Env.26 - Mr P Thomas 
872/0056/Env.26 - Warwickshire County Council Property Services 
875/0011/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs Walker 
889/0064/Env.26 - Mr S Wilkinson 
903/ 0046/Env.26 - A Zuruh 
935/0067/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs J R Anderson 
937/0038/Env.26 - Mr & Mrs J Middleton 
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Chapter 8:  TRANSPORT 

1. POLICY T.1 

Objections to Deposit Draft  373/0001/T.1 – House Builders Federation (HBF) 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should policy T.1 be made more flexible to deal with the need to meet higher residential densities 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.1 The Council accepts HBF’s point that, in considering new road infrastructure required for 
development, strict adherence to the highway authority’s “Warwickshire Transport and Roads for 
Development Guide” (CD33) may at times conflict with the need to meet higher residential densities.  I agree 
with the Council that simply “having regard to” the guide would not provide sufficient control in all cases.  
Hence I accept that the Council’s proposed amendment more clearly focuses the need for flexibility in the 
circumstances when it may be appropriate, in line with the advice in PPG’s 3 and 13, while ensuring that 
satisfactory safety and other standards are achieved. 

RECOMMENDATION

8.2 I recommend that the plan be modified in accordance with the Council’s proposed amendment by 
inserting the following words at the start of the first sentence: “Other than when considerations of high 
residential density and the availability of good public transport indicate otherwise,…”. 

2. POLICY T.2 

Objections to Deposit Draft  689/0001/T.2 – The Ramblers Association (Warwicks Branch) (RA) 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should the policy should be widened to seek to protect and enhance the rural and urban path network 
¶ Does the policy need to encourage safe crossings of main roads and railways 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.3 The RA seeks to widen the policy’s scope to encourage the provision of improved facilities for 
walking.  The justifying text makes clear that a main aim is to encourage satisfactory provision of footpaths 
and car parking in development, and in particular for those with disability and mobility problems.  The Council 
has other policies encouraging the improvement and promoting the use of public footpaths be they urban or 
rural.  The provision of such facilities in new development should be securable by implementation of policy T1.   

8.4 The highway authority has a responsibility to secure the safe crossing of main roads and railways.  
The plan has a land use focus and in my view it is unnecessary to repeat these aims within this policy, 
desirable as they are. 

RECOMMENDATION

8.5 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 
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3. POLICY T.3 

Objections to Deposit  Draft 282/0003/T.3 – Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM) 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit. 

Issues

¶ The need to consider transport sustainability when considering applications for new development 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.6 The GOWM objected that the words “traffic assessment statements” should be altered to “transport 
assessments” to more clearly recognise the wider concept of sustainable transport needs as set out in 
PPG13.  The Council has included the suggested wording in the Second Deposit plan. 

RECOMMENDATION

8.7 I recommend that no modification be made to the plan in response to this objection. 

4. POLICY T.4 

Objections to Deposit Draft 44/0003/T.4 – J V Brightley;  693/0001/T.4 – Network Rail; 
738/0002/T.4 – Chamber of Commerce (NBCC) 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Does the phrase “significant level of lorry movements” need to be defined? 
¶ The rôle of S106 planning obligations in controlling lorry movements 
¶ The scope for new rail sidings or canal wharves to be designated and/or protected 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.8 The policy aims to avoid adverse environmental impacts on the town centre and nearby residential 
areas by ensuring that lorry movements generated by new development are minimised and alternative freight 
modes considered.  The plan also seeks to agree lorry routes and require contributions for mitigation 
measures in appropriate circumstances by way of S106 planning obligations.  

8.9 Mr Brightley and NBCC seek clarity as to the level of lorry movements deemed “significant”.  There 
are difficulties with defining a single, universally applicable level of traffic significance, but the Council accepts 
that it would be desirable to reduce doubt for developers, as to when a statement would be warranted, by way 
of an addition to the policy explanation.  I agree that this is a sensible approach enabling the highway 
authority to make an appropriate judgement in each case. 

8.10 NBCC also argues that statements accompanying industrial development proposals should not be 
inappropriately linked to S106 obligations since lorry routes can change over time for good reason.  The 
Council notes that where developments generate significant lorry movements requiring a controlling 
obligation, it is unlikely that circumstances affecting the choice of routes will change frequently, and if they do 
there could be good reason to amend any relevant planning obligation.  Bearing in mind the policy’s objectives 
and the complementary aims of relevant WASP policies I see no reason why the reasonable application of the 
policy, satisfying the criteria in Circular 1/97 (CD25B), need cause undue inconvenience to industrial and retail 
concerns. 

8.11 Mr Brightley seeks to amend the policy to include a presumption against developments prejudicial to 
the reopening of disused railways or canals or areas suitable for new rail sidings or canal wharves.  Network 
Rail object to the omission of designated sites for distribution and warehousing in areas readily available to 
the trunk road network and served, or with potential to be served, from rail sidings. 
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8.12 In advance of technical feasibility studies it is difficult to identify specific sites suitable for rail or canal 
freight access, notwithstanding the potential benefits which such provision might bring in line with the aims for  
sustainable transport and “modal shift” in PPG13.  Network Rail points out that rail servicing would only be 
realistic if judged operationally, technically and commercially acceptable and viable, and where it had the 
support of the relevant train operator(s).  It seems to me that such an appraisal would be largely dependent on 
operational circumstances at the time.  A presumption against all development that could potentially prejudice 
the reopening of railways or canals would be likely to be an over-restrictive constraint on enterprise in my 
view.  A balanced judgement is needed when specific development proposals are under consideration. 

8.13 However, I note that in its representations in respect of policy EMP1 Network Rail considers the 
Judkins Quarry employment site to be suitable for rail freight use.  In the absence of detailed evidence I am 
unable to support a rail freight allocation for the site at this time.  However, when site development proposals 
came forward a detailed appraisal of such an option would accord with the aims of WASP Policy T11, 
emerging RPG and PPG13, while offering some potential to reduce HGV movements through the town centre 
and nearby residential areas.  Bearing in mind the likely scope for further development at Judkins Quarry in 
the long term, and the upgrading of the West Midlands to Felixstowe freight route via Nuneaton (referred to in 
emerging RPG – CD27 and CD28) during the next ten years, the possibility of rail freight access should not be 
pre-empted by piecemeal approvals which took no regard of the wider picture.  The need for such an 
investigation could be referred to in the explanatory text to the policy in similar fashion to the railway station 
options in Policy T6.

RECOMMENDATIONS

8.14 I recommend that the plan be modified by amending the explanation to T4 by adding the following 
words:  

(a) “What constitutes a significant level of lorry movements will depend on the size as well as the number of 
vehicles, the character and capacity of the roads in the vicinity of the site, and the existing volume and 
nature of the traffic using those roads.  The Council will have regard to the views of the highway authority 
in determining whether a statement is required.  Applicants for industrial and shopping developments are 
encouraged to submit realistic estimates of traffic generation and to seek clarification of the need to 
provide a statement before submitting their application.” 

(b) “The scope for rail freight access to and from the allocated Judkins Quarry employment site will be 
investigated and (further) planning permission(s) at the quarry will not be granted prior to the completion 
of such investigations.” 

5. POLICY T.5 

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0003/T.5 – House Builders Federation (HBF);  689/0001/T.5 – 
The Ramblers Association (Warwicks Branch) (RA) 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Whether the policy should include relevant criteria by which development proposals may be assessed 
¶ Should the policy seek to protect and enhance the rural and urban path network and the provision and 

improvement of safe crossings of main roads and railways 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.15 The HBF considers that the policy should go beyond being a statement of intent and should set out 
criteria which would be used to assess whether planning permission should be allowed.  The Council accepts 
the thrust of this objection but considers that there remains a need to positively encourage the provision of 
improved facilities for cyclists and pedestrians in association with new development.  It seeks a wording 
change to the policy rather than its deletion.  I agree that this would satisfy the HBF objection. 
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8.16 Existing rights of way are protected by other legislation and the Council has other policies 
encouraging the improvement and promoting the use of public footpaths.  The aim of securing safe crossings  

of main roads and railways to promote walking as an alternative transport mode, as advocated by the RA, is 
desirable.  However, in connection with new development proposals the aim can be secured by powers 
available to the highway and planning authority including conditions and S106 obligations where necessary. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

8.17 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) the following policy wording be deleted: “The Council, in partnership with other agencies, will seek 
opportunities to…” and that it be replaced by: “Where other material considerations do not indicate otherwise, 
planning permission will be granted for proposals which…” 
b) the following wording of the final paragraph of the explanatory text after ‘centres’ be deleted: “ways of 
achieving this will be explored” and that it be replaced by: “In partnership with applicants for planning 
permission and other agencies the Council will explore ways of achieving this.” 

6. POLICY T.6 

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0011/T.6 – House Builders Federation (HBF);  535/0004/T.6 – 
Mr & Mrs R J Matthews;  549/0002/T.6 - Mr J P McMurray;  
645/0014/T.6 – Mr & Mrs B Phillips;  741/0003/T.6 - Mr & Mrs T I 
Sanderson;  755/0009/T.6 – Bellway Homes Planning & Land 
Division;  873/0017/T.6 – Warwickshire County Council Department 
of Planning, Transport & Economic Strategy (WCC).  

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should the policy include criteria by which development proposals may be assessed 
¶ Would the proposed railway station, public transport interchange and possible park and ride facility at 

Bermuda be appropriate in the Green Belt and be otherwise environmentally acceptable  
¶ Is the proposed railway station at Kingswood Road appropriate 
¶ Should the plan provide for improved rail and other public transport links to and from Bulkington 
¶ Should the plan provide for the possibility of light rail/rapid transit systems in the Nuneaton-Bedworth-

Coventry corridor 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.18 HBF objects that the policy as drafted is a statement of intent and does not comply with advice in 
PPG12 that policies in local plans should set out criteria to help assess planning applications.  The Council 
accepts the point of the objection but states that it remains committed to positively encouraging improved 
public transport facilities in association with new development.  It proposes a change in the wording to that 
effect, with much of the present policy wording being placed in the explanatory text.  I accept that this would 
make the policy more focussed and capable of implementation as and when development opportunities arise. 

8.19 Messrs Matthews, Phillips and Sanderson object to the proposal that a new rail station, public 
transport interchange and park and ride facility at Bermuda be investigated because of the encroachment into 
the Green Belt and the increased traffic and pollution that they consider would result.  I address the Green 
Belt implications in the Employment and Environment chapters and conclude that the case for employment 
land at Faultlands Farm has not been sufficiently made out on current evidence.  However, given the levels of 
car borne commuting in the area, and the thrust of advice in PPG13, there could be wider transport and 
sustainability benefits flowing from the provision of a rail station, interchange and park and ride facility 
hereabouts.  I note that the proposal is next to the existing and still growing industrial estate at a location well 
placed within the Nuneaton-Coventry corridor.  The local environmental impact of such a facility would need to 
be evaluated as part of a feasibility study and any subsequent planning application when the objectors’ 
concerns could be weighed in the balance.  Hence I recommend retention of the station investigation 
“proposal” albeit that the Council now propose that it be included in the explanatory text. 
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8.20 Mr McMurray objects to the proposal to create a new rail station at “Galley Common” because of the 
increased traffic, noise and disturbance he considers would result.  At the second deposit stage the proposal 
in fact refers to the “Kingswood Road area”, but in response to other objections the Council now proposes to  

amend the wording to “in the Kingswood Road/Galley Common area” to allow for a wider area of search, in 
which aim they are supported by WCC.  I note that policy T7 of the WASP and the Local Transport Plan 
(LTP)(CD32) include proposals for a station in the area during the plan period.  The objector’s concerns could 
apply to almost any additional rail station proposal and are factors which would need to be assessed at the 
time of a specific proposal.  To preclude an option for a new station at this early stage would unduly prejudice 
the achievement of sustainable transport benefits and improved accessibility to jobs and services for local 
residents in the less favoured western wards as sought by the WASP and LTP. 

8.21 Bellway Homes are generally supportive of the policy’s objectives but object to the omission of 
improved public transport facilities generally, and a railway station in particular, at Bulkington Village, where 
the company has a housing omission site objection (see H.1).  The village adjoins the West Coast Main Line 
carrying frequent high speed passenger services and which is subject to ongoing upgrading proposals.   
Although there is no technical evidence, I share the Council’s doubts as to whether local traffic use of the line 
would be feasible without disruption to express train services.  Since I have concluded that there is no 
pressing need to release Green Belt land for additional housing land in the village, there would be little 
incentive to seek a new station in the vicinity during the plan period.  Rail services do not connect the village 
to Bedworth other than via Nuneaton Station.  The scope for bus service improvements both within and 
outside the borough (possibly in partnership with neighbouring Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council) may 
be desirable in the light of new employment development in the vicinity of the A5 and nearby Hinckley itself.  
However, such improvements could be investigated within the framework of the ongoing LTP process and 
would not require a specific reference in the local plan in my view. 

8.22 WCC considers that to accord with WASP policy T3 the local plan policy should be strengthened by 
referring to the scope for a light rail/rapid transit system (LRT) in the Nuneaton-Bedworth-Coventry transport 
corridor.  The point of this objection is accepted by the Council who have suggested a revised form of wording 
incorporating it, albeit in a proposed revision which would include much of the policy wording being transferred 
to the explanatory text.  The previous study of the Coventry Area Networks (CANS) and the proposed 
feasibility study for LRT between Nuneaton and Coventry add to the need for the policy to include such a 
reference.  To ensure that the policy is focussed on the approach to be taken when planning applications are 
submitted, I agree that the Council’s approach is reasonable.  However, I note that the need for some site 
safeguarding could become apparent during the life of the plan if the outcome of feasibility studies leads to 
firm LRT proposals.  The need for such safeguarding should thus be kept under review.  The wording revision 
to the Bermuda criterion suggested by WCC would allow some flexibility in the specific choice of a station site 
along the Nuneaton-Coventry railway line, while avoiding inconsistency with my recommendations in respect 
of the Faultlands Farm Green Belt release. 

8.23 Bearing in mind the funding needs of improved public transport facilities within the corridor, I note that 
the Council may wish to consider the need for planning contributions from the EMP1 developments shown on 
the Proposals Map.  If such an approach was considered appropriate then reference should preferably be 
made in the plan, at least in the explanatory text of the policy, as recommended by Circular 1/97.  In the 
absence of any inquiry sessions enabling discussion of this aspect a firm recommendation would be 
inappropriate, but the Council is invited to consider the point. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

8.24 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
a) the policy wording be replaced by: “Where other material considerations do not indicate otherwise, 
planning permission will be granted for proposals which provide new or improved public transport 
interchanges, and development will not be permitted which prejudices the future use of the rail network.” 

b) the explanatory text be amended by inserting after the first paragraph ending “e Park and Ride 
facilities where appropriate.” the following: “The Council in partnership with other agencies, will seek 
opportunities to provide new and improved public transport interchange facilities.  This will include 
investigating the potential and viability for new rail stations, light rail/rapid transit systems, better bus 
interchanges, convenient taxi ranks, better bus stop provision, and secure cycling facilities.  In particular the 
following will be investigated:
1. a new rail station and public transport interchanges in the Kingswood Road/Galley Common and 

Hawkesbury areas;



                                                                                                                                           Chapter 8 – Transport

_________________________________________________________________________
NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 8.6 

2. a new rail station and public transport interchange, possibly with Park and Ride facilities, at Bermuda to 
serve the development identified in Emp1 and the existing employment areas nearby;

3. an improved public transport interchange for Bedworth Town Centre;
4. better links between Nuneaton rail and bus stations. 

c) the explanatory text be further amended by deleting from the next paragraph the words : “at 
Kingswood Road” and inserting: “in the Kingswood Road/Galley Common area.” 

d) the Council consider whether the policy should refer to the possible need for public transport planning 
contributions within its main or explanatory text. 

5. POLICY T.7 

Objections to Deposit Draft 373/0002/T.7 – House Builders Federation (HBF);  761/0003/T.7 – 
Mr M Srbljanin. 

Objections to Second Deposit 693R/0004/T.7 – Network Rail. 

Issues

¶ Whether the policy should be more focussed on land use and development issues 
¶ Whether the policy should make explicit reference to railway freight traffic 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.25 HBF points out that the policy is a statement of intent not compliant with advice in PPG12 that local 
plan policies should set out criteria to be used to assess planning applications.  The Council accepts the point 
but wishes to give as much support as possible to the provision of improved rail provision serving the borough 
while safeguarding the amenities of those living near improved railway facilities.  I agree that the Council’s 
suggested replacement wording would satisfy the thrust of the objection. 

8.26 Network Rail wishes to see the policy make specific reference to encouraging railway freight traffic, 
while the Council points out that the policy wording makes no distinction between types of rail traffic.  In my 
view the Council’s suggested addition to the explanatory text would acknowledge the objector’s point without 
giving an undue emphasis to railway freight traffic, a topic referred to, in part, in policy T4. 

8.27 Mr Srbljanin points out a scripting error already amended by the Council in the Second Deposit plan. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

8.28 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows:  
a) that the policy wording be replaced by: “In supporting proposals to improve existing rail provision 
serving the borough the Council will exercise its planning powers to safeguard the amenities of those whose 
living conditions could otherwise be adversely affected by such development.”   
b) that the explanatory text be amended by inserting, after the fifth sentence: “Routes through this area 
are being considered for upgrading as part of the strategic freight route to Felixstowe.” 

6. POLICY T.8 

Objections to Deposit Draft 44/0003/T.8 – J V Brightley;  373/0001/T.8 – House Builders 
Federation (HBF);  738/0002/T.8 – Chamber of Commerce (NBCC). 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should multi-storey and underground car parking be encouraged in the town centre to free up land 
¶ Should the policy include criteria by which development proposals may be assessed 
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¶ Should the level of town centre car parking be subject to restraint before public transport is improved 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.29 Mr Brightley objects to large unsightly areas of surface-level car parking in the town centre and looks 
for the potential for multi-storey or underground car parks to free up space for other uses.  The Council’s 
approach is to ensure a choice of parking facilities in town centres without any form of provision being allowed 
to dominate the built character of those areas, but in response to the objection it questions the financial 
feasibility of multi-storey or underground construction.   

8.30 I note that the thrust of the policy is to maintain the existing level of pubic car parking within town and 
district centres with an emphasis on short stay spaces.  That approach to parking is not inconsistent with the 
broad aims of PPG6 and 13 and, on the available evidence, in my view there is no especially pressing need 
for the policy to be amended in the manner sought by the objector.  However, Nuneaton town centre has 
several car parks at ground floor level near the main shopping area.  Multi-storey mixed use accommodation 
with basement, ground floor or multi-level parking has the potential for sustainability benefits by making better 
use of land within the centre in accessible locations.  In appropriate circumstances, and for the right public, 
commercial or residential uses, such developments could be achieved without adverse impacts on the overall 
level of short stay public car parking and town centre viability.  User charges and space management could be 
employed to strike an appropriate balance between short and long stay car parking while safeguarding the 
viability of the town centre.  In my view, subject to good quality design, such mixed use and multi-storey 
parking development would accord with the advice in Chapter 3 of PPG13 and should not be ruled out.   

8.31 HBF states that the policy is a statement of intent not compliant with advice in PPG12 that local plan 
policies should set out criteria to be used to assess planning applications.  However, I note that the intention 
to maintain the existing level of public parking provision in the town centres can be used as a criterion for 
assessing development proposals.  The Council seeks to negotiate agreements with private developers that 
bring new parking under public control with a view to managing town centre parking strategy to ensure an 
adequate supply of short stay parking.  The strategy accords with the aim of national guidance and the LTP.  
The Council accepts that the last sentence of the policy would be more appropriately part of the explanatory 
text and I do not disagree with this. 

8.32 NBCC objects to the intention to “maintain” the existing level of car parking in town and district 
shopping centres and states that all new developments should be required to provide car parking in 
accordance with the Council’s adopted standards until there have been major improvements in public 
transport.  It also objects to the emphasis on short stay spaces as being likely to affect those employees 
dependent on private cars for their journey to work in town centres prior to the introduction of viable 
alternatives such as Park and Ride services.  NBCC states that the plan should allocate (preferably) two Park 
and Ride sites, one to the north and one to the south of Nuneaton. 

8.33 The Council considers that the plan’s approach accords with PPG advice and with the highway 
authority’s LTP, its aims being to control parking to maintain and enhance the economic viability of centres by 
providing adequate short stay parking, and to reduce congestion by controlling the amount of long stay 
parking.  I note that this approach is consistent with the aims of WASP policy T5.  The Council is generally 
supportive of the notion of Park and Ride services, as is the LTP.  To this end a study was commissioned by 
the highway authority.  In 2001 it concluded that the projected in-bound flows of commuters and other 
travellers, and the large amount of relatively low cost short and long stay parking available in both towns, were 
such that the highway authority’s demand criterion would not be met in the short to medium term.  Thus the 
Borough Council has concluded that it would be unreasonable to plan for such facilities within the timeframe 
of the local plan in advance of the effect of other controlling measures being felt.   

8.34 I acknowledge that modal shift from car-borne to public transport-borne journeys, as sought by 
government guidance, is likely to require a combination of “carrot and stick” measures to influence journey-to-
work habits in particular, and is unlikely to be achieved overnight.  Hence I accept that there is currently 
insufficient evidence to warrant Park and Ride site allocations within the plan as sought by the objector save, 
possibly, for that called for by policy T6 in the Bermuda employment area linked to the local railway system.  
However, securing public transport improvements, including workable Park and Ride services, is likely to 
require a package of planned measures including town centre parking demand management.  On the 
available evidence I am not convinced that the Council has taken a sufficiently robust approach to parking 
demand management in general, and long stay parking in particular.  In my view this should be revisited at an 
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early stage so that the Council can be in a better position to consider the matter afresh when the local plan is 
reviewed.  Such review would enable the strategy more closely to accord with the aims and recommended 
approach of PPG13, emerging RPG and WASP policy T5.  Park and Ride site identification should also be  

kept under review to enable the Council to respond positively in the event that the volume and balance of 
traveller choice in favour of good quality public transport services begins to change in line with policy aims.   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.35 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) the final sentence of the policy be deleted; 
(b) the explanatory text be amended by inserting, after the third sentence: “Long-stay users will be 

encouraged to use alternative forms of transport to gain access to these centres.” 
(c) the Council keep town centre parking provision and management, and Park and Ride service provision 

under continuing review with a view to the achievement of sustainable transport choices and modal shift. 

7. POLICY T.9 

Objections to Deposit Draft  373/0001/T.9 – House Builders Federation (HBF). 

Objections to Second Deposit There were no objections to the Second Deposit 

Issues

¶ Should the policy include criteria by which development proposals may be assessed 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.36 HBF points out that the policy is a statement of intent not compliant with advice in PPG12 that local 
plan policies should set out criteria to be used to assess planning applications.  The Council accepts the point 
but wishes to retain the underlying objective.  I agree that the suggested amendment would satisfy the 
objection.  I note, however, that care may be required in implementing the policy in residential areas close to 
town or district centres to avoid the inappropriate use of such additional parking areas by non-residents. 

RECOMMENDATION

8.37 I recommend that the plan be modified by replacing the policy wording with: “In residential areas 
mainly comprising properties with no off-street parking facilities, and where other material considerations do 
not indicate otherwise, planning permission will be given for proposals which provide additional parking 
facilities for the benefit of existing users.” 

8. POLICY T.10 

Objections to Deposit Draft  There were no objections to the Deposit Draft. 

Objections to Second Deposit 282R/0001/T.10 – Government Office for the West Midlands 
(GOWM);  587R/0002/T.10 – West Midlands RSL Planning 
Consortium (WMRSLPC). 

Issues

¶ Should car parking standards be in the plan or in Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 
¶ Should the plan include parking standards for residential development including affordable housing 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.38 GOWM and WMRSLPC object to the use of SPG rather than the plan itself to set out details of car 
parking standards.  The Council argues that the policy’s wording is consistent with the aims of PPG13 and 
that the use of SPG is supported by advice in PPG12 and allows for flexibility if circumstances change.  



                                                                                                                                           Chapter 8 – Transport

_________________________________________________________________________
NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 8.9 

However, it acknowledges that the wording does not provide for anything other than maximum standards 
being acceptable nor make clear that the SPG applies residential standards. 

8.39 I have not been supplied with the Council’s parking SPG but I acknowledge, in principle, that it could 
be used to deal with topics needing a degree of flexibility.  As such I do not query the policy’s cross 
referencing to the maximum parking standards set out in Annex D of PPG13 “Transport”.  However, the lack 
of any indication of residential parking standards in the latter means that the plan is entirely dependent on 
SPG for this important element of parking policy.  PPG3 states that local authorities should revise their 
parking standards with a view to an average of no more than 1.5 off-street spaces per dwelling.  Neither the 
plan nor the explanation make reference to this important restraint. 

8.40 PPG12 makes clear that SPG should be reviewed on a regular basis alongside reviews of the 
development plan policies or proposals to which it relates, and that it should be prepared in consultation with 
the public, businesses and other interested parties.  On the available evidence it is not clear that this has been 
the case in respect of the Council’s car parking SPG.  If the Council has not recently subjected its parking 
standards to public scrutiny, the policy as drafted does not afford certainty or authoritative guidance to 
developers.  At the least the explanatory text should clarify the status of the current guidance and indicate 
how it is intended to be used alongside the PPG13 Annex D standards and how residential proposals should 
be considered in the light of the most recent car parking advice in PPG3. 

8.41 WMRSLPC argues that the parking standards should provide for lower levels of parking within 
affordable housing developments in accordance with advice in Circular 06/98 (CD23).  I acknowledge that the 
circular calls for a flexible approach to parking standards in affordable housing.  But the Council points out that 
the standards in the SPG referred to in the policy are maximum levels and hence are flexible and thereby 
compatible with the aims of the circular.  In the light of this, and bearing in mind the variety of types and 
locations of affordable housing, I see no convincing reason for a car parking policy specific to it. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

8.42 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) that the policy wording be replaced by: “Parking provision for new developments, including changes of 

use, shall not exceed the maximum standards set out in Annex D of PPG13 “Transport” and in the 
Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG).  Proposals for residential development shall have 
regard to the SPG standards and the advice on car parking in paragraphs 59-62 of PPG3”.

(b) that the explanatory text be amended as follows: 
i) insert between the words “to” and “new” in the first sentence ”some classes of”;
ii) delete the word “an” in the final sentence; 
iii) insert at the end of the final sentence: “including those that shall apply to residential development” 
iv) insert a final paragraph: “The Council will keep its SPG on parking standards under regular review in

 consultation with all interested parties.” 

9. POLICY OMISSIONS 

Objections 138/0001/T.Other – Mr J R Barlow;  154/0004/T.Other - Country 
Land & Business Association (CLBA);  166/0003/T.Other – Centro;  
251/0008/T.Other - Eagle Enterprises Ltd;  282/0005/T.Other – 
Government Office for the West Midlands (GOWM);  
689/0002/T.Other – The Ramblers Association (Warwickshire Area) 
(RA).

Objections to Second Deposit 930R/0006/T.Other – Travel West Midlands 

Issues

¶ The need to consider road and traffic implications of polices and proposals in both urban and rural areas 
¶ Whether the plan should include a proposal for a new junction on the A444 at Sutherland Drive 
¶ The need for crime deterrence clauses in relation to policies for transport facilities 
¶ The encouragement of walking by safeguarding and improving the footpath network 
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Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

8.43 Mr Barlow objects to lack of consideration having been given to future road and traffic problems likely 
to arise if the plan’s policies are implemented.  The Council points out that developments requiring major road  

building are a matter for the County Council, albeit that contributions to highway improvements may be 
required from developers in particular cases.   

8.44 Collectively PPG’s 12 and 13 stress the need for integration between transport policy and land use 
planning policies in local plans so that the road and traffic implications of land use proposals should form part 
of the plan process.  However, the County Council is the highway authority and has been consulted at the 
requisite stages in the plan process, commenting on specific matters.  No major road proposals are 
forthcoming in the plan itself, but this is not surprising given the strategic emphasis on making the best use of 
previously developed land within the built-up areas of the borough.  Many of the foregoing policies in this 
chapter address the need for more sustainable transport, including by encouraging a shift to other transport 
modes though better public transport, and related car parking strategy.   

8.45 CLBA states that transport policies must take account of the different needs of urban and rural areas 
and not overlook the needs of rural residents and businesses.  The Council comments that its area is largely 
urban, that it has no control over the provision of bus routes, and that the County Council is the highway 
authority.  I see no pressing need for this to feature as a separate strand of the plan’s transport policy 

8.46 In supporting improvements to public transport Centro comments on the need to refer to regionally 
important schemes such as the Nuneaton-Coventry rail upgrade and strategic Park and Ride sites to serve 
the metropolitan area.  Centro also states that the plan should refer to cross-boundary movements by bus and 
the possibility of providing a ‘quality bus corridor’ linking Nuneaton, Bedworth and Coventry. The Council 
points out that cross-boundary movements are a matter for the LTP and not the local plan.  I note that Park 
and Ride facilities are encouraged by policy T6 and that this could include proposals with strategic value. 

8.47 Eagle Enterprises states that its proposed employment allocation at Norwood Farm Bedworth would 
improve transport infrastructure by completing the ‘diamond’ at Newtown Road in combination with a 
roundabout at Sutherland Drive, thereby removing through traffic in Bedworth town centre by 50%.  I do not 
dispute that the provision of a new roundabout on the A444 at this point may have traffic benefits for the town 
and town centre generally, including reduced trip lengths and greater scope for public transport penetration 
through this side of the town.  However, my conclusion elsewhere is not to support the employment allocation 
of the site and thus the primary reason for the road changes, and the most likely funding option, would not 
materialise. 

8.48 GOWM notes that crime and fear of crime can deter public transport use and that car parks can be a 
focus for personal crime.  The Council accepts these points and proposes that appropriate references should 
be added to policies T6 andT8.  GOWM also suggests that both the improved transport interchange at 
Bedworth, and the links between the rail and bus stations at Nuneaton, could be indicated on the Proposals 
Map.    The Council states that these schemes are both subject to detailed consultation and hence I agree 
that they cannot readily be shown under T6 at this stage.  GOWM also advocates that the plan should include 
references to working with other agencies on green travel plans and the LTP, but the Council states that the 
chapter already has various references to this.  I consider that the need for integrated land use and transport 
planning does call for the maximum degree of co-operation between the various stakeholders.  Thus an 
acknowledgement of the need for co-operative joint working arrangements would be beneficial to the plan’s 
successful implementation. 

8.49 RA objects that there are not more specific policies for the footpath network and safety, with a view to 
encouraging walking as both a recreational activity and an alternative transport mode.  These aims are worthy 
of support in general terms, but in my view the concern has been adequately considered under policy T5.   

8.50 Travel West Midlands requests that consideration be given to the implementation of bus priority 
measures around the borough, while the Borough Council points out that it has no powers in this regard since 
this is a Highway Authority function and hence properly the concern of the County Council.  I accept the 
Council’s rôle is limited by its powers, but bus priority measures are likely to be a significant part of the drive 
for the integrated sustainable development within the town sought by a range of land use policies.  I consider 
that it needs to form part of the ongoing review of town centre parking strategy to which I have already 
referred in my conclusions on policy T6. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS

8.51 I recommend that the plan be modified as follows: 
(a) the following be inserted at the end of policy T6: “The Council will work with the police and other 
agencies to minimise crime on public transport.”
(b) the following be inserted at the end of policy T8: “The Council will work with the police to minimise the 
effects of crime in car parks, and will look for crime reduction measures in the design of new car parks,” 
(c) the following be inserted at the end of the chapter’s preamble before policy T1:  “The Council 
acknowledges, however, that the successful implementation of both the LTP and the local plan will be largely 
dependent on co-operative joint working arrangements with a range of stakeholders including the local 
highway authority, and that this is likely to include an ongoing review of parking, public transport services and 
related traffic management measures.” 
(d) that no further modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 
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Chapter 9: IMPLEMENTATION/RESOURCES/MONITORING 

Objections to Deposit Draft  252/0041/Int – English Heritage;  484/0023/Int – Mrs E Kimberley. 

Issues

¶ Should an historic environment indicator be included in the monitoring section 
¶ Is the emphasis on monitoring appropriate 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

9.1 The Council accepts the objection from English Heritage that an historic environment indicator should 
be included in the monitoring section.  I note that the suggested addition would satisfy the objection and would 
meet the intention referred to in the explanatory text to policy Env8. 

9.2 Mrs Kimberley objects to the plan’s emphasis on monitoring when the real emphasis should be to 
ensure that the plan genuinely seeks to meet the strategic targets for housing land, employment land and the 
like.  I agree with the Council that in general terms the plan has sought to show how strategic targets would be 
met by the various policies.  In my view it is important to keep an informed eye on whether the actual 
performance does match the planned intentions so that changes can be implemented if needed, either to 
regain lost ground, to slow down implementation, or to amend the plan’s aims in the light of experience.  The 
monitoring proposals will enable such progress to be evaluated.  I see no need to alter the plan in response to 
this objection. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

9.3 I recommend that the plan be modified by including within the monitoring section on page 93 the 
following: “Number of buildings at Risk.”; but that no other modifications be made in response to these 
objections. 



                                                                                                                          “Chapter 10” - Glossary of Terms

NUNEATON & BEDWORTH LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – INSPECTOR’S REPORT                             Page 10.1

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Objections to Deposit Draft  587/0043/Int – West Midlands RSL Planning Consortium (WMRSL) 

Issues

¶ Should the definition of affordable housing be reworded to refer to ‘social and low cost housing’ 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

10.1 The Council accepts WMRSL’s objection that the words ‘social’ and ‘low cost’ should not have the 
word ’or’ between them since they are not alternatives but complementary notions.  I agree that the Council’s 
proposed wording change would assist clarity of understanding and would be consistent with the advice in 
Circular 6/98. 

RECOMMENDATION

10.2 I recommend that the plan be modified by amending the definition of affordable housing so that the 
last sentence refers to “social and low cost housing”. 
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PROPOSALS MAP 

Objections to Deposit Draft  252/0042/Int – English Heritage.. 

Objections to Second Deposit 755R/0030/Int – Bellway Homes Planning & Development Division. 

Issues

¶ Should the Proposals Map be modified to include various historic matters of interest 
¶ Should the Proposals Map clarify how the best and most versatile agricultural land is classified 

Inspector’s Reasoning and Conclusions

11.1 The English Heritage objection requests that the Proposals Map be amended to show the sites of 
Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the boundary of the Registered Historic Park and Garden, and Conservation 
Areas.  The Council accepts that the first two items could usefully be shown and requests an amendment to 
that effect be recommended, with which request I am happy to comply.  However, I agree with the Council 
that the Conservation Area boundaries would not be clearly distinguishable on the Proposals Map and that the 
plans showing the Conservation Area boundaries at the back of the main plan document are a clearer way of 
imparting the information to interested parties.  I recommend accordingly. 

11.2 The Bellway Homes’ objection regards the need to clarify the denotation of the best and most 
versatile agricultural land on the Proposals Map.  While the Council would accept this I note that paragraph B5 
of Annex B to PPG7 refers to the use of the DEFRA (formerly MAFF) Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) 
mapping system.  It makes clear that ALC maps covering the country at a scale of 1:250,000 provide only a 
generalised indication of the distribution of land quality and are not suitable for use in evaluating individual 
sites where development is proposed, when a larger scale re-survey would be necessary.  Against that 
background I am not persuaded that the mapping of such generalised information would serve a practical 
purpose. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

11.3 I recommend that the plan be modified by amending the Proposals Map as follows:  
a) by showing the location of Scheduled Ancient Monuments and including a Key notation to that effect; 
b) by showing the boundary of the Registered Historic Park and Garden and including a Key notation to 

that effect; 
c) but that no other modification be made to the plan in response to these objections. 


	Preamble
	Summary of Main Recommendations
	Abbreviations
	Introduction
	Guiding Principles
	Housing
	Employment
	Shopping
	Recreation
	Environment
	Transport
	Implementation/Resources/Monitoring
	Glossary of Terms
	Proposals Map

