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Borough Plan 

Main Modifications Representation 

Form 

 

Ref: 

 

 

 

 

(For official 

use only) 

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: 

Borough Plan Main Modifications 

 

Please return to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council by 7th November 2018 via: 

Email: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk 

Post: Planning Policy Consultation, Town Hall, Coton Road, NUNEATON, CV11 5AA 

 

This form has 2 parts: 

Part A – Personal details 

Part B – Your representation(s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation 

you wish to make. 

Part A 

 1. Personal details* 

 
* If an agent is appointed, only 

the Title, Name and 

Organisation boxes in section 1. 

are required. Agent details 

should be completed in section 

2. 

2. Agent’s details (if 

applicable) 

Title   

First name David  

Last name Parr  

Job title 

(where applicable) 

-  

Organisation 

(where applicable) 

-  

House number (Redacted)  

Street (Redacted)  

Town (Redacted)  

Post code (Redacted)  

Telephone number (Redacted)  

Email address (Redacted)  
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3. Which of the following age brackets do you fall within? 

Up to 15  

16-19  

20-29  

30-39  

40-49  

50-59  

60-69  

70-79  

80+  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation 

4. Name or Organisation David Parr 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC4 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 

No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

 I consider the modifications are unsound for the following reasons : 
 
1. According to a report in the Coventry Evening Telegraph on 20/11/18, in September there were 
1336 homes in Coventry which had been empty for more than 6 months, out of a total of 2568 
properties unoccupied. This number has been rising since 2016. In addition, it is believed that official 
figures underestimate the true scale of the problem as Government statistics do not include derelict 
properties that could be refurbished, or second homes that are rarely occupied. 
 
2. Research into the latest financial reports of the top 10 housebuilders reveals that they have 
632,785 building plots on their books, of which more than half have planning permission. At the 
same time, these 10 companies reported building a total of just 79,704 homes – which means they 
have, on average, eight-years’ worth of plots in their land banks at the current rate of construction. 
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Since the top 10 companies equate to only half the market it is safe to assume that well over a 
million plots are in the land banks of the sector as a whole. 
(https://www.bigissue.com/latest/finance/a-land-banking-scandal-is-controlling-the-future-of-british-
housing/). 
 
3. The CPRE has shown that the UK’s ten biggest housebuilders have increased the number of 
plots with planning permission they hold by a fifth in the past ten years, by two-fifths since 1998. 
Meanwhile, the number of homes completed each year has fallen by 13%. Alongside this, industry 
profits have skyrocketed, and the loss of our countryside accelerated. 
Thus the supply of housing has not kept pace with the number of planning permissions granted, 
demonstrating that the planning system is not a barrier to tackling the housing crisis – the biggest 
housebuilders are. 
They conclude that without reforms to the planning system to increase build out rates and reduce 
the pressure to release more land for development, the threat to our treasured landscapes will only 
increase. 
(https://www.cpre.org.uk/magazine/opinion/item/4782-the-scandal-of-land-banking). 
 
4. The new ONS projections for Population (May 2018) and Households (September 2018) show 
that the housing needs for the Coventry and Warwickshire combined area have declined from 
approx 84,000 to 73,000 for the period 2011 to 2031. 
The new NPPF places greater weight on regenerating brownfield sites within the Green Belt and is 
more explicit around the need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances to justify the release of 
land from the Green Belt to facilitate development. The new NPPF is now clearer on the need to 
have fully considered all alternative options. 
In the light of this I consider that the Borough Council should look afresh at their housing need 
figures and their proposed allocations. Also, since housing growth is a factor in the requirement for 
employment land, some of the EMP allocations proposed, particularly in green belt, should be 
reconsidered. 
 
5. For a historical perspective it is interesting to consider the Statement of Nuneaton and Bedworth 
Borough Council to the Examination-in-public of Warwickshire Structure Plan 1996-2011, Issue 5 
"The Council accepts the figure given for local need, but objects to that given for migration from the 
metropolitan area." 
They contended that the figure required for the migrant population should be 1700 as opposed to 
the Structure Plan proposal of 2800, and thus the new allocation needed should be 250 as opposed 
to 1700. 
It seems that not much has changed in 20 years, except that the numbers have increased and  the 
Borough Council has diametrically changed its stance. I am at a loss to know why. 
 

 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

8. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Borough 

Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the matter you have identified at 

7 above where this relates to soundness. You will need to say why this modification 

will make the Borough Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are 

able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be 

as precise as possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary 
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5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC5 and MMC22 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes  

No x 

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider policies DS5 and HSG12 are not legally compliant because the Hawkesbury Golf Course 
proposal was not subject to the required public consultation procedure. 
 
I consider the proposal unsound because it would have a major impact on the traffic on Blackhorse 
Road, Longford Road and Coventry Road, and associated junctions; it would also impact the railway 
crossing on Blackhorse Road. 
To mitigate these effects would require major infrastructure improvements, beyond the already 
insufficient proposals in the plan. 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC28 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 

No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 
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Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider the policy unsound for the following reasons : 
 
1. the modification should be much more prescriptive about "transport improvements/new junctions 
and upgrades required along Bowling Green Lane and School Lane". There are already major 
problems with traffic congestion and safety on School Lane, particularly at the junction with Bayton 
Road/Coventry Road, which are very poorly dealt with in planned infrastructure improvements. Also, 
recent traffic surveys (currently being considered by Warwickshire County Council) indicate that 
should this development go ahead the situation would become much worse, possibly with an 
increase in traffic of 90%. 
 
2. this modification should be amended to include Church Lane and Vicarage Lane, because both of 
these are residential roads unsuitable for HGVs and the latter passes Ash Green School. 
 
3. an HGV routing strategy is unlikely to ensure that all heavy goods vehicles are kept away from the 
roads which pass local schools. It would require 24/7 enforcement, which is obviously impossible. 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC40 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 

No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider the modifications are unsound. 
 
The replacement of the original text compeletely changes the sense of the policy as it was discussed 
at the examination. "Safeguarding land from development" is not the same as avoiding "risks both 
within the site and to sites further downstream" by means of an FRA. For example, in the case of 
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EMP2 there are substantial risks of flooding at various points downstream, and it should be 
obligatory to positively demonstrate that any development will avoid these risks. 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC13,14,17,18,19,20,21 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 

No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider the modifications are unsound. 
 
There are 11 instances where the word "circa" has been replaced by "at least", and in 7 of these 
cases it has been done "To give clarity". According to the dictionary "circa" implies very close to a 
specific number, possibly slightly less or slightly more. Whereas "at least" means not below the 
specific number, but above it to a possibly unlimited extent. I don't know by what definition this 
substitution could possibly be justified as a "clarification". This is not just a matter of semantics, had 
this modification been present at the time of the examination it would have materially affected the 
discussions because the numbers quoted would have been seen to be essentially meaningless. 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC34 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 
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No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider the modifications are unsound. 
 
The phrase "are required to" has been replaced by "should target" - yet another watering down, 
supposedly "To give clarity". This changes the meaning of the policy as it means an obligation has 
been reduced to a pious hope. 
 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

5. To which main modification does this representation relate? 

MMC reference MMC3 

 

6. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

6.(1) Legally compliant 

Yes x 

No  

 

6.(2) Sound 

Yes  

No x 

 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate 

7. Please give details of why you consider the main modifications are not legally 

compliant or are unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the main modifications, 

please also use this box to set out your comments. 

I consider the modifications are unsound. 
 
Reference to Paragraph 5.1 on page 24 : 
there is no such paragraph on page 24, it should probably read 5.11 
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Contains the phrase "and it's order" : 
It's its , it's not it's - if you're not familiar with the English language, how can we have faith in your 
ability to write a Local Plan ? 

 

(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support and justify the 

representation and the suggested modification, as there will not normally be a 

subsequent opportunity to make further representations. 

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based 

on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 

9. 

Signature: 
(If you are filling in an electronic copy, 

please just type your name) 

David Parr 

Date: 29/11/18 

 

 


