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1.0 Introduction  
 
 

1.1 Purpose of Report  
 
This Consultation Statement sets out how the Council has involved residents and 
key stakeholders in preparing the Draft Local Plan (Borough Plan Review) 2021 
to 2039 in accordance with Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).  
 
This statement meets Regulation 22 (1)(c) and demonstrates that consultation 
on the preparation of the Local Plan has been undertaken in accordance with the 
relevant Regulations and the adopted Statement of Community Involvement  
 
The SCI document sets out how the Council will consult and involve statutory 
consultees and the public in planning matters. The current 2020 SCI can be 
viewed here: Statement of Community Involvement | Nuneaton & Bedworth 
(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) 
 
The 2020 SCI was relevant for the Issues and Options and Preferred Options 
Stages of consultation and was adopted in 2020 following approval by Cabinet 
and Full Council. Cabinet was on the 9th September 2020, full details can be 
viewed here: Agendas, reports and minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth 
(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) (Item 11) and Full Council on the 16th September 
2020, full details can be viewed here: Agendas, reports and minutes | Nuneaton 
& Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) (Item 10d).  
 
The 2020 SCI included requirements for consultation during Covid. However, for 
the consultation events these were carried out after most restrictions had been 
lifted and therefore consultation events in person were carried out.  
 
The SCI document has been further reviewed and whilst it has been approved 
by Cabinet on the  26th July 2023,  full details can be viewed here: Agendas, 
reports and minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) 
(Item 10). This will not be taken for ratification by Cabinet until the 13th September 
2023 so that it can then be adopted on the 14th September. As this will be within 
the consultation period for the Regulation19 Stage both SCI documents will be 
appropriate for the Regulation 19 Stage.   
 
The Council are engaging with Coventry City Council and Warwickshire Local 

Authorities as well as neighbouring Local Authorities as part of the Duty to 

Cooperate.  

 
 

1.2 Background 
 
This Consultation Statement describes how the Council has undertaken 
community participation and stakeholder involvement in the production of the 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/3965/statement_of_community_involvement_2020
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/3965/statement_of_community_involvement_2020
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2158/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2158/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2160/council
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2160/council
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2770/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2770/cabinet
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Local Plan - Issues and Options and Preferred Options Stages, setting out how 
such efforts have shaped the Plan and the main issues raised by consultation / 
representations. 
 
The current Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan was adopted on 11th June 
2019 and covered the period up to 2031. Policy DS9 of the current adopted 
Borough Plan states that The Plan will be reviewed (either wholly or partly) if 
there are significant changes to national policy or any other reason to make the 
Plan unsound.  

 
 National legal requirements within Regulation 10A of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012) and the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2021 requires that local plans are updated 
every five years. Paragraph 33 of the NPPF states that policies in local plans 
should be updated within five years of adoption and also every five years and 
take in any changing circumstances.  

 
 The Council committed to undertaking an immediate review of the adopted 

Borough Plan following adoption and the subsequent publication of the updated 
National Planning Policy Framework 2021. It was also considered an opportunity 
to update the plan to reflect the Environment Act 2021 and emerging policies; 
the ongoing 17 Global Goals for Sustainable Development1 and climate change 
crisis.   

 
The Borough Plan will influence what development will take place, how much 
and where within the Borough it will be located. The Plan outlines a spatial vision 
and strategic objectives and spatial strategy for the Borough, as well as the 
planning policies which will guide future development and to enable its delivery. 
Measures to monitor progress in achieving the aspirations of the Plan are also 
identified.  
 
The Council began preparing a new Local Plan for the Borough in 2021. The new 
Borough Plan will replace the adopted Borough Plan 2019 and adopted map 
2019. The Plan will look ahead to 2039. The Plan identifies the main areas for 
sustainable development growth and establishes policies and guidance to 
ensure local development is built in accordance with the principles set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2021.  

 
The first stage of the review was the Issues and Options Stage (that was required 
by Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012). The stage included a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report 
(May 2021). This high level SA looked at policy options including consideration 
of:  Green Belt, housing growth, and broad locations. Consultation on the Issues 
and Options document took place for a six-week period between the 11th June 
2021 and the 6th August 2021.  

 

 
1 Transforming our World: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
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Consultation on the Preferred Options stage, (an informal stage) between the 
Issues and Option and Publication stages was carried for a six-week period 
between the 13th June 2022 and the 22nd July 2022. This also included an 
updated second interim SA Report (June 2022).  (The SA looked at Seven site 
specific options for the housing strategy and appraisal of individual site options.) 
A Habitats Regulations Assessment (June 2022) was also completed and 
consulted upon.  
 
The SA was updated (July 2023) (to appraise the Draft Plan and one reasonable 
alternative, alongside an updated appraisal of site options). The Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (September 2023) was also updated. These updates 
were carried out alongside the changes made to the emerging Local Plan 
document and were partly due to the changes to the Local Plan Document to 
address comments received at the Preferred Options stage.  
 
The Council consulted all consultees on the Council’s database. These included 
specific consultation bodies including statutory bodies, local community/amenity 
and residents’ groups, businesses and individual residents. A variety of 
consultation techniques were used in accordance with the Statement of 
Community Involvement. 
 

 

1.3  Structure of Statement 
 
This statement of consultation comprises four sections and two appendices 
containing nine schedules in total: 

 
Section 1 – Introduction – 
This section is broken into:  

• - 1.1 Purpose.  

• - 1.2 Background (this has already been provided above).  

• - 1.3 Provides a structure of the remaining document.  
 
 

Section 2 - Plan Production Timeline 
This is broken into:  

• 2.1 Commencement on Review and Identifying issues and collecting 
evidence: 2019/21. 

• 2.2 - Issues and Options Consultation: 2021. 

• 2.3 - Preferred Options Consultation: 2022. 

• 2.4 - Plan amendments: 2022–2023. 

• 2.5 Pre-Submission Publication Consultation - Regulation 19: 
September and October 2023.  

• 2.6  Submission to the Secretary of State: Proposed December 2023  

• 2.7   Examination: Summer/Autumn . 

• 2.8  Adopt: Winter 2024. 
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This sets out the timeline which has been followed in preparing the Local Plan 
which is accordance with the up to date Local Development Scheme (2023) 
full details can be viewed here: Local Development Scheme | Borough Plan | 
Nuneaton & Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) 

 
 

Section 3 - Summary of Process and Main Issues  
This is broken into: 

• 3.1   Summary of the Issues and Options Stage: 

• 3.2   Summary of the Preferred Options Stage 
 

This summarises the main issues raised during the course of the consultation 
carried out under Regulation 18 and how the comments received have been 
considered by the Council. Section 3 is supported by the appendices detailing 
how consultation was undertaken, the responses received at Regulation 18 
stage and includes how the comments have been taken into account by the 
Council. 

 
Section 4 – Conclusion  
This concludes the process complies with the legislation.  
 
Appendix 1 Issues and Options questions and full details of responses 
and officers comments to Issues and Options and Preferred Options. 

• Appendix 1 Schedule 1 - Questions used within the Issues and Options 

• Appendix 1 Schedule 1b - Details of the consultation undertaken under 
Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plans)(England) 
Regulations 2012  

• Appendix 1 – Schedule 1c Full responses and officer comments to 
Preferred Options 

 

Appendix 2 Details of the consultation undertaken under Regulation 18 
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plans)(England) Regulations 
2012  

• Appendix 2 Schedule 1 - List of consultees excluding those individuals 
on the Council’s Policy’s database for both the Issues and Options and 
Preferred Options Stages. 

• Appendix 2 Schedule 2a - Issues and Options - redacted email to 
consultees. 

• Appendix 2 Schedule 2b - Preferred Options - redacted email to 
consultees. 

• Appendix 2 Schedule 3a - Formal response forms for Issues and 
Options Stage 

• Appendix 2 Schedule 3b - Formal response forms for Preferred Options 
Stage 

• Appendix 2 Schedule 3c - Formal response forms for Publication Stage  

• Appendix 2 Schedule 4 -  Schedule of main changes 
  

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/6
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/6
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2.0 Plan Production Timeline  
 
The creation of a new Local Plan requires several thorough and robust stages of 
consultation. This is to enable early and ongoing engagement with the local 
community, businesses and organisations to develop a comprehensive 
document, tailored to the needs of the Borough in terms of strategy and the 
policies required.  
 
The below timetable outlines the main consultation stages of the emerging Local 
Plan up until the projected Submission date in December 2023.  
 

Key Local Plan Stages Undertaken 
 

The current dates given in the LDS shows:  

Stage Timescale Opportunity 
for Public 

Involvement 

Commencement/ scoping June 2019 – May 2021 No 

Issues and Options 
Consultation 

May 2021 Yes 

Consultation on Preferred 
Options  

June 2022 Yes 

Publication (Regulation 19) 
consultation 

September 2023 Yes 

Submission to Secretary of 
State 

December 2023 No 

Examination in Public 
(dependent on Planning 
Inspectorate’s work 
programme) 

 Yes 

Receipt of Inspector’s Report 
(dependent on Planning 
Inspectorate’s work 
programme) 

 No 

Adoption (prediction only – 
dependent on Planning 
Inspectorate’s work 
programme) 

June 2024 (subject to 
no Main Modifications 
consultation) 

No 

Table 1: Borough Plan Review Timetable 

 
 

2.1  Commencement on Review and Identifying issues and collecting 
evidence: 2019/21 
 
The resolution to review the Borough Plan before the 2023 recommendation of 
the Inspector of the adopted Borough Plan was taken at an Extraordinary 
Meeting of the Full Council on 15th May 2019. Full details can be viewed here:  
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Agendas, reports and minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth 
(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) .  

 
The decision was made by Members to commence the Review as soon as 
possible in the municipal year 2019 - 2020. At the same time, it was requested 
that a standing committee was set up to make recommendations to Cabinet as 
to the content and progress of the Local Plan. Work commenced at this point.  

 
The first Local Plan Committee was carried out on the 21st January 2020 but at 

this point the timing schedule was unknown. Various evidence base work and 

updates to work were taken to subsequent Committees. A Local Development 

Scheme (LDS) relating to the Borough Plan Review was adopted in 2020 this 

recommended that Submission would be in July 2022. Delayed delivery of 

evidence base work has led to a slippage of these original timeframes and the 

LDS was updated accordingly.  

 

 

2.2 Issues and Options Consultation: 2021 
 
The document and consent to go out to public consultation was given by Cabinet 
on the 26th May 2021 for the Issues and Options (I&O) Stage. Full details can be 
viewed here:  Agendas, reports and minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth 
(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) (Item 8.) Consultation on the I&O document took 
place for an eight-week period between the 11th June 2021 and 6th August 2021.  

 
 

2.3 Preferred Option Consultation: 2022 
 
The Document and consent to go out to consultation on the Preferred Options 
Stage was given by Cabinet on the 25th May 2022. Full details can be viewed 
here: Agendas, reports and minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth 
(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) 
(Item 6)   

 
The Council undertook the Preferred Options consultation Stage between the 
13th June and 22nd July 2022. Appendix 1 schedule 1a and 1b  provides the 
questions and the responses to the Issues and Options stage and how these 
were addressed within the Preferred Options. Full details of the Preferred 
Options can be viewed at: Borough Plan Review: Preferred Options | Nuneaton 
& Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk)  

 
 

2.4   Plan amendments: 2022–2023 
 
The Council took on board comments received during the Preferred Options, and 
which included further consultation/communication with various statutory 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/1938/council
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/1938/council
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2293/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2293/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2494/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2494/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/download/819/borough_plan_review_preferred_options
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/download/819/borough_plan_review_preferred_options
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consultees and Developers. This resulted in relatively minor amendments to the 
Document including amendments to the red line of the Strategic Housing 
Allocation for Arbury and to the cemetery site.  
 
Further evidence base documents were also commissioned or updated (eg 
SA/HRA) and Viability Assessment to improve the Local Plan ready for formal 
consultation/submission. The draft Publication Document also underwent 
external independent scrutiny by DAC Planning Ltd and the Planning Advisory 
Service (PAS). PAS also assessed various evidence pieces including the draft 
trajectory and duty to cooperate.  A pre submission discussion was also held with 
the Planning Inspectorate.  

 
 

2.5 Pre-Submission Publication Consultation - Regulation 19: 
September and October 2023.  
 
A draft Publication Document and main evidence base documents were 
approved at Cabinet on the 26th July 2023 on the same Cabinet that considered 
an updated SCI. The  SCI is due for ratification on the 13th September 2023 by 
Full Council in order to adopt this new document on the 14th September 2024.  
Full details of the Cabinet meeting can be viewed here: Agendas, reports and 
minutes | Nuneaton & Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) (SCI – Item 10, 
Local Plan – Item 11). The approval included the caveat that that any 
amendments could be carried out by delegated powers of the Assistant Director 
for Planning in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning and Regulation 
up to the Publication Consultation Stage. Approval for the amendments were 
given on the 23rd August 2023.  

  
A six-week consultation period is due to commence on the 4th September until 
the 16th October on the draft Publication Document. In accordance with the Local 
Plan Regulations, representations will be invited specifically on the Plan’s legal 
compliance and soundness.   

 
 

2.6 Submission to the Secretary of State: Proposed December 2023  
 
The Council will assess the comments received during the Regulation 19 formal 
consultation stage and it is the intention to submit for Examination in Public (EiP) 
by the end of the 2023 calendar year.  

 
 

2.7 Examination: Summer/Autumn 2024 
 
The Plan will be examined by an independent Planning Inspector. 

 
 

2.8 Adopt: Winter 2024 
 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2770/cabinet
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/meetings/meeting/2770/cabinet
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Once the Plan is considered sound by the Planning Inspectorate the Council’s 

intention is to take this to Cabinet and Full Council with the view to adopt by the 

end of 2024.   
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3.0 Summary of Process and Main Issues 
 
 
3.1   Summary of the Issues and Options Stage: 

 
Consultation on the Issues and Options document ended on the 6th of August 
2021. The consultation document included a list of 26 questions for consultees 
to consider. These questions were under specific headings and is provided in 
appendix 1 schedule 1a. 
 
 

Summary of main points raised at the Issues and Options Stage 
 
There were one hundred responses to this stage of the consultation appendix 1 
schedule 1b provides full details of the responses and the subsequent Officer 
responses and how this would be fed into the next stage. The responses were 
either in direct response to the questions or with general comments. These were 
referred to within the Preferred Options. Where practicable, the questions were 
grouped together under the most relevant policy to provide a contextual 
approach. These were as follows: 

 

Most relevant Policies  Question 
numbers  

DS3 Development principles. 7-9, 11-16.  

SA1 Development principles on strategic sites.  10, 20 & 22. 

E1   Existing employment estates. 5. 

E2   Existing employment estates. 4 & 6. 

TC2 Nature of town centre growth. 17 – 19.  

HS2 Strategic accessibility and sustainable transport. 20 – 22.  

NE3 Biodiversity and geodiversity. 23. 

BE3 Sustainable design and construction.  24. 

 
Question 1 related to the duration of the plan. The National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF)2 states that policies should be reviewed no later than five 
years after the date of adoption and that strategic policies should look ahead over 
a minimum 15-year period from adoption.  
 
Where there were clear responses, over 70% favoured the 15-year period and a 
number supported strategic sites to be extended to a 30-year period. The NPPF 
states that the 30-year is for where there is a larger scale development such as 
new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns forming 
part of the strategy. The strategic sites within the Borough Plan are not 
considered to be such development and not applicable under appendix 1 of the 
NPPF for such a 30-year period. Indeed, the result of a longer timeframe risks 
the evidence upon which the sites are based becoming unreliable over this 

 
2 Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (2021). National Planning Policy Framework. 
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period.  It is considered that a 15-year period is therefore appropriate. Some 
responders were concerned that a 15-year period would not consider any 
changes within that time frame, and it must be noted that the council will consider 
and reassess where necessary the Borough Plan contents every 5 years, as 
required via the legislation.   
 
Questions 2 and 3 referred to the existing evidence base and whether this 

needed to be updated. There were almost one hundred comments made to these 

questions and the overwhelming response was that the evidence base must be 

updated. In order to review the policies including a review of the allocated sites, 

a number of documents that form part of the evidence base are currently 

undergoing review. These include, but are not exclusively, the Housing and 

Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA), a Viability Assessment, 

Strategic Transport Assessment, Strategic Flood Risk, Water Cycle Strategy, 

Landscape Character Assessments, Retail, Office and Leisure studies, Air 

Quality and Heritage Assessments and Urban Capacity Study.  

Questions 25 and 26 referred to other matters and queried whether the key 
issues had been addressed and if not, what the outstanding issues were. There 
were over 30 responses to both questions. Where there were clear responses, 
over half the responders considered that there were matters that had not been 
addressed.  

 
The subjects that responders considered to have issues with are below and the 
italics are how the Borough Plan Preferred Options proposed to address these 
issues:   

1. Neighbourhood Plans.  
It is unclear from this what the issue is. These are documents prepared 
by community neighbourhood forums rather than the council; however, 
the council will provide assistance with these and guidance is on the 
council’s web site.  These documents will need to be generally in 
accordance with national and local policies. Policy DS1 refers to the 
consideration of these plans for planning applications.  
  

2. Strategic and sub regional planning should be mentioned in the 
document and cross boundary issues including Memorandum of 
Understanding with Coventry City Council should be revoked and ONS 
figures checked.    
The council has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities; 
if this is not carried out the Plan could be considered unsound by the 
Planning Inspectorate. However, the council is currently working with 
Coventry and the Warwickshire Sub-Region to commission an up-to-
date Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA). This will assess future housing needs and scale required for 
economic growth. Once this is completed it will feed into the 
requirements for the housing and employment requirements.   
 

3. HEDNA, traffic, parking, flooding, drainage, biodiversity/ecology and 
wildlife corridors should be reconsidered for the allocated sites (including 
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the loss of community facilities of the Elizabeth Centre). Development 
needs to include bungalows especially for elderly and disabled.   
A revised HEDNA, housing needs and other evidence bases including 
ecology and geodiversity are being carried out and will feed into the 
review and final allocations. 

  
4. Cumulative traffic congestion (including issues with Bayton Road 

crossroads), emphasis on walking and cycling, safer routes to school, 
overdependency on cars, requirements to upgrade all forms of public 
transport and infrastructure needs should all be addressed before 
development commences. Rights of way and shared non-motorised 
routes need to be created and reviewed in light of the increased use 
since the pandemic.  
The Highway Authorities and relevant departments such as education 
and the CCG are consulted throughout the Borough Plan process even 
before sites are allocated. In addition, the transport evidence base 
including the Strategic Transport Assessment will be updated as part of 
the review as well as the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Major planning 
application submissions require a Transport Assessment and modelling 
which is reviewed by the Highway Authorities. All relevant departments 
are consulted during the planning application process. A modal shift 
away from car independence is required in national, county and local 
policies including Borough Plan Policy HS2. As part of any new 
development there will be a requirement for cycling and footpath linkages 
within the site to connect to the wider area as well as requirements for 
S106 contributions towards the wider cycle routes, safer routes to school 
schemes, transport infrastructure for strategic highway network schemes 
and contributions towards infrastructure such as hospitals, doctors, 
education and bus services. This includes provision within the sites 
where necessary. The relevant Authorities dictate the trigger points for 
these contributions but cannot be requested prior to development. A new 
evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages of the 
Borough Plan review process in relation to the impact of Covid.      

 
5. Employment and over reliance on the Use Class for storage and 

distribution requires further consideration. Design guidance for 
employment uses are required. 
The outcome of a HEDNA study and additional studies for office 

requirements are awaited in order to finalise employment sites, types 

and amount. In addition, ongoing assessments of sites will take place 

through the review process.  

6. Biodiversity recovery and Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) need to be regularly 
assessed.  
Biodiversity recovery is a key theme, which is included throughout the 

reviewed policies. Ecology and geodiversity assessments are currently 

being carried which include LWS. This work will feed into the review. 

Further studies and future work will also be carried out on a strategic 

scale by the council, county and nationwide as part of the Government’s 
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25 Year Plan and Environment Act 20213.  

7. Air Quality and health need to be considered.  
Air Quality and health are key considerations for the area but also under 

the Environment Act and other legislation. Supplementary planning 

documents on Air Quality and Health Impact Assessment have been 

created and adopted since the previous Borough Plan. These provide 

guidance and requirements for development. A response is awaited from 

a new Air Quality Assessment that is being carried out and which will 

feed into the review.   

8. Climate Change and Flood Risk. 
These are also key considerations. It was decided rather than 

standalone policies, that climate change is considered throughout the 

policies of the Borough Plan review. Updated Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessments levels 1 and 2 and an update to the water cycle strategy is 

being carried out and will feed into the review. These will include 

consideration for new legislation, modelling and climate change.  

9. Buffers are required between mature trees and development. Rights of 
way, parks and open space need to be improved and increased.   
These are covered under the newly adopted Open Space supplementary 

planning documents and are included within the reviewed strategic 

policies. In addition, a full tree assessment is required with the 

submission of any planning application affecting trees.  

10. Consultation process for Issues and Options was rushed, unhelpful, 
poorly advertised, misleading and made too much use of social media.  
Statement of Community Involvement needs to be easier for the public 
to understand. 
These comments will be used to establish where improvements can be 

made to the public consultation for the future stages of the review.  

11. Historic England recommends that the Council undertake the process of 
the ‘Site Selection Methodology’, and that detailed Heritage Impact 
Assessments (HIAs) are prepared for individual sites particularly where 
there are sensitive heritage assets potential. A robust evidence base is 
required, working in conjunction with specialist archaeological advisers 
for any site allocations.  Heritage should be included and the need to 
protect, sustain and enhance the historic environment as well as 
amending the name of English Heritage to Historic England. 
Heritage Impacts will be considered before any new sites are brought 

forwards with the council working with Historic England and WCC 

Archaeology. This role continues during the planning application process 

and in many cases leads to the requirement for full archaeological 

surveys. Policies have been amended to include the need to protect, 

 
3 HM Government (2018). A Green Future: Our 25 Year plan to Improve the Environment and Environment Act 
2021.   
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enhance and sustain heritage assets. A new Heritage Assessment is due 

to be carried out and will feed into the review as well as the forthcoming 

adoption of a new heritage supplementary planning document. 

Subsequent to their comments Historic England have been contacted 

during the review period and their suggested amendments have largely 

been added to Policy BE4.  

12. Canals need to be treated as a heritage asset and considered as a 
multifunctional resource.   
A greater emphasis has been included in relation to this within the 

reviewed policies.   

13. Open spaces and parks are neglected and out of date and allotments 
need more support. 
The allotment and open spaces strategy, play pitches assessment and 
leisure facilities strategy are all currently being reviewed and updated.  
These will feed into the reviewed policies.  The creation of new 
allotments or contributions towards allotments are required within 
policies of the Borough Plan. Allotment capacity is continuously 
monitored and assessed. 
  

14. The sustainability of a location for development must be the principal 
objective. 
Sustainability is a key part of development in national legislation and 
local policies and will be assessed as part of bringing any new sites 
forwards.   

  
15. A ‘call for sites’ needs to be undertaken as soon as possible. 

This was carried out in 2021 and the new sites are being assessed as 

part of the review process.  

 
16. Early engagement with the Clinical Commissioning Group is required.  

Consultation is carried out at all parts of the Borough Plan Review and 
application process.  

 
17. The approach to affordable housing is an issue and needs assessing for 

viability. 
The new HEDNA and new housing needs assessment will both assess 
this. An updated Viability Assessment is being undertaken and that will 
help inform any affordable housing requirements.    

 
18. The river in Nuneaton town centre should be considered in terms of 

development.  
This is already included within the wording of policy NE1. The emerging 
Town Centre supplementary planning document will also include this.   

 
19. Crime needs to be addressed. 
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Designing out crime is integral to policy BE3 and demonstration of this is 

required as supporting documents for major development. The wording 

within the Policy has been updated to make this stronger.  

 

Subsequently a call for sites consultation was made in September running until 
22nd October 2021  

 
 

3.2 Summary of the Preferred Options Stage 
 
Rather than proceeding to a Draft Publication stage, the Council chose to carry 
out a Preferred Options stage as evidence base work was still being carried out 
and which presented budgetary pressures for 2021/22 and it was considered that 
to achieve the given LDS timeframes would mean a significant spend pressure 
on the budget and there were also concerns that a sound plan could not be 
provided in the time frame particularly given the changes emanating from the 
updated National Planning Policy Framework (issued in July 2021) and 
associated National Planning Practice Guidance.  
 
Furthermore, it was considered that going straight to Publication meant there 
would be limited scope for public engagement prior to submission to the 
Secretary of State. Additionally, there would be greater opportunity for 
Councillors and members of the public to engage in the plan production process 
and have a greater say in terms of the final policies and site allocations. The LDS 
was subsequently amended to show Submission in February 2023.  
 
 

Summary of issues raised from the Preferred Options Stage 
 
The Council received a total of 112 responses these are provided in appendix 1 
schedule 1c together with officer responses. These responses were from Agents 
and Developers who provided 37 responses; Councillors and MPs provided 7 
responses; Groups and Resident Associations 2 responses. There were 42 
responses from Individuals and Organisations and 24 responses from statutory 
consultees.  
 
The table below provides a brief precis of the comments from the respondents 
for the Preferred Options. The writing in italics is how these points have been 
dealt with either within the draft Publication Document or within the evidence 
base work: 
 
Respondent Summary of comments 

Agents and 

Developers 

There was a consensus in the responses that the 

Council has not addressed neighbouring authorities 

unmet housing need as part of the Duty to Co-operate 

requirement. Associated with the unmet need there 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

were also concerns the Council has relied on a 

HEDNA that did not consider the wider Housing 

Market Area. 

The sub regional HEDNA as well as a supplemental 

document purely for the needs of Nuneaton and 

Bedworth   (Towards a Housing Requirement for 

Nuneaton & Bedworth) was completed. The 

documents are available here at: Borough Plan 

Review | Borough Plan | Nuneaton & Bedworth 

(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk)  

 

A high number of respondents noted the evidence 

base was not up to date or the evidence available did 

not support various policies.  

All the evidence base work deemed necessary has 

now been carried out.  

 

Several respondents provided additional information 

to advocate potential housing and employment sites in 

the Borough. 

These were assessed under the SHLAA available to 

view at: Borough Plan Review: Preferred Options | 

Nuneaton & Bedworth (nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk) 

and through the SA carried out for the Publication 

Document.  

 

There were objections to the deselection of strategic 

housing sites HSG4 Woodlands and HSG7 East of 

Bulkington. 

These sites were deselected after they were assessed 

within the 2021 SHLAA and SA. Removal of HSG4 

was due to potential lack of delivery as there were no 

forthcoming planning applications and the land was in 

2 separate ownerships. There was also significant 

infrastructure required as well as a new primary school 

and local centre and there was no capital funding 

currently available to help deliver the scheme. Arbury 

Estate was responsible for the delivery of two other 

strategic allocations (Arbury and Coventry Road), so 

there were concerns that all 3 sites may not be 

delivered during the plan period. Swapping out the 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4765/strategic_housing_land_availability_assessment_2021
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4765/strategic_housing_land_availability_assessment_2021
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Respondent Summary of comments 

HSG4 site for less constrained sites meant there was 

additional resilience to the Council’s supply. There 

were concerns that due to the impact to an adjacent 

Local Wildlife Site. HSG7 was removed due to 

potential lack of delivery of the site – namely the 

provision of 2 accesses required for 197 dwellings and 

ransom strips. Potentially better deliverable sites were 

brought forwards meaning these sites could be 

removed. 

 

There were objections to the wording of 

Supplementary Planning Documents in several 

policies. It was suggested the policy wording elevated 

the status of SPDs to the same level as policy.    

Potentially SPD’s may be removed in forthcoming 

legislation. Notwithstanding this, the SPD’s will be 

revisited once the new plan is adopted. Much of the 

sustainable wording from the SPD’s have now been 

included within the relevant policies.  

 

There were objections towards policies concerning 

climate change; either the policy requirements were 

not clear or did not go far enough to address the issue. 

The wording throughout the Document has been 

revisited.  

 

Deeley’s required that land on long lease was 

removed from SHA-2. 

Red line amended. 

Councillors and MP Representations were made calling for the removal of 

several sites in the Plan, typically due to the lack of 

infrastructure.   

Noted and the sites re-assessed and the Infrastructure 

Teams were consulted in order to update the required 

contributions necessary under the Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan (IDP)and Schedule (IDS) to ensure 

delivery. A Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) was 

completed to ensure the sites were acceptable.  

 

A response expressed support for the removal of 

HSG4 Woodlands. 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

Noted. 

 

Representations were made concerning the housing 

need figure.  

The HEDNA as well as a supplemental document 

purely for the needs of Nuneaton and Bedworth   

(Towards a Housing Requirement for Nuneaton & 

Bedworth) was completed. The documents are 

available here at: Borough Plan Review | Borough 

Plan | Nuneaton & Bedworth 

(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk)  

 

There was concern expressed that policies related to 

climate change are insufficient. 

The policies were reassessed.  

 

There were also comments concerning water course, 

affordable housing, tree protection, speed limits and 

cycle lanes. 

All of these things were reviewed on each site. 

Groups and 

Resident 

Associations 

There was a detailed representation concerning the 

delivery and sustainability of allotments. 

The comments were forwarded to the Parks Team as 

they made specific reference to existing sites. A new 

emerging allotment strategy is being carried out by the 

Parks Team.  

 

There was concern over EMP 7 and the plan to 

incorporate housing into the allocation and if housing 

would be supported in an updated STA. 

The housing was considered acceptable in the STA.  

Individuals and 

Organisations 

DS4 and DS5 – The Council has not followed a 

brownfield first policy. The housing numbers are too 

high. There should be a moratorium on new 

applications until all brownfield sites have been 

developed. Land should be allocated on the edge of 

the larger settlements including Bulkington. 

The new HEDNA and ‘towards a housing needs’ have 

shaped the number of dwellings required. The Plan 

has followed a brownfield first basis but the plan would 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
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Respondent Summary of comments 

not be considered sound or adequate development be 

provided if all other sites were removed.  

 

HSG5 – Unsound as does not accommodate unmet 

need, does not consider strategic cross boundary 

issues, and is not consistent with sustainable 

development.  Should consider Coventry’s AQMA’s. 

As above. Coventry City Council’s city wide AQMA has 

been considered within the Air Quality Assessment 

undertaken for the Publication document.  

 

HSG5 – Local road infrastructure issues, no extra 

school provision, no evidence extra houses needed. 

Land belongs to people of Bedworth. Loss of arable 

land. Concern over capacity of sewerage system. Air 

quality and wildlife concerns. Loss of green space. 

Development would contribute towards flooding. 

Green belt concerns. 

Mostly addressed within the evidence base including 

the STA, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 1 and 

2 (SFRA) and the IDP/IDS. The site was not within 

Green Belt.  

 

NE1 and NE4 - Does not consider strategic cross 

boundary issues and is not consistent with sustainable 

development. Does not consider the River Sowe. 

A draft sub regional Green Infrastructure document 

has been used for NE1 and the SFRA level 1 and 2 

has aided the wording in NE4 along with further 

discussions with the Environment Agent and WCC 

Flood Risk Management Team.  

 

NE3 - Does not refer to Natural England’s standing 

advice for the natural environment and protected 

species. 

National guidance and legislation should not be 

repeated in local policy  

 

SA1 and SEA 2 - Do not address overnight lorry 

parking. 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

These were not considered requested by WCC 

Highways or Highways England. However, they have 

been mentioned in Policy HS1.  

 

SHA-4 – Concern of number of dwellings, lack of 

public transport, suitability of Hospital Lane to 

accommodate traffic. 

These points have been considered within the STA.  

Strategic Allocations – Support for the deselection of 

HSG4 Woodlands. Concern over industrial 

development has been introduced in Bowling Green 

Lane close to Goodyers End School and potential 

traffic problems. 

These points have been considered within the STA.  

Statutory 

Consultees 

Avison Young on behalf of National Grid – Policies to 

have regard to the National Grid Design Guide 

This has now been referred to within Allocations SEA-

2 and SHA-4 which are the two affected.  

 

Canal & River Trust – Canal infrastructure with regards 

to SHA3. Requirement to provide a new 

cycle/footbridge bridge crossing the canal north of 

Hawkesbury Junction. Concern over wildlife buffers. 

Added within the Key Development Principles. Wildlife 

buffers to affected canals (eg SHA3) has been 

included  

 

Coventry City Council – Duty to cooperate and unmet 

need. Highways issue regarding allocated sites. Need 

up dated evidence to support SHLAA conclusions. 

Evidence base now completed. NBBC is engaging 

with CCC and neighbouring authorities as part of the 

Duty to Cooperate.  

 

CWLEP Growth Hub - Census figures not used in 

HEDNA data. Policies which encourage further 

increases in the numbers of good jobs in the Borough 

and lead to further positive performance in the job 

density ratio are welcomed. Need for new subregional 

strategic allocations to be brought forward (particularly 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

above 25ha). A continuing shortage of affordable and 

small-scale spaces risks hampering enterprise. 

Evidence base including HEDNA, the needs of 

Nuneaton and Bedworth   (Towards a Housing 

Requirement for Nuneaton & Bedworth) and 

Employment Land Review have now been completed  

The documents are available here at: Borough Plan 

Review | Borough Plan | Nuneaton & Bedworth 

(nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk)  

has driven the need. 

 

George Eliot Hospital NHS Trust - Coventry and 

Warwickshire Integrated Care Board's local health and 

wellbeing strategy. 

All were consulted during the Preferred Options and 

prior to Publication document.  

 

Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council - Approve the 

approach of allocating sites in the main spatial areas 

of Nuneaton Bedworth, Bulkington and the northern 

Coventry fringe as their existing infrastructure can be 

utilised.  Cross boundary implications of development.  

Noted and were contacted during the STA.  

 

Historic England – Lack of heritage evidence base. 

Supports the diversification of town centres, any 

regeneration proposals within Nuneaton and Bedworth 

town centres should be fully evidenced regarding the 

significance of heritage assets. Comments concerning 

flood risk; landscape character; renewable energy; 

and allocated sites. 

A Heritage Impact Assessment has now been 

completed and fed into the Document. Wording added 

to Policy BE2, BE3, BE4 and NE5.The comment 

shave been considered in the amended SA. 

 

Inland Waterways Association, Lichfield Branch – 

Representations concerning development principles 

for sites along the Coventry Canal. Recommendation 

to remove Non-strategic site NSHA-18 (WEM-1) due 

wildlife concerns. 

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21014/planning_policy/146/borough_plan/4
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Respondent Summary of comments 

Policies now reworded. Site now removed.  

 

National Highways – Welcome revision of STA. 

Supports extension of existing employment estates. 

Prefer early discussions with the Council on sites 

which would interact with the SRN to consider their 

appropriateness.  

Reconsulted after STA had been completed. 

 

Natural England - Advises that the local plan’s 

Habitats Regulations Assessment should consider 

ecological linkage in relation to the proposed Plan. 

Noted and comments passed to the consultants for the 

HRA.   

 

Network Rail – An overview of rail projects in the 

Borough and the surrounding area and the 

surrounding area. 

They were contacted as part of the new IDP/IDS. 

 

NHS Coventry & Warwickshire Integrated Care Board 

– Requested Reference to contributions to the CCG to 

be amended to NHS Coventry and Warwickshire 

Integrated Care Board (ICB) in relation to strategic 

housing sites. 

Completed.  

 

North Warwickshire Borough Council – Concern over 

the Duty to Cooperate and reliability of the HEDNA 

data. 

HEDNA and STA now completed and draft Duty to 

Cooperate being discussed with neighbouring 

Authorities.  

 

Rugby Borough Council - The jointly commissioned 

Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA) 

had not been completed. Coventry City Council unmet 

need not yet known.  

HEDNA now completed. In the meantime Coventry 

City Council are consulting on their Issues and Options 

and have not yet made reference to any surplus need. 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

 

Severn Trent Water - A high level risk assessment on 

the potential impact of the proposed allocations on the 

sewer network. 

This has been completed by STW and they have been 

consulted in terms of requirements for any additional 

wording which has been carried out and for the 

completion of the IDP/IDS  

 

Sport England - Infrastructure Development Plan 

should be updated to reflect sports improvements and 

deficiencies. Completion of the Council’s Playing Pitch 

Strategy important to support policy. Policy HS4 not 

consistent with NPPF. A number of the non-strategic 

housing allocations are not demonstrated that the sites 

are surplus to requirements. 

A new Playing Pitch Strategy has been completed and 

agreed with Sport England. Some of the sites 

removed. Wording has been amended where possible 

and the red line amended for the cemetery site. A 

formal response in reference to their requests have 

been sent subsequent to the Preferred Options but no 

response has been forthcoming.   

 

Stagecoach – No evidence all strategic sites will be 

served by public transport. Issues do not address car 

dependency. Public transport not mentioned in 

Objectives. SHA-1, the timing of delivery as well as the 

alignment of the spine road to be used by a bus 

service/s is crucial. SHA-3 location not suitable to 

divert buses need prioritise walking route to bus stop. 

The timing of the spine road has been conditioned and 

added to the relevant S106 agreements. Sustainable 

Transport is key within the Publication Document and 

greater emphasis has bene made of using the canal 

tow paths for sustainable transport links. As they 

requested specific wording they were contacted 

subsequent to the Preferred Options but despite 

chasing no response was forthcoming.  

 

The Coal Authority – general comment. 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

Noted nothing needed. 

 

Warwickshire Fire and Rescue Service - Possible that 

the service might look to relocate or repurpose their 

fire stations and this is something we would be keen to 

discuss. 

Subsequent to the Preferred options, the Council have 

tried to encourage the Fire Service to enter into 

discussions but they have not been forthcoming.  

 

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust – Concern no specific 

climate change policy. LWS should be review within 

reason and not used to reduce status. Support not 

releasing more green belt. Grass land should be 

protected. Some policy wording undermines 

designation of LWS.  

Wording amended status of LWS made stronger. 

 

WCC  Flood Risk Management Team – Strongly 

support policies NE1 and NE4.  

Noted. 

 

WCC Archaeology Information – Support policy BE4, 

with some amendments. Recommended strategic site 

policies include pre-application archaeological 

evaluation will be necessary to ensure that sufficient 

archaeological information is available. 

Amendments were carried out. The Council tried to 

enter into further discussions with WCC Museums 

subsequent to the Preferred Options but no response 

has been received despite several chases being sent.  

 

WCC Education - The removal of site HSG4, 

Woodlands, would remove land identified in the 

current plan for a new primary school. However, the 

need was linked to the Woodlands development rather 

than to meet wider growth and so the remove of the 

allocation site and land is not seen as being 

problematic. helpful to make some reference within the 

Borough Plan about the need for development to 

enable safe routes to schools. 
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Respondent Summary of comments 

WCC Highways require this as part of the S106 

requirements.  

 

WCC Highway – Points of detail concerning access to 

various strategic sites. 

Noted and amendments carried out. The STA also 

provided further input.  

 

WCC Regeneration & Place Shaping - Policy E2 – 

existing employment sites limiting uses of sites within 

vicinity of town centre. 

Noted 
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4.0  Conclusion 
 
4.1 This Document provides the timeframes, consultees, nature of consultation, how 

representations could respond and finally details the responses/issues during the 
Regulation 18 stage and how these were considered for the preparation of the 
Publication Document.  The Council has therefore met the requirements of 
Regulation 22(1)(c) (i) to (iv)   
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Appendix 1 Schedule 1a 

Issues and Options questions 
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Question 2 

 

Question 3 

 

Question 1 

 

Question 4 

 

Question 5 

 

Question 6 

 

Appendix 1a Schedule 1a 

Issues and Options  

The following were the questions asked at the Issues and Options stage 

Duration of Borough Plan 

 

Do you agree that a Plan period of 2023 - 2038 is appropriate? If not, which other 

plan period would you recommend? 

 

Do you agree that the existing evidence base set out above needs to be updated 

or replaced? 

 

Are there any other evidence base studies which require updating? If so, what are 

they? 

 

 

Employment 

 

Which of the options set out below do you favour for the location of future 

employment areas? Please set out why. 

Option 1 – Provide new employment through extension of existing employment 

estates with no focus on a particular area within the borough. 

Option 2 – Provide new employment in close proximity to the A5. 

Option 3 – Provide new employment in close proximity to junction 3 of the M6. 

 

Are there any other reasonable options for the locating of new employment areas 

that have not been set out above? 

 

Which of the options set out below do you favour for dealing with non-employment 

uses on existing industrial estates? Please set out why. 

Option 1 –  Continuation of the protection of existing employment uses from non- 

employment uses. 

Option 2 - Set out the types of non-employment uses that would be allowable in 

existing employment uses. 
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Question 9 

 

Question 7 

 

Question 8 

 

Option 3 - Set out the existing employment areas within which non-employment 

uses would be acceptable. 

Option 4 -  Restrict the number of non-employment uses that each employment 

area can accommodate. 

Option 5 - Remove any form of protection of existing employment uses from non-

employment uses. 

 

Green Belt 

 

Which of the options set out below do you favour for the locating of new residential 

uses? Please set out why. 

Option 1 –  Prioritise the existing urban areas of the Borough followed by land in 

the countryside that is not Green Belt, and then Green Belt land. 

Option 2 - Prioritise the existing urban areas of the Borough followed by land in 

the countryside no matter whether it is designated as Green Belt or 

not. 

Option 3 - Prioritise to the most sustainable locations no matter whether it is 

designated as an urban area, countryside, or Green Belt. 

 

Which of the options set out below do you favour for the locating of new 

employment uses? Please set out why. 

Option A –  Prioritise land that is in the countryside that is not Green Belt followed 

by Green Belt land. 

Option B - Prioritise land that is in the countryside no matter whether it is 

designated as Green Belt or not. 

Option C - Prioritise to the most sustainable locations no matter whether it is 

designated as countryside or Green Belt. 

 

Is there another reasonable hierarchy for selecting land for development, 

particularly housing, but including employment uses? If so, what would this look 

like? 
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Question 11 

 

Question 12 

 

Question 10 

 

Question 13 

 

Question 14 

 

Question 15 

 

Question 16 

 

Housing 

Spatial Options 

 

 

Do you agree that there should be a review of the existing allocated sites? Please 

state why. 

 

 

Which of the spatial options do you favour for the location of future housing? 

Please set out why. 

 

 

Are there any other potential spatial options that need to be considered? If so, 

please specify. 

 

 

Net Zero Carbon Emissions 

 

Should the new Borough Plan seek to set targets for tree planting in large scale 

developments (option 1)? If not, why not.  If so, should these targets be based on 

area or number of trees? 

 

Should the new Borough Plan seek to require an orchard in large scale 

developments (option 2)? If not, why not. 

 

Is there a definition of large-scale development that would be appropriate to use? 

If so, please set out what this is. 

 

Option 1 –  locating new residential development within existing settlement 

boundaries  

Option 2 - small scale, sustainable urban extensions focused on key transport 

infrastructure (e.g. the M6, A roads, railway stations, cycle routes 

etc) 

Option 3 - locating new residential development in non-Green Belt areas 
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Question 18 

 

Question 17 

 

Question 19 

 

Question 20 

 

Question 21 

 

Question 22 

 

Should the Borough Plan set no targets for tree planting in the Borough (option 3)? 

If so, why so? 

 

Town Centres 

 

Which of the options set out below do you favour for the protection of primary and 

secondary frontages in the town centres? Please set out why. 

Option 1 –  Set out that use class E and use classes A4 and A5 (as was) are 

acceptable uses. 

Option 2 - Set out that use class E are acceptable uses but not use classes A4 

and A5 (as was). 

Option 3 - Set out that use classes E and F1 are acceptable uses. 

Option 4 - Set out that use class E and C3 (residential) uses are acceptable. 

 

Are there other uses not set out above that should be included as acceptable in 

primary and secondary frontages in the town centres? If so, which ones and why. 

 

Which of the options set out below is appropriate for setting out the extent of the 

primary and secondary frontages in the town centres? Please set out why. 

Option A –  Remove any designations of primary and secondary frontages. 

Option B -  Reassess and redraw the extent of the primary and secondary 

frontages. 

Option C -  Retain the designation of primary and secondary frontages as set out 

in current Borough Plan. 

 

Transport 

 

Should policies SA1 and HS2 be amended to give greater emphasis to the 

importance of cycling and walking connections/infrastructure being provided 

(option 1)? If not, why not. 

 

Should the new Borough Plan be amended from that set out in policy HS2 to require 

new developments to install vehicle charging points (option 2)? If so, what should 

the requirement be. If not, why not. 
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Question 23 

 

Question 24 

 

Question 25 

 

Question 26 

 

Should the new Borough Plan leave policies SA1, SA2 and HS2 unchanged (option 

3)? 

 

Other Matters 

 

Should the new Borough Plan require, through policy, new development to meet, 

as a minimum, a 10% biodiversity gain? If not, what should be the target for 

biodiversity gain? 

 

Do you agree that design codes are best dealt with as supplementary planning 

documents? 

 

Do you agree that the key issues for the Borough Plan review have been identified 

?  

 

Are there any other issues that need to be considered and addressed ?  

 



 

Appendix 1 Schedule 1b 

Responses received on the Issues and Options document and officers’ draft responses. 

 



 

Appendix 1 Schedule 1b 

Responses received on the Issues and Options document and officers’ draft responses. 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

1 Miss JB Ainscough 
Strategic 

Land 

1 Larger sites/ new settlements suggested plan period of 30 
years, with smaller sites brought forward more quickly. 

The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of its 
options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 

2 Use the new standard method for calculating housing 
Additional sites for housing to meet need and a new SHLAA 
should be produced. 

Noted. 

7 Option 1 – all sustainable and deliverable sites should be 
considered prior to amending GB boundaries. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

9 Development focus within Nuneaton and Bedworth as the 
two most sustainable settlements. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 

stage of the Borough Plan review. 

10 Should be reviewed as part of the local plan process to 
potentially seek more additional deliverable sites to meet 
housing needs. 

The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new housing development within the Borough 
Plan review. 

11 Option 3 and option 2. Option 1 is considered as unrealistic. Noted. 

12 Sites outside of the Green Belt, adjacent to Nuneaton and 
Bedworth settlement boundaries.  
 

Depending on the Council’s chosen Option, the Green Belt sites will 

be considered in light of sites that are submitted to the Council 

through the 'call for sites' process. 

13 Developments should then seek to provide it but in some 
instances it may not be possible due to technical constraints 
or viability.  

Comment noted. 

14 Aspiration rather than a requirement. Comment noted. 

15 Large-scale is defined as a quantum or area size to reduce 
confusion in planning applications. Viability should also be a 
factor. 

Comment noted. 

16 The Council should seek to create a policy that reflects 
paragraph 131 of the NPPF. 

Comment noted. 

20 Yes, the policies should be amended to a focus for new 
development to ensure sustainability. 

Comment noted. 

21 It should be addressed in the Local Plan. Comment noted. 

22 They will need to be reviewed with a particular focus on 
climate change. 

Comment noted. 

23 Policies should reflect the anticipated Environment Bill and 
also consider using the Local Plan process to find sites that 
could potentially be used to provide offsetting. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

24 Yes, design codes should be dealt with as a separate SPD. Comment noted. 

25 Agreed. Comment noted. 

2 Mrs JB  1 Yes, although NBBC should review every five years 
particularly in order to consider climate change issues.  

Comments noted, given national policy now emphasises climate 
change priorities, this will be taken forward into the next stage of 
the plan review. 

2 Yes, the existing evidence base is outdated (some over 10 
years old). Needs to consider cross boundary issues. Need to 
ensure evidence is robust. 

Comments noted. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

3 The following evidence base studies are all five or more 
years old: Climate change; biodiversity; employment; flood 
risk and water cycle; green belt; landscape; housing; 
transport. Studies need to consider cross boundary issues. 

Comments noted and will feed into the evidence based studies 
review. 

4 A combination of Option 1 and 2 is favoured over Option 3. 
Where sites use existing road networks, cumulative impact 
should be considered. 

Comments noted and any future development surrounding the M6 
J3 will be subject to a suite of transport assessments which will 
consider cumulative impact. 

5 If there was a new junction on the M6 to the west of 
Coventry for employment sites, this would alleviate pressure 
off the M6 J3. 

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 
 

6 A combination of option 2 and 3 is favoured. Comment noted. 

7 Option 3 is favoured, sustainability should be prioritised. All 
residents should have access to open space and we should 
be preparing for the impacts of climate change. Disagrees to 
EMP2 (Wilson’s Lane) allocation for this reason. 

Comments noted. 

8 Option C however this must consider all aspects of 
sustainability. 

Noted. 

9 Sites should be mapped and allocated for the most 
beneficial land use for the area e.g for a new health 
centre/primary school. Where there are gaps in provision, 
neighbourhood plans should be produced for those areas. 

Comment noted. 

10 Agreed. Noted. 

11 All sustainable options should be considered (and all aspects 
of sustainability). 

Sustainability is at the heart of the NPPF and all spatial options will 
be considered in terms of their sustainability. 

12 Capacity of existing infrastructure needs to be considered 
and new infrastructure needs to be planned for. 

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 

13 Yes targets should be set and developments should provide 
tree-lined streets. References NPPF Paragraph 131. 

Noted and agree that all developments should take into account 
NPPF paragraph 131. 

14 Yes but would need to be managed in the long term 
potentially through planning condition. 

Comment noted. 

15 Tree planting requirements should be relative (on a sliding 
scale) to the development size rather than having a 
threshold. Small sites could provide off-setting contribution. 

Comment noted. 

16 No, targets should be treated as a minimum requirement. Comment noted. 

17 Use Class E, A4 and A5 (as was) and F1 should all be 
acceptable uses. Better to keep shops in active use. C3 could 
be acceptable but needs to be located carefully. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. 

19 Option B – The impacts of Covid-19 have changed the nature 
of town centres. Likely to become focus for 
social/leisure/meeting facilities. The overall experience will 
be more important. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. New evidence base will be 
commissioned as part of the later stages of the Borough Plan 
review process. 

20 Yes – there should be greater emphasis to the importance of 
cycling and walking connections/infrastructure. 

Comment noted. 

21 Yes - all new developments should be required to install 
vehicle charging points. 

Comment noted. 

22 No these policies should be updated to reflect the changes 
we need to make to address the climate emergency and to 
improve air quality. 

Comments note. and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. 
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23 Yes – a minimum of 10% should be set. Higher targets 
should be set for allocations to address specific issues within 
the locality. 

Comment noted. 

24 Yes design codes are best dealt with as SPDs as they can be 
reviewed and updated as necessary. Concerns around 
policies and SPDs not been taken into account effectively in 
decision making processes. 

Comment noted. 

25 No, only some of the issues have been identified. Other 
issues include neighbourhood plans; cross-boundary issues 
and cumulative impact; M6 J3; use classes (over-reliance on 
B8), guidance for the design of employment and mixed use 
sites, air quality, access to open space, climate change, flood 
risk and flood storage, biodiversity recovery and allocation 
of EMP2 Wilson’s Lane. 

This comment has been noted and issues raised will be considered 
at the next stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

26 Neighbourhood Plans; cross-boundary issues and cumulative 
impact (such as M6 J3); over reliance of Use Class B8 in the 
area; further guidance on design of mixed use sites; air 
quality; open space; climate change; biodiversity recovery; 
allocation of EMP2 (disagrees with allocation). 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. 

28 Table 3, Appendix B, Option 3 – Provide new employment in 
close proximity to junction 3 of the M6.  
Concern mistakes regarding cross-boundary issues will be 
repeated. All aspects of sustainability to be considered. 

Comment noted. 

3 Mrs IJ Ash Green 
Residents 

Association 
2018 

1 Most comments from members related to them feeling like 
there was not enough advertising of the consultation dates 
and venues. 

The Council undertook comprehensive consultation for the 
document including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 

4 Mr RM Bedworth & 
District 

Horticultural 
Council 

1 Agreed. Comment noted. 

3 Allotment Strategy 2012 – 2022 is flawed and 90% of the 
planned activities never happened. 

The Allotment Strategy forms part of a wider evidence base of 
documents. The Allotment Strategy is intended to be reviewed as 
part of the Parks and Greenspaces Strategy which is being 
progressed.  

4 Option 1. Noted. 

7 Option 1. Noted. 

8 Option 1. Noted. 

9 Everything should be reviewed again in light of the impacts 
of Covid-19. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 

10 There is no justification for all the houses proposed. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

13 The planting of more trees is essential. Existing trees also 
need to be properly managed. 

Noted. 

14 Orchards are generally enclosed land and would need to be 
managed – queries who would manage this? 

This point is noted, and responsibility would need to be agreed 
upon during the planning process to ensure the areas are managed 
appropriately. 

26 Allotments have received little support in the Borough Plan. 
The Pandemic has seen a massive increase in those seeking 
to have their own allotments. 

Comments noted and allotment occupancy rates will continue to 
be monitored. 

5 Mrs LG 1 Agreed. Noted. 
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The 
Bedworth 

Society 

2 The evidence base needs to be updated given the age of the 
Borough Plan. 

A new evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later 
stages of the Borough Plan review process. 

3 The Coventry population figure increase needs to be 
updated. 

Understand this is being dealt with separately through the ONS and 
will be addressed at the next stage of the Plan review. 

4 Option 1 - A lot of existing employment estates are close to 
major routes in any case, and have easy access to them, 
unlike the proposed development at EMP6. 

The Concept Plans for Strategic Allocations: HSG6 and EMP6, 
School Lane and Longford Road, Bedworth Supplementary Planning 
Document (2020) provides guidance on access at Section 2.6 and 
3.3. 

5 Industrial based employment should be located where 
workers can access them using public transport or with 
cycles lanes. Office based employment should be dealt with 
separately and may have a reduced need as a result of 
Covid. 

Sustainable access is one of the factors considered with every 
development proposal. New evidence base will be commissioned 
as part of the later stages of the Borough Plan review process to 
assess the impact of Covid. 

6 Option 4 would allow the most control. It is better to keep 
non-employment areas separate from employment. 

Noted. 

7 Option 1 – smaller, brownfield sites could mean local 
developers have a chance to develop them using local 
labour. Green Belt should be used for housing as an extreme 
last resort. 

Noted. 

8 Option A providing brownfield sites have already been 
considered. 

Comments noted. 

9 Environmental aspects should be considered firstly, followed 
by infrastructure for, and the necessity of the new 
development. 

Comments noted and will be fed into the next stage of the Borough 
Plan review. 

10 Yes – there are currently too many sites allocated. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 Housing need in Bedworth should be recalculated before 
any more sites commence. 

Careful consideration will need to be had to the appropriate 
housing requirement to be contained within the Borough Plan 
Review. 

13 No – better to adapt what is already available in terms of 
green spaces on developments as who will maintain any 
trees which are planted? 

The intention is that the maintenance of trees will be set out within 
the planning process and conditioned to any decision, but the 
comments are noted. 

14 Yes but it would need managing.  Again, this is something that the Council would look to confirm 
during the planning process of a proposal to ensure any future 
orchard would be maintained. 

15 A large scale development is one that would impact on a 
locality’s facilities (shops, health etc.), require additional 
major road alterations for access, requires additional power 
(gas and electricity) substations and covers an area larger 
than one acre. 

Comment noted and will be considered with other responses to 
this question when taken forward to the next stage of the plan 
review. 

16 No, the Plan should set out that trees should be planted 
wherever possible. It is more important that the trees that 
are planted are maintained and inspected annually. 

Comment noted. 

17 The former Classes A4 and A5 should be unacceptable uses 
to promote healthier lifestyles. Independent shops selling 
more environmentally friendly products would be preferred.  

This response is largely in agreement with option 2 and the request 
for more independent shops is noted. The Council supports 
independent businesses and will take this comment forward to the 
next stage of the review. 

18 Independent small shops especially those which offer 
environmental skills such as repairs. 

As above. 
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19 Option C. Noted. 

20 Yes – to encourage a healthier, fitter population. Comments noted. 

21 This is a commercial issue and will be driven by need. 
Property developers will incorporate them into plans when it 
increases their revenue. 

The comment does not explicitly say so, but it is indicated from 
their response that there is no need to incorporate EV charging 
points into policy as once the need is there it will be beneficial for 
developers to put them in themselves. 

23 The new plan should require any new development to make 
a biodiversity gain.  The actual percentage should be defined 
after consultation with experts in the field. 

Comment noted. 

24 Yes – The Bedworth Society are a member of Civic Voice 
who are inputting into better design in building 
development. 

Comment noted. 

25 Yes to a greater or lesser degree. Comment noted. 

26 Concerns regarding local infrastructure such as: changes at 
Bayton Road crossroads; impact on health centres; retention 
of older buildings rather than demolition to keep buildings 
with history and character. 

These comments are noted and will be taken through to the next 
stage of the review. An updated Strategic Transport Assessment 
will be undertaken to further understand highway capacity issues, 
although the Bayton Road/School Lane/Coventry Rd junction was 
identified as in need of improvement in the 2016 STA. The updated 
STA will inform an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Schedule, 
which will also consider infrastructure needs including health 
facilities. NBBC have a non-designated heritage asset list which 
records buildings which are considered to have local heritage merit 
to prevent demolition of these buildings.  

27 The Bedworth Society have commented on each iteration of 
the Borough Plan and endeavour to look after Bedworth 
Past, Present and Future. 

Comment noted. 

6 Mr MH FCC 
(submitted 
by Axis on 
behalf of 

FCC) 

1 The plan period is in line with NPPF Paragraph 22. Should 
the timetable for the preparation of the plan slip then it may 
be prudent to extend the play period to 2040. 
Paragraph 22 also sets out policies for larger scale 
developments should be set within a vision that looks 
further ahead (at least 30 years). 

Comments noted and it will be necessary to review the Plan period 
should there be a delay to the Plan review. 

2 Yes, existing evidence should be updated or replaced to 
ensure the plan is prepared in accordance with legal and 
procedural requirements. Most current evidence-based 
documents are around 5 years old or older.  
The Council should publish a list of evidence base they are 
producing and make it clear to stakeholders when this will 
be published and invite comments on its publication. 

Comments noted and the Council will endeavour to provide a list of 
evidence-based documents which will be updated in due course. 

3 A comprehensive list of the evidence base documentation 
which is proposed to be produced should be published to 
enable everyone to understand activities that are being 
undertaken in the preparation of the plan in accordance 
with NPPF Paragraph 35. 

As above. 

7 Option 1 as it provides a clear logical approach to locating 
new development. The only amendment suggest is that 
brownfield land should be prioritised over greenfield land in 
the urban areas. 

Comments noted. 

9 Prioritisation of brownfield land over greenfield land. Comment noted. 
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10 Yes agreed. Until the duty to co-operate is revoked the 
Council are obliged to co-operate with other planning 
authorities on strategic housing maters. This includes 
accommodating some of the 35% uplift applied to Coventry. 
Update existing allocations (given they have been in place 
over two years) as deliverability should be a key focus. Site 
HSG11 is deliverable and when reviewing sites, 
consideration should be given to opportunities for the 
expansion of allocated sites, such as HSG11. 

Comments noted. 

11 Spatial Option 1 is supported. Residential development in 
existing settlement boundaries should be maximised before 
the open countryside and as a last resort, Green Belt. 

Comments noted and agreed. 

12 Opportunities to maximise land adjacent to the existing 
strategic site allocations within settlement boundaries 
should be considered, based on up-to-date evidence. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

13 No – it should be encouraged but other factors such as open 
space, creation of other habitats etc also need to be 
considered. The current case-by-case approach does not 
preclude the achievement of higher levels of tree planting 
should the opportunity arise. ‘Large scale developments’ 
should be defined. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward into the next stage of 
the Borough Plan review. 

14 No - for the same reasons as above. As above. 

15 The NPPF provides a definition for ‘major development’ 
within Annex 2: Glossary. It is considered that this is the 
most appropriate definition.  

Comment noted. 

16 Please see response to question 13. Comments noted. 

20 Emphasising the importance of walking and cycling is 
supported. The provision of infrastructure is dependent on 
viability, and this should be recognised on a site-by-site basis 
and for example should be a justifiable reason to fall short of 
parking standards in more sustainable locations.  

The comments relating to the support for walking and cycling are 
noted. 

21 It is considered that all new dwellings should include an 
electric vehicle charging point which complies with the 
relevant standards that are applicable at the time. For 
commercial uses, one or two charging points per tend 
spaces would be appropriate initially with a requirement to 
have the necessary infrastructure in place to provide 
charging points on all parking spaces in the future.  

The comments supporting Policy HS2 are noted, as are the 
suggested requirements for other uses. 

23 Are the Council intending to use the Warwickshire 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Tool or the DEFRA Bio-
diversity metric 3.0? It is assumed the Metric 3.0 would be 
adopted. At this stage the 10% proposed in the 
Environmental Bill has not received royal assent and until 
such a time as it does, opportunities for net-gain should be 
pursued but specifying a percentage should be avoided. 
Local Wildlife Sites should be reviewed and their protection 
should be based on up-to-date ecological information. 

No decision has been made at this point as to how biodiversity will 
be measured. The comments relating to the Council’s Local Wildlife 
sites are noted. 

24 Agreed. Noted. 

7 Mr  PB  1 Disagree – entire review required. Comment noted. 
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2 Agreed given impacts of the pandemic and evidence which 
may have been based on the 2011 census which is now 
outdated. 

Comments noted. A new evidence base will be commissioned as 
part of the later stages of the Borough Plan review process. 

3 Yes, any research based on the 2011 census will need 
updating. 

As above. 

4 None of the options. Vacant units in existing industrial 
estates should be allocated to potential clients. If these 
aren’t suitable they should be rebuilt to accommodate their 
needs. 

Comments noted. 

5 Extend Bayton Road by building on the Hawksbury Golf 
Course. 

Comment noted. 

6 Option 1. Noted. 

7 Option 1 – brownfield land such as Public House on 
Bulkington Road (Bedworth) which is an eyesore. 

Noted. 

8 None of the options. Plenty of brownfield sites that need 
looking at.  

Comment noted. 

10 Yes. Disagrees NBBC should be taking 4,000 homes off 
Coventry when they have green spaces and Student 
Accommodation available. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 There will not be many locations to build in the future. Please see comment above. 

13 Feels that there is no point. Comment noted. 

14 Unlikely to be implemented when developers could 
maximise profits. 

If the Borough Plan were to require an orchard, then developers 
would need to adhere to policy or provide justification for not 
providing it. 

16 Yes as they have to maintained and currently this is not done 
very well. 

Comment noted. 

18 No other uses suggested – Bulkington is a good shopping 
area. 

The reference to Bulkington as a good shopping centre is noted. 

20 Suggests a traffic survey is undertaken as currently very few 
cyclists. 

As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed which includes current road network capacities. 

21 Agreed. Comment noted. 

25 The review feels rushed and should be reviewed in full. Comment noted. 

26 Requests new bungalows for elderly or disabled which are 
currently not provided for. 

This comment has been noted. and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review when considering the type of 
housing required in the Borough, based on available evidence. 

8 Dr AS Bedworth 
Eagles JFC 

1 No. Comments noted. 

10 Agreed. There is a lack of traffic infrastructure to make many 
of these areas sustainable and a loss of green space will 
result in urban sprawl. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

25 Disagree. Too few designated green spaces. Community 
infrastructure needs (education/health/poverty) have not 
been addressed which is an urgent need. 

This comment has been noted. and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

26 Town Plan NUN356 (Elizabeth Centre) – traffic, amenity and 
social consequences have not been considered sufficiently 
and will result in the severe loss of community amenity. Puts 
the future of Bedworth Eagles JFC into doubt. Insufficient 
mitigation measures for replacing the current community 
amenities and parking. Request the Elizabeth Centre site is 
withdrawn from the housing plan. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
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27 Objectives 5, 6 and 7 are not met through NUN365 and 
other plans due to the lack of consideration of material 
attributes (pages 1 & 2). Disagree that health and welfare 
has been taken into account with NUN365. 

Comments in relation to concerns for NUN365 have been taken 
into account. 

9 Mr DB  1 Agreed, the 15 year period is appropriate, provided the 
evidence base is updated regularly and reviews take place as 
scheduled. 

Comment noted. 

2 Agreed, it's essential that the evidence base is updated and 
previous data, that is out of date or based on flawed 
methodology is dismissed. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 

3 Considers any base studies relating to projected housing 
should be ignored and dismissed as invalid as based on 
flawed ONS figures.  

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

4 Options 1 and 2 are preferable to option 3. Makes sense to 
focus development in the North of Nuneaton where A5 
improvements are scheduled/new housing developments 
are located.  

Comment noted. 

5 Adopt an infrastructure first approach so that either the 
infrastructure already exists that can accommodate the 
additional traffic that will be generated or the infrastructure 
is delivered in advance of any development taking place so 
that direct links to major arterial roads and motorways are in 
existence prior to development. 

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 
 

6 Option 5 is preferable as this allows the Council to react 
quickly to changes in the employment market and decide 
upon changes to land use as and when necessary without 
being bound to structures and policies that may be overly 
restrictive and no longer representative of the employment 
market.  

Comment noted. 

7 Option 1 as it gives the most protection to green belt land. 
Green belt around Ash Green and Bulkington must be 
protected in order to maintain village character.  

Comment noted. 

8 Option A is preferable since this gives the most protection to 
existing greenbelt land. 

Comment noted. 

10 Yes, as the evidence based has proven to be flawed. 
Considers a moratorium should be placed on all 
undeveloped sites in the current Borough Plan where 
planning permission hasn't already been granted to allow 
the review to take place and be completed. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

12 Consideration needs to be given to how people living in the 
Borough access the adjacent countryside for exercise and 
relaxation. New developments should not restrict access to 
green space.  

Noted. 

13 Yes, this should be based on the number of houses within 
the development. 

Comment noted. 

15 Yes, any development of 100 homes or more should be 
classified as large scale with associated s106 contributions 
payable by developers. 

Comment noted. 

16 No. The Borough Plan should set targets for tree planting. 
The Council has passed motions relating climate change and 

Comment noted. 
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working toward reducing carbon emissions. Tree planting is 
fundamental to this. 

17 Option 1 is preferred as this allows the town centre use to 
react rapidly to changes in customer habits. 

Comment noted. 

21 Yes, makes sense to amend in line with legislative 
requirements. A minimum of 1 off-street charging point plus 
an additional charging point for every two bedrooms of a 
property should be required. 

Noted and will be considered at the next phase of the Plan review. 
 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Yes, as this will place Council policy in line with upcoming 
Government legislation. 

Comment noted. 

24 Yes, if this is the way to have better quality design and 
layout of new developments. It would be good to see 
increased use of local design style and materials in new build 
developments.  

Noted. 

10   Bulkington 
Residents 

Voice  

1 The review should not look beyond 2038 as we do not know 
what changes COVID-19 will bring and the next National 
Census is in 2031.  

The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of its 
options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 

2 Yes – evidence bases concerning projected population/ 
housing need; state and capacity of existing infrastructure 
and traffic modelling are considered weak and need to be 
updated/ replaced.  

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 
 

4 It hasn't yet been demonstrated that there is a capacity 
shortfall, or how any shortfall might relate to projected 
population. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 
 

5 Occupancy levels, and unused capacity at existing locations 
need to be determined before locating new employment 
areas.  

Comment noted. 

6 Option 1 with a need to examine existing policies that are 
causing these businesses to locate on employment sites. 

Comment noted. 

7 Option 1, prioritise the existing urban areas of the Borough 
as further development is at expense of residents quality of 
life/ the environment.  

Comment noted. 

8 Should be option to ‘do nothing’ as borough cannot sustain 
indefinite growth.  

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

9 A hierarchy which considers what residents really want as no 
attention is given to this important aspect.  

Comment noted. 

10 Yes, as population projections are unreliable & land has 
unjustifiably been removed from green belt.  

Comment noted. 

13 Tree planting is important but maintenance must be 
factored in.  

Comment noted. 

14 Maintenance must be factored in.  Comment noted. 

15  Plant trees at peripheries where maintenance may not be 
required often.  

Comment noted. 

17 For Bulkington, use class is not a main priority – main street 
needs maintenance. 

Comment noted. 

20 Walking and cycling essential but for Bulkington residents 
has to be disregarded due to limited public transport/ 
distances to travel to other town centres.  

Comment noted with reference to Bulkington taken into account. 
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21 Yes. Comment noted. 

23 By dealing with the housing figures and putting greenbelt 
back into greenbelt status biodiversity will be at least to a 
degree restored. 

Noted. 

11  C&AD  1 No, plan should be in 5-year blocks.  The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  

4 Options 2 & 3 are preferred. Vacant industrial sites should 
be used before green belt sites.  

Comment noted. 

5 Vacant industrial sites should be used before green belt 
sites. 

Comment noted. 

7 Green belt should be protected at all costs.  A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

8 Green belt should be protected at all costs.  As above. 

9 Development should be based on existing amenities (i.e. 
access to green space). 

Comment noted. 

10 Yes – does not agree with original estimate of needs.  Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

11 Use of vacant sites in town centres. Comment noted. 

12 Use of vacant sites in town centres. Comment noted. 

13 Tree planting should be part of new developments but 
preserving current hedges and mature trees should be 
considered more of a priority.  

Comment noted. 

14 No – not essential for recreational purposes.  Comment noted. 

15 Large scale development considered inappropriate. Comment noted. 

16 Tree planting should be part of new developments but 
preserving current hedges and mature trees should be 
considered more of a priority. 

Comment noted. 

20 Cycling and walking important as high traffic levels in area. 
No new roads in plan.  

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 

21 Every house should have a charging point. Comment noted. 

22 Borough plan should be re-evaluated to consider actual 
requirements over a 5 year period.  

Noted. 

25 Do not agree. Considered consultation to be unhelpful.  The Council undertook comprehensive consultation for the 
document including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 

26 Consultation ‘poorly advertised, badly displayed and 
misleading’. 

As above. 

 Consultee responder found many questions difficult to 
understand/ complete and considers form is not suitable for 
general public.  

As above. 

12 Mr PW  1 Yes. Comment noted. 

7 Option 1. Comment noted. 

8 Option A. Comment noted. 

13 Yes. Comment noted. 
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14 Yes. Comment noted. 

16 Yes. Comment noted. 

25 No – traffic issues should be looked at cumulatively rather 
than in isolation. 

Development proposals are required to take into account existing 
development and other proposals in the locality prior to their 
determination. 

26 Allocation EMP2 in relation to the point above as well as 
playing fields, flood prevention, preserving rights of way and 
landscaping. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

13 Mrs WB The British 
Horse 

Society 

7 Option 1 – to protect access to the countryside. Comment noted. 

8 None of the above. Option 1 from Q7 is preferable but 
failing that Option A. 

Comment noted. 

11 Option 1 or 2 to avoid negative impacts on rights of way and 
access to the countryside whilst also using development 
opportunities to extend the PROW network. 

Comment noted. 

20 The off-road network should be prioritised and should be 
inclusive of all vulnerable road users, including horse-riders. 

Comments given in relation to the question are noted which 
confirms that the Active Travel definitions includes horse riders as a 
vulnerable road user. 

26 Creating and sustaining rights of way and shared NMU 
routes has resource implications which need to be reviewed 
in light of the increased use of rights of way since the 
pandemic. 

A new evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later 
stages of the Borough Plan review process in relation to the impact 
of Covid. 
 

14 Mr ID Canal and 
River Trust 

20 Revised wording for Policies SA1 and HS2 could highlight the 
potential of walking and cycling infrastructure, including 
canal towpaths which are an important traffic free route for 
both leisure and utility. Towpaths should be considered an 
integral element of the infrastructure needed to encourage 
greater connectivity. 

The comments given in relation to incorporating the canal network 
as an asset into the wording of Policies SA1 and HS2 is noted and 
will be considered at the next stage of the plan review. 

26 The canal network is a multifunctional resource that has the 
potential to contribute positively towards the delivery of 
objectives in the Plan. The review should aim to incorporate 
references to the roles that the canal network can play in 
particular: canal’s role in placemaking; sustainable walking 
and cycling routes; an important historic feature; health and 
wellbeing benefits; visitor attraction. 

The Council acknowledge the wealth of benefits our canals provide 
for the local community and will seek to incorporate their benefits 
into policies and on a site-by-site basis at the next stage of the plan 
review. 

15 Mr IT Cerda 
(submitted 
on behalf of 

Vistry 

Group 

7 Option 2 - with regards to the use of either greenfield or 
Green Belt land, this needs to be led by the needs that are 
being met through the release of land. NBBC have accepted 
a responsibility to accommodate some of Coventry’s unmet 
need (now increased by 35%). Some of the most appropriate 
locations are likely to be within the Green Belt. These sites 
will inevitably be closer to Coventry and will more likely 
result in sustainable travel patterns. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
local plan review. 

9 Further consideration should be given to increasing the 
proposed density of development on existing allocated sites, 
facilitated by increasing either the net or gross dwellings per 
hectare. This would result in greater utilisation of any Green 
Belt land released. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

8 Vistry Group would not support a review of the allocated 
sites. Vistry Group currently have an option of a parcel of 

Careful consideration will need to be had to the appropriate 
housing requirement to be contained within the Borough Plan 
Review. 
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land north of Coventry Road, Bulkington, which forms part 
of allocation HSG8: West of Bulkington. 
Considering reviewing the delivery of allocations only two 
years after the Plan has been adopted is premature. Given 
the process of the Concept Plan (for HSG8) was not adopted 
until July 2020 created an inability for developers to submit 
planning applications until last year. It is considered that a 
review of the appropriateness of the housing allocations 
would be unjustified, as there are not notable or unjustified 
delays with the progression of sites. 

 

11 Option 2 – refer to comments for Q7. Comments noted. 

16   The Coal 
Authority 

 No specific comments to make on the questions asked but 
consider that the potential risks posed to development 
proposals by past coal mining activity, including land 
instability and public safety issues, should be addressed as 
part of the Borough Plan review.  
Recommend the inclusion, in any new Local Plan, of a policy 
to address issues of ground instability and should direct 
applicants to the information required to support any 
planning application. 

The Council will continue to work with The Coal Authority at the 
next stage of the Borough Plan review to ensure the comments 
provided are carried forward to Regulation 19. 

17   Coventry City 
Council 

 The majority of matters relate to local choices to be made by 
NBBC. CCC wish to stress the importance of effective joint 
working, especially around the shared borders. Expect to 
engage in detail prior to the next formal stage of 
consultation. 
CCC is disappointed to see that NBBC will be withdrawing 
from the current Memorandum of Understanding and based 
on available evidence this is considered premature and 
without a basis in evidence. 
Recommend plan period aligns with the HEDNA (up to 
2043). 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. 
 

18 Miss KC Ash Green 
Residents  

1 The plan has been going on too long and was passed in 
2018/19. 

This review seeks to update and review the plan adopted in 2019. 
The review of the local plan is a long process which requires 
reviewing evidence bases and several Regulation stages and so The 
Council has begun preparing the next local plan even though the 
current plan was adopted in 2019. 

2 Housing figures have been overestimated and need 
reassessing.  

The sites allocated and housing figures in the extant Borough Plan 
reflect the requirements set out within this document at that time. 
As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed. 

4 Option 1 – more focus away from M6 J3 which is already 
gridlocked. 

Option preference noted and comments regarding the M6 J3 
capacity will be considered at the next stage of the plan review. 

5 Considers new employment areas should be away from M6. Preference noted. 

6 It depends if the previous industrial uses have left 
contaminated land/toxic materials. 

Any land previously used for industrial uses will have to undertake 
ground studies to establish the extent of any land contamination. If 
toxic materials are found then they would either need to be 
remediated prior to any future development or the potential land 
uses of that area would be restricted to ensure the safety of any 
future occupier. 
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7 Excess of housing not needed. As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements for future 
housing will be reassessed. 

8 No justification for building on Green Belt. Any development in the Green Belt will be subject to meeting 
exceptional circumstances as set out in national planning policy. 
More information can be found in The Joint Green Belt Study 
(2015) published by NBBC in conjunction with other Local Planning 
Authorities in the local area. 

10 Overdevelopment will have an adverse impact on residents’ 
health and wellbeing.  

Comment noted. 

11 Considers that housing numbers should be lowered in all 
areas by refusing outside requests. 

The Council have a Duty to Cooperate with nearby local authorities 
at set out in national planning policy framework and as such NBBC 
will have to take on some of Coventry City Council’s unmet need. 

12 Disagrees. Comment noted. 

13 Trees have many benefits and should be supported. Comment noted. 

14 Supports natural growth. Comment noted. 

16 The higher the target for trees, the better.  Comment noted.  

20 Yes - Walking and cycling important for health and 
wellbeing. 

This comment is noted and agreed. 

21 Considers electric vehicles to be problematic.  Comment noted. 

23 Biodiversity as a very important issue. Noted and agreed. 

25 No, residents unhappy about volume of green space being 
used for development.  

This comment has been noted and will be reviewed at the next 
stage of the plan review when focusing on existing green spaces. 

19   CPRE 
Warwickshir

e Branch 

1 Yes although in general Local Plan periods are too long – 10 
years would be appropriate.  

Comment noted. 

2 Agrees it should be updated. Coventry housing projection 
are unsound and assumes the Memorandum of 
Understanding between LPAs. 

As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed including housing requirements of adjacent Local 
Authorities. 

3 The Joint Green Belt Study of 2015 is flawed and should be 
replaced with a new review covering the whole West 
Midlands which has been subject to full and fair public 
consultation. 

Comment noted and as part of the Borough Plan review all 
evidence-based documents will be reviewed and updated where 
necessary. 

4 Option 1 – existing employment is underused, and recent 
trends reduces the land needed for employment. Option 2 
and 3 should be withdrawn. 

Comments noted in relation to avoiding additional development 
close to M6 J3 and preference for Option 1. 

5 Current provision of employment land (107ha) should be re-
examined) as it is not justified. 

As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed. 

6 Option 1 is preferable in most instances. Comment noted. 

7 Green Belt should not be used for any residential 
development. Land that should be Green Belt and meets the 
criteria for inclusion should be proposed for inclusion in the 
Green Belt (specifically Bedworth Woodlands). 

Noted that none of the options set out were deemed preferable. 

8 Green Belt should not be used for any new employment 
uses. (There are some employment sites in the Green Belt 
now.) 

Comment noted. 

10 Agreed - There should be a full review of existing allocated 
housing sites in the 2017 Plan where no outline or full 
permission has been granted. Many sites have no 
justification and are based on flawed housing projections 
(e.g HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands/ HSG2 East of Arbury Hall). 

As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed including housing requirements. 

11 Option 1. Comment noted. 
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12 Reduce the number of housing and employment allocations 
by removing some of those in the 2017 Local Plan. 

Noted. 

17 All traditional town centre uses should be acceptable. 
Redevelopment out of town centre supermarket sites for 
housing/industrial. 

Comment noted. 

20 Yes. Noted. 

21 Unlikely to be a long term requirement. Noted. 

23 Yes but a larger biodiversity gain of 20-25% should be aimed 
for. 

Comment noted. 

24 Agreed but must be made part of the Plan. Comment noted and agreed 

25 Disagree. Take out any provision for meeting an invalid 
claimed ‘unmet housing need’ from Coventry. 

As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed including housing requirements. 

20 Mr GC  4 Option 2 but existing infrastructure requires upgrading first 
prior to buildings. 

Comments noted regarding current infrastructure around the A5 
needed upgrading first. 

5 Area adjacent to Bermuda Park Industrial Estate / A444. 
Could join the Arbury housing development and through 
road from Heath End Road. 

Noted and will be considered at the next stage of the borough Plan 
review. 

7 Option 1 – planning departments should act responsibly. Option preference noted. 

10 Agreed. All sites should commit to upgrade or add to 
surrounding infrastructure e.g existing road networks. 

Planning permissions for larger sites include planning obligations 
which can include for improvement to local road network and 
other provisions either directly or via financial contribution. 

13 Tree planting should always be encouraged. Comment noted and agreed. 

14 Should be encouraged where space is available. Comment noted. 

16 Realistic targets should be encouraged. Comment noted. 

21 Coun
cillor 

LC Bulkington 
Ward 

Councillor 

1 Agreed – with a minimum of 2038. Comment noted. 

2 Agreed – current evidence is outdated. Comment noted. 

3 The Memorandum of Understanding based on ONS data 
needs to be reviewed. 

Comment noted and understand that this is being dealt with 
concurrently with the Borough Plan review. 

4 Option 1 will keep development contained and prevent 
sprawl. 

Comment noted. 

7 Option 1 – Land should not be taken from the Green Belt. Preferred option noted.  

8 None of the options – brownfield should be used. Comment noted. 

10 Agreed as current sites propose building on Green Belt. Will 
cause overdevelopment of Bulkington and Hawkesbury. 

Comment noted. 

11 Option 3 – Bulkington is surrounded by Green Belt and 
brownfield land should be used as development on Green 
Belt impacts village’s identity and destroys Grade 2 
farmland. 

Comments noted. 

13 Yes and trees on new developments will help soften the 
impact on existing residents. 

Comments noted and agreed. 

14 Great idea but not at the cost of destroying Green Belt to 
plant orchards elsewhere. Queries how they will be 
maintained. 

Comments noted and maintenance of orchards will be considered 
at the next stage of the review. 

15 Development which will have a clear and obvious disruptive 
effect on the community, beyond what it can absorb or 
naturally mitigate against. Requires additional infrastructure. 

Definition noted. 

16 Exceptionally challenging figures should be set to offset the 
additional CO2 created through new developments. 

Comment noted. 
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23 Feels biodiversity should be left in the first place and not 
destroy Green Belt. 

Comment is noted but where retention of areas is not possible the 
Council is seeking to provide biodiversity gain elsewhere. 

26 The ONS for Coventry. Need to consider in relation to 
neighbouring authorities and their impact on NBBC. 

Comments noted. 

22   Joint 
submission 
on behalf of 

CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

1 Yes – updating it will cause it to run out of line with other 
plan making in the region such as the Coventry and 
Warwickshire HEDNA which will project growth needs until 
2050.  

Noted. 

2 Agree – there have been a number of employment and 
economic studies since the Borough Plan was adopted 

Comments noted and agreed. 

3 The NBBC Employment Land Studies should be updated to 
examine the need for strategic sites and help the borough 
recover from the pandemic. 

Comments noted. 

4 Each of the options has their own positive and negatives. 
Logistics is a key part of Nuneaton & Bedworth, however 
there should be allocations and employment land which is 
located to aid businesses that do not require strategic links 
to thrive. The Plan review needs to address long term deficit 
in job deficit in the area. 

Comments noted. 

5 Allocations and employment should plan for adequate 
supplies of different use classes and include planning for a 
range of sizes and potential sectors. Repurposing 
employment uses in town centres should be promoted and 
employment uses in employment areas should be protected. 
Areas with constraints (urban areas around Nuneaton in 
particular) should be looked at.  

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
repurposing employment uses in town centres are noted. 
 

6 Needs to be a balance to ensure traditional employment 
uses remain the dominant space within industrial estates. 
CWLEP does not support Option 5. 

Comment noted. 

8 Enabling growth and presenting sites which are easily 
accessible and within proximity to other employment uses 
or strategic locations is preferred. 

The options selected for future employment sites are based on 
their proximity to the existing strategic highway network within the 
Borough or locations adjacent to established employment sites. 

13 Tree planting alone will make a very small dent in progress 
to Net Zero – this should be expanded to tackle congestion, 
vehicle use, energy efficient. 

Comment noted. 

17 Policies which seek to compliment the daytime and night-
time economies will be key to the regeneration of area. 
Greater sustainable employment growth should be 
encouraged. 

Comment noted. 

20 Policies should move away from traditional modes of travel 
and consider more ambitious future mobility options e.g EV 
charging/last mile delivery/e-scooters/e-bikes. 

The Borough Plan review seeks to ensure that more sustainable 
modes of travel are accessible and development is located in the 
appropriate places to reduce the need to travel.  

26 CWLEP believes that strategic and sub-regional planning 
ought to be mentioned within the document. The HEDNA 
will provide the basis for joint working and initiatives within 
Coventry & Warwickshire for enhancing economic growth. 

Comment noted. 

27 The early review of the Local Plan lacks a strategic context. 
Future housing and employment requirements need to be 
considered in the context of subregional not just within 
NBBC. 

The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of its 
options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 
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Urges Council to cover the period up to 2050 to align with 
HEDNA.  
Recommend next stage of the review is held until the 
direction of travel by central government is established 
following the 2020 Housing White Paper. 

23 Mrs KD   Respondent feels there are too many developments in the 
area causing traffic issues and loss of wildlife habitats/trees. 
Agreed the plan needs to be updated and existing allocated 
sites should be reviewed. 

Comments noted. 

24 Mr RD  4 Prefer existing employment centres to be extended, better if 
sites are around public transport networks, M6 J3 would 
cause more traffic. 

Comment noted. 
 

5 Land around Tuttle Hill Quarry next to railway for example 
where it less attractive to residential, maybe more mixed 
developments. 

Noted. 

6 Option 2. Comments noted. 

7 Option 1. Comments noted. 

8 Option A. Comments noted. 

10 Agreed. Comments noted. 

11/12 Make use of existing spare sites, reuse of existing buildings, 
looking at higher density options particularly town centre 
and to the edge of, for e.g high rise development up 10 
storeys. This would create more business for existing shops 
for example. Make use of brownfield sites on edge or 
suburban sites. Building around existing public transport, e.g 
a denser housing community around Bermuda Park station. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward to the next stage of the 
review. 

13 Yes. Comments noted. 

14 Depends if suitable for development. Comments noted. 

16 Targets should be set. Comments noted. 

17 Option 1 (Use Classes E/A4/A5). Comments noted. 

18 No. Comments noted. 

19 Option A. Comments noted. 

20 Yes more emphasis on cycling and walking as long as it is 
backed by improvements. 

Comments noted. 

21 Yes. Noted. 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Yes. Noted. 

24 Yes. Noted. 

25 Yes. Noted. 

26 An upgraded public transport (buses in particular) is 
required for example bus lanes or bus only lanes in new 
developments. 

Comments noted. 

25 Mr RD  N/A Poor review meeting held at Goodyers End Primary School. 
The meeting was badly advertised meaning most locals who 
may have an opinion on the proposals were completely 
unaware it was happening.  
 
Too much housing and not enough infrastructure to cope. 
The council needs to be prioritising traffic issues.   
 

The Council undertook comprehensive consultation for the 
document including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 
 
The Planning System is only able to consider the implications of 
future development and ensure that highways are able to 
appropriately deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways 
authority (WCC) for this information and an updated evidence base 
in relation to transport. 
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EMP7 is in a completely inappropriate location. It is a 
valuable green space and appreciated farm land buffer. Also 
have grave concerns on the size of the Hospital Lane housing 
development for much of the same reasons. 

 
The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

26 Mr AD Apus 
Projects 
Limited 

1 Yes the plan period is appropriate. Noted. 

4 Option 3. Noted. 

5 No. Noted. 

6 Option 2. Noted. 

8 Option C, poorly performing and deliverable greenbelt sites 
in sustainable locations should be considered.  

Noted. 

27 Mr WD  1 Agree. Noted. 

2 Yes, it’s out of date. Cannot keep building houses indefinitely 
and it is not sustainable to keep expanding the population in 
this way. 

Noted. 

4 Option 1- more houses built means more employment 
facilities are needed. 

Noted. 

7 Green belt should not be used for housing development 
under any circumstances, green spaces are already getting 
smaller and we should leave these areas for our leisure and 
wildlife. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential housing development 
sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

8 Green belt should not be used for new employment 
developments under any circumstances, green spaces are 
already getting smaller and we should leave these areas for 
our leisure and wildlife. The more houses we build the more 
employment opportunities will be required and even more 
space will be taken up construction new employment 
buildings. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
 

10 Should be a review. There are already large house building 
sites around the borough. currently 200 houses being 
constructed in Bulkington equating to possibly 300 or more 
extra cars in the village, Bulkington it is a village not a town. 

Noted. 

11 Any housing development plan which does not take into 
account the local infrastructure or the needs of the local 
people is a bad plan wherever it is situated. 

Noted. 

13 Should be a plan for tree planting. Noted. 

20 Yes. Noted. 

23 Any development should replace an equivalent area to the 
one they have destroyed. 

Noted. 

26 There needs to be more consideration to the infrastructure 
when building houses, there appears to have been no such 
consideration to this in Bulkington. 

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 

28 Cllr KE Cabinet 
Member for 

Public 
Services, 

Nuneaton & 

1 In part yes. Noted. 

2 Yes, the current evidence base needs to be updated and 
replaced. Some of the evidence used to create the current 
Borough Plan is 10−15 years out of date. As well as this, our 
housing numbers are based upon flawed ONS data. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
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Bedworth 
Borough 
Council 

3 As referenced above, the ONS housing data needs to be 
updated. I would also support the request of the Woodlands 
Action Group to have new ecology surveys done on the 
HSG4 allocation. 

Noted, as per Q2 response. The Council would require updated 
technical surveys to be prepared on existing allocated sites as part 
of the planning application process. 

7 Clearly, the sites that are most deliverable. In the case of 
HSG4, this is not deliverable and will not help the Council 
meet its 5 year housing land supply. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

10 Yes. This is something the Planning Inspector supported at 
the end of the hearings. HSG4 needs to be treated as a 
priority for a review because the site is not deliverable. 
Therefore, it makes sense to completely remove this 
strategic allocation from the plan. 

Noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 We desperately need to get more housing within Town 
Centres. 

Noted. Options 1 and 2 prioritise the location of new residential 
uses within existing urban areas, which includes town centres. 

12 As per Q.11- town centres. Noted. 

13 Trees can become expensive for the council to maintain. So 
any future tree planting needs to be done right. 

Noted. 

14 Wouldn’t have anything against this. Noted. 

20 Noting against this. Noted. 

21 Yes, should be looked at. Noted. 

25 It needs to be about the deliverability of sites, and I think 
there needs to be potentially a sub review within the review 
to look at this. 

Noted. As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will 
be reassessed. The Council’s Authority Monitoring Report sets out 
the progress being made towards delivering its objectives in the 
Plan. 

29 Mr BF  1 15 years is certainly a good period providing that associated 
infrastructure is also considered. 

Noted. 

4 Option 2. Whilst the Borough has good transport links and is 
at the heart of the motorway network, the actual road 
infrastructure through Bedworth and Nuneaton is already at 
capacity. 

Noted. The Planning System is only able to consider the 
implications of future development and ensure that highways can 
appropriately deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways 
authority (WCC) for this information and an updated evidence base 
in relation to transport. 

6 Option 4. Noted. 

7 Option 1- preserve Green Belt as best we can. Noted. A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an 
updated evidence base which will consider potential development 
sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. 

8 Option A- preserve Green Belt as best we can. Noted. A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an 
updated evidence base which will consider potential development 
sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. 

9 Urban areas, countryside, Green Belt. Noted. 

10 Yes- especially when you are trying to overcompensate for 
Coventry. 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 

11 Option 2- focus of key transport infrastructure. Noted. 

13 Yes targets per year should be set. Noted. 

14 Yes, but who would be responsible for maintenance. Noted. 

17 Difficult to answer- in Bedworth All Saints Square is dead 
after 5pm. 

Noted. 
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18 Hybrid plan with mixed use including residential to sustain 
City Centres. 

Noted. 

19 Option C. Noted. 

20 Yes, there should be more emphasis on Cycling and Walking, 
in an attempt to improve people’s well-being. 

Noted. 

21 Yes, some form of provision for vehicle charging should be 
provided. 

Noted. 

22 No, there needs to be an emphasis on Cycling and Walking, 
this will also support your Making the journey to school 
safer and improved walking routes to schools. 

The Borough Plan review seeks to ensure that more sustainable 
modes of travel are accessible and development is located in the 
appropriate places to reduce the need to travel.  

23 Yes bigger focus on biodiversity. Noted. 

24 Yes design codes should be addressed by SPDs. Noted. 

25 Key issues have been identified but not addressed. There 
needs to be an emphasis on Cycling and Walking, this will 
also support making the journey to school safer and 
improved walking routes to schools. 

Noted. I&O is the first consultation stage of the Borough Plan 
review with more details considered at the Publication Stage. 
Section 10 and Local Community Section of Broad Issues within I&O 
notes requirements to improve walking and cycling routes. 

26 There needs to be an emphasis on Cycling and Walking, this 
will also support your Making the journey to school safer 
and improved walking routes to schools. 
 
The proposed improvements / transport mitigation for 
“South Bedworth” fall very short of the mark and do not 
consider / include the proposed cycle route in any of the 
plans. 

Noted. I&O is the first consultation stage of the Borough Plan 
review with more details considered at the Publication Stage. 
Section 10 and Local Community Section of Broad Issues within I&O 
notes requirements to improve walking and cycling routes. 

30 Miss JT Framptons 
(on behalf of 

AR 
Cartwright 

Ltd) 

 Signed form no questions answered. Response noted. 

31 Mr AG  1 Because of the speed of change in requirements from Brexit, 
government policy etc I would suggest 10 years is more 
appropriate. Just look at the Coventry overspill debacle. 

Noted. The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 
15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  

2 Clearly there is an issue with the Coventry overspill figures 
which increased NBBC housing need by 38%!! 
ONS/OBC seem to have differing views and even West 
Midlands Mayor says they are wrong.  

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 
 

3 Clearly housing v employment v transport.  
 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 

4 Options 1 and 3 seem best. Regarding Option 3 there seems 
little land in NBBC territory near A5 not already being 
covered by housing. Also A5 and Long Shoot already 
notorious traffic black spots. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

5 No. However important to consider traffic and employee 
travel. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

6 There is no one size fits all approach here. For example, 
sticking houses in the middle of Bermuda Park or 
Attleborough Fields makes no sense but putting some on the 
edge of a new development eg, Faultlands could make 
sense. Equally leisure can be integrated into employment eg 
cinema, bowling, go kart track. 

This comment has been note. and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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7 Option 1. Green Belt should be protected but seems 
protection status means nothing.  

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

8 Option A. Noted. 

9 To protect green belt and agricultural land development 
should be targeted at brownfield or derelict/unproductive 
land. Employment should be near existing trunk transport 
links. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

10 Yes – sadly too late for some where planning agreed under a 
flawed plan. Sites should fit need for NBBC and not 
Coventry. 

Comments noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan 
reflect the requirements set out within this document at that time. 
As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan review has a 
legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities to address 
cross-boundary issues. 

11 Option 1 followed by Option 2 (no further explanation). Noted. 

12 No. Noted. 

13 Yes. Noted. 

14 No. No one will care for them. Noted. 

15 No. All developments should comply. Noted. 

16 Yes. To absorb carbon, improve environment and block view 
of unsightly developments. 

Noted. 

17 Mix of uses best option. Noted. 

18 Not really. Noted. 

19 Keep frontages looking attractive. Noted. 

20 I live near HSG9 which emphasises cycling etc but then says 
it is far from schools, shops, employment making car use 
essential. 

Noted. 

21 Every home should have at least 1 EV charging point where 
parking is on site. For designated parking 1 point per 5 
spaces to cater for residents and visitors. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

22 More need to take into account the cumulative effect of 
traffic rather than each development in isolation. 

The Planning System is only able to consider the implications of 
future development and ensure that highways can appropriately 
deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways authority (WCC) 
for this information and an updated evidence base in relation to 
transport. 

23 Fail to see how development improves biodiversity over 
agricultural fields. 

Noted. 

24 Housing and other developments must fit/blend in, 
understood NBBC does not have a natural architecture like a 
Cotswold town but developments should fit in. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review 

25 Traffic is a key issue, it is getting worse. The Planning System is only able to consider the implications of 
future development and ensure that highways can appropriately 
deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways authority (WCC) 
for this information and an updated evidence base in relation to 
transport. 

26 Traffic- no mention of increasing congestion in the Plan. The Planning System is only able to consider the implications of 
future development and ensure that highways can appropriately 
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deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways authority (WCC) 
for this information and an updated evidence base in relation to 
transport. 

32 Mr AC Gladman 1 The plan period of 2023-2038 is therefore appropriate given 
that the Council are not planning for significant growth in 
new settlements. 

Noted. 

2 For the vision to be achieved, it is imperative that the 
entirety of the evidence base that will be employed to 
underpin the Borough Plan Review is updated and reflects 
the most up to date evidence for the Borough. 

Noted. 

7 A hybrid of option 1 and option 3 would be the most suitable 
for the location of new residential growth. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

9 A hybrid approach to the location of new residential growth 
will be required. Settlements with the greatest range of 
services and facilities, with key transport links and access to 
local employment opportunities should receive the greatest 
levels of growth. The Council should fully explore non-Green 
Belt areas adjacent to Nuneaton as not only are they less 
constrained in planning policy terms than Green Belt sites. 
Important to acknowledge that brownfield sites can suffer 
from low land values and insurmountable constraints.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

10 Agree there should be a review of the existing allocated sites 
as this will ensure future development in the borough is 
genuinely plan-led. Non-delivery on allocated strategic sites 
can have a significant impact on the Council’s ability to 
demonstrate a five-year housing land supply as required by 
national policy.  

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

11 A hybrid of option 2 and option 3. There are sustainable 
locations next to key transport infrastructure and not 
constrained by Green Belt designation. Concerns with the 
content of paragraph 7.22 which infers that, should the Duty 
to Cooperate legal obligation be abolished in the future, the 
Council would only need to plan for a housing target based 
on the standard method figure of 429dpa. Utilising a higher 
figure could also enable the delivery of greater levels of 
affordable housing and make a significant contribution to 
the unmet need expected to arise from Coventry City. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
In addition, the Council in preparing the Borough Plan review has a 
legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities to address 
cross-boundary issues. 
 

13 Tree planting is better suited to local design codes rather 
than overly prescriptive policy wording. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

20 It is important to acknowledge that strategic sites are 
capable of delivering other non-car mode solutions to travel 
including public transport solutions such as click-bus and 
light rapid transit systems.  

Noted. I&O is the first consultation stage of the Borough Plan 
review with more details considered at the Publication Stage. 

21 It is important to consider the capacity of infrastructure 
providers (particularly electricity) to cope with the demand. 
Detailed design issues such as this, should be left for the 
Building Regulation process. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

23 Would support a development management policy which 
aligns with the Governments proposals within the 
Environment Bill 2019-2021, which imposes a mandatory 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

requirement for development to achieve a 10% net gain in 
biodiversity. The Council should not look to set a 
requirement over and above the 10% biodiversity net gain 
that the Government is seeking to legislate. 

24 Agree that design codes are best dealt with as a 
supplementary planning document. When considering 
design, the Borough Plan Review should be mindful of the 
outcomes of the Building Better, Building Beautiful review 
and the changes recently implemented to the National 
Planning Policy Framework. Design should be considered at 
detailed application stage. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

26 Yes. The next stage of the Borough Plan Review must 
consider in detail the extent of unmet need arising from 
Coventry City. 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including potential unmet need 
from Coventry. 

33 Mrs AG  1 The current plan only takes us up to 2023 which would not 
be deliverable in the time frame. A longer time frame would 
also allow more time before the consideration of the next 
plan to consider revised allocations. 

Noted. The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of 
its options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 

2 Much of the evidence base is now 10 plus years old , 
transport , environment , air quality, ons figures regarding 
growth have all changed and need to be reviewed . The 
infrastructure and amenities within the village have changed 
and need to be relooked at and updated. 

Agree, the Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points raised 
are noted. 

3 ONS data on which Coventry growth has been calculated. 
These have led to NBBC accepting 4,000 houses from 
Coventry. The Mou should be looked at and the Coventry 
4,000 houses rejected. 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. 

4 Option 1 – No focus on particular areas / employment has 
changed since COVID towards more home working. 

Noted. A new evidence base will be commissioned as part of the 
later stages of the Borough Plan review process. 

6 Option 2 – revisit sites to determine the type of 
employment. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

7 Option 1 – Land should not be taken out of the green belt 
when brownfield sites are available .  

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

8 Option A- caveat that new employment uses should come 
from brownfield sites. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for employment development within the Borough 
Plan review. 

9 The outskirts of towns and town centre regeneration offer 
the best opportunities for housing and in turn will attract 
infrastructure and amenities. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

10 Yes existing sites should be reviewed as a matter of urgency 
before greenbelt land is gone forever. The current plan is 
based on over inflated ONS housing projections. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 Option 3 Locating new residential development in non -
green belt land. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
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against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

12 Recent land changed from Greenbelt to brownfield  
originally farmland. 

Noted. 

13 Tree planting would be welcomed though it would have to 
be carefully managed. 

Noted. 

14 A clear strategy is required , if left unmanaged  this again can 
attract anti social behaviour. 

Noted. 

15 Large scale developments which have clear and obvious 
disruptive effects on the local community, this is above and 
beyond what it can absorb or naturally mitigate against 
requiring additional infrastructure and amenities to cope. 

Comments noted. 

16 Tree planting should be given a target (no explanation). Noted. 

17 Bulkington is a Village. Noted. 

18 Bulkington is a Village. Noted. 

19 Bulkington is a Village. Noted. 

20 Yes- policies SA1 and HS2 be amended to give greater 
emphasis to the importance of cycling and walking 
connections/infrastructure being provided. 

Noted. 

21 Yes the new Borough Plan be amended from that set out in 
policy HS2 to require new developments to install vehicle 
charging points. 

Noted. 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Yes. Noted. 

25 The borough plan is currently destroying a substantial 
proposition of our biodiversity by building on green built 
[belt] land. Offering 10% of this back is hardly fair 
compensation, especially when poor site selection has been 
used without a proper methodology. Further environmental 
studies should be carried out by NBBC. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. The Council’s evidence 
base will be reassessed and updated where necessary as part of the 
Borough Plan review.  

34 Mr PC Godfrey 
Payton on 
behalf of 
Nicholas 

Chamberlain 
School 

Foundation 

10 Para 7.13 states that ‘as part of the Borough Plan Review, it 
is proposed to undertake a review of allocated sites to 
reassess their suitability for allocation.’ The question posed 
is unclear whether the review is specific to the suitability of 
the allocated site or would deal with the question of speed 
of achievability. It is considered inappropriate to review the 
suitability of allocated sites given the fact that this has been 
tested at Examination relatively recently (2 years). The 
allocated sites inclusion within an adopted Local Plan, which 
has been tested and found sound by the Planning Inspector, 
does by its very nature indicate that the allocated sites are 
suitable. A change in the housing requirement, as outlined in 
the Issues and Options paper, does not change the test of 
suitability of the allocated sites. What it would seemingly do 
is change the pressure for speed of housing delivery across 
the allocated sites rather than entertain a notion of de-

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. An 
updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period 
as part of the Borough Plan review. 
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allocating sites. It would be considered counterproductive 
for the LPA to create uncertainty by reviewing the allocated 
sites as part of the Borough Plan review. The landowner of 
HSG4 and HSG5 is progressing these sites to ensure delivery 
as required within the existing adopted Borough Plan. 

35 Mr GP Godfrey 
Payton on 
behalf of 
Coventry 
Diocesan 
Board of 

Finance Ltd 

7 Sustainability should be at the core of the assessment for 
the location of land for residential uses. The redevelopment 
of brownfield urban land is likely to be in a location that is 
sustainable. The green belt boundary is drawn tightly around 
parts of the Borough’s urban areas but not others.  
There are parcels of land which were identified in the 2015 
Joint Greenbelt Study as being ‘low-performing green belt 
parcels’ but were not allocated for residential use in the 
Borough Plan.  Coventry Diocesan Board of Finance Ltd own 
14.13 acres of land the north of Marston Lane, Bedworth. 
The land is considered to be urban back land which is prone 
to misuse and anti-social behaviour. It is considered most 
suited for development for residential use. Whilst this land is 
within the green belt it is, by its nature, urban as identified 
within the Joint Green Belt Study 2015. Option 3 is therefore 
favoured. 

Noted re Option 3. A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part 
of an updated evidence base which will consider potential 
development sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set 
out in national policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, 
development locations will be suggested in the plan that consider 
more than Green Belt considerations 

12 There are parcels of land which have been identified as 
being low performing in terms of green belt within the Joint 
Green Belt study and are in a sustainable location, such as 
parcel BE1, which is considered, by its nature, to be urban 
then it is considered reasonable that these parcels should be 
assessed favourably as part of the spatial options rather 
than being dismissed simply because they are included 
within the green belt. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
 

36 Mr AJ Heaton 
Planning Ltd 
on behalf of 

Tarmac 
Trading Ltd 

10 Development will commence at strategic housing allocation 
HSG7 – East of Bulkington within the first 5 years of 
adoption of the Borough Plan, as per the relevant policy 
aims. Significant progress has been made up to date, with a 
planning application due to be submitted before the end of 
2021. 

Noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. An 
updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period 
as part of the Borough Plan review. 
 

37 Mrs CH  N/A The form does not allow me to raise the concerns that I wish 
to raise. The proposed allocation of several new industrial 
areas in the Ash Green and surrounding areas is extremely 
worrying.  Ash Green, Exhall and Keresley Village are small 
communities located in the M6 Junction 3 area.  An area 
which appears to be favoured for a number of new industrial 
areas on our greenbelt land. You are not providing these 
sites to meet existing demand and it would also appear as to 
attract such companies away from Coventry and 
surrounding areas.  Suggests investigating the use of land 
either side of the A444 on the Nuneaton and Bedworth 
corridor which is currently home to existing Industrial areas 
and has easier access to the M6. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for employment development within the Borough 
Plan review. The proposed options selected for future employment 
sites are based on their proximity to the existing strategic highway 
network within the Borough or locations adjacent to established 
employment sites. 
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38 Mr BS Highways 
England 

3 Consideration needs to be made for meeting the Housing 
Need for the Borough and wider Warwickshire County, and 
therefore a review of the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment needs to be reviewed. As under the adopted 
Borough Plan, it is anticipated that further growth will need 
to be accommodated from Coventry. 
 
The Transport Evidence Base will be critical in understanding 
how the development proposals and aspirations emerging 
will be accommodated on the SRN [strategic road network] 
and local transport infrastructure. It is therefore critical that 
early discussions and engagement takes place with key 
transport and infrastructure stakeholders. We therefore 
recommend the formation of a Transport Working Group to 
aid the development of the Transport Evidence Base.  

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet needs. 
 
The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the Transport Evidence Base are noted. 
 
Consideration will be had to forming a Transport Working Group to 
inform the Transport Evidence Base. 
 
 

4 Highways England has concerns about all options notably 
option 2 and 3 due to the impact these would have upon the 
safe and efficient operation of the SRN 
 
On option 2 - In addition, further development and 
allocations are located to the north of the A5 within Hinkley 
and Bosworth which will impact on the operation of the A5 
Corridor. It should be noted. that the A5 / A47 ‘The 
Longshoot’ Signalised Junction and A5 / A47 / B4666 
‘Dodwells’ Roundabout Junction are operationally 
constrained, and any development greater than within the 
adopted Local Plans cannot be accommodated.  
 
On option 3- It has been identified that the cumulative 
impact of the allocated growth from the adopted Coventry 
Local Plan and Borough Local Plan impacted upon the 
operational capacity of the junction. As a result, a mitigation 
scheme has been identified by Warwickshire County Council 
which will accommodated the growth as identified within 
the Local Plans, and does not undermine the safe and 
efficient operation of the M6 Corridor. 
 
However, any further development or allocations in this area 
cannot be accommodated by this improvement, and 
therefore would result in operational impacts on the M6 
Corridor which would undermine its safety. 

The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for employment development within the Borough 
Plan review. 
 
The options selected for future employment sites are based on 
their proximity to the existing strategic highway network within the 
Borough or locations adjacent to established employment sites. 
 
Highways England comments are noted and the Council will 
consider their position as part of the exploration of potential 
options and the updating of the evidence base informing the 
Borough Plan review. 
 

11 We have considered the spatial options, and we have no 
clear preference to the proposals in terms its location, as all 
options will result in interaction with the SRN, and will 
require infrastructure improvements based on the outcomes 
of the transport evidence base. 
 
We consider that that option 2 should include bus corridors 
as both provide a viable alternative to car based journeys in 

Comments noted. Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the 
plan making process before any new development is proposed, 
with Highways England a crucial consultee as part of the Local Plan 
review. 
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a sustainable manner such has cycle routes and rail 
corridors. 
 
Nonetheless, we know that large development sites located 
in proximity to SRN junctions are likely to impact on the 
capacity of our network. This in-turn, can create potential 
congestion and safety issues. 

20 Support.. Noted. 

21 Support Noted. 

39 Mrs EB Historic 
England 

27, 25 Vision- Historic England raises concerns that the 
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment 
is not included within the vision set out for Nuneaton and 
Bedworth in this document. 
 
Objectives- Whilst Historic England welcomes that the 
historic environment is now included within one of the nine 
Strategic Objectives of the Plan, we suggest an amendment 
to the wording of Objective 7 to “sustains and enhances” to 
better reflect the wording of the NPPF. 
 
Broad Issues- Under the Local Environment section on p.7 
Historic England welcomes the acknowledgement that there 
are many buildings within the Borough which are 
important to local history, but which are not listed. We also 
note reference to the fact that some built heritage has 
suffered from poor quality modification and a lack of 
maintenance and repair. It is imperative that these issues 
are reflected in the “Important Considerations for 
Development” in relation to certain proposed development 
sites. Reference to ‘English Heritage’s’ Building’s at Risk 
Register, should be amended to ‘Historic England’s’ 
Building’s at Risk Register. 

Consideration given to incorporating suitable wording relating to 
the historic environment within the vision as part of the 
development of the Borough Plan review. 
 
 
Agree point on Objective 7 in relation to wording. Seek to review 
and consider. 
 
 
 
 
Noted and will be considered at the next stage of the Borough Plan 
review.  

2, 3, 4, 5, 
7, 8, 11, 
12, 26, 

In terms of growth options for new employment and 
housing allocations, Historic England recommends that the 
Council undertake the process of the ‘Site Selection 
Methodology’, as set out in HEAN3, referenced above, and 
we reiterate that we also recommend that detailed Heritage 
Impact Assessments (HIAs) are prepared for individual sites. 
We also note that one of the potential options for the 
location of future employment areas is to provide 
employment in close proximity to the A5. The A5 corridor is 
potentially sensitive to development with regard to non-
designated heritage assets and there is therefore the need 
to ensure a robust evidence base, working in conjunction 
with your specialist archaeological adviser to inform the 
evidence for any site allocations in this area. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the A5 corridor and site-by-site Heritage Impact Assessments are 
noted. 

13 Historic England notes that this section of the Issues and 
Options document focuses on potential policy proposals to 
increase tree planting in the Borough and that other 

Comments noted. Advice Note to be considered as part of the 
evidence base for the Borough Plan review in relation to the 
historic environment. 
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climate change related matters are left either to national 
policy or fall back on policies of the adopted Local Plan. 
This is a rapidly evolving subject and Historic England has 
published new guidance in relation to the historic 
environment and climate change and also on commercial 
renewable energy. We refer you to the following: 
Historic England Statement on Climate Change and 
Sustainability: Historic England Advice Note 15 (February 
2021): 

17 Whilst Historic England supports the diversification of town 
centres, any regeneration proposals within Nuneaton and 
Bedworth town centres should be fully evidenced and 
take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing 
the significance of heritage assets. 

Comments noted. 

24 Historic England is supportive of Design Codes being 
produced as Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs), to 
ensure that they carry weight in the decision-making 
process. 

Noted. 

28 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
Overall Historic England is pleased to see that some of our 
comments made in relation to the SA scoping Report have 
been taken on board. With regard to Chapter 2, which 
identifies relevant Policies, Plans & Programmes, we 
welcome the inclusion of the Ancient Monuments & 
Archaeological Areas Act, UK 
Government, 1979, but suggest that this should also be 
included in Appendix A. Historic England welcomes the 
amended wording of SA Objective 5, “To conserve and 
enhance the historic environment”, as this aligns the 
objective with a key environmental objective of the planning 
system, as set out in the NPPF at paragraph 8c. 
We note that the commentary on p.30 para.6.3 of the SA in 
Chapter 6.0 ‘Assessing the Issues and Options’, refers to the 
assessment in Table 9 as showing that none of the Borough 
Plan objectives meet SA objective 6, to conserve and 
enhance the historic environment. However, this is listed as 
Objective 5 in Table 6 (p.27) of the SA document. 
Clarification of which objective is referred to should 
therefore be provided. It is further noted. that the SA 
recommends that “to improve the assessment the Borough 
Plan objective 7 could be amended to include historic as well 
as natural environments. This has been done”. Although the 
latest version of the Borough Plan now also includes the 
historic environment within Objective 7, Historic England 
suggests undertaking again the exercise set out in Table 9 of 
the SA (Testing of the Borough Plan’s vision & objectives 
against the SA objectives), so that the historic environment 
is taken into account. 
 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan review. Advice notes for SA will be reviewed and 
addressed.  
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With regard to the scoring of the effects of the options set 
out in the Borough Plan Issues & Options document Historic 
England notes that for Question 4 Option 2 (Provide new 
employment in close proximity to the A5) of the SA this has 
been scored as all question marks in relation to Objective 5 
(i.e. the impact between the option and SA objective is 
uncertain). Appraisal comments of “There is no obvious link 
between this option and this objective’ (p.125 SA document) 
are also noted.. However, as mentioned above, Historic 
England raises concerns that the A5 corridor is potentially 
sensitive to development with regard to non-designated 
heritage assets and this may be an option which would 
result in negative effects for the historic 
environment/Objective 5 of the SA. We also note that in 
scoring the various Options for the location of new 
residential development, negative scores have been given 
for Options which would locate housing development within 
the Borough’s urban areas, and generally positive scores 
awarded for Options which would locate development 
outside of the urban areas. This is on the basis that most of 
the Borough’s statutory historic assets and Conservation 
Areas are located within the urban areas. Whilst this is the 
case, Historic England notes that very broad options have 
been identified at this stage, and there is the potential for 
harm to the historic environment, dependent upon the 
location of development sites. As the Plan is progressed to 
the stage where specific allocations are being considered 
Historic England strongly advises that the 5-step site 
selection methodology set out in HEAN 3 is utilised (as 
advised above) and that this methodology and its findings 
are set out in a Heritage topic paper, as part of the evidence 
base for the Borough Plan Review. 
In addition, Historic England notes that the Baseline for the 
SA (Appendix B) also includes ‘Buildings at risk’ (p.83). In our 
comments on the SA Scoping Report we raised the issue of 
identifying opportunities to conserve and enhance heritage 
at risk through additional indicators in the SA and we are 
disappointed that this has not been actioned, as heritage at 
risk has been identified as a ‘Broad Issue’ for the Borough in 
the emerging Plan. 
To assist with your preparation of the SA in relation to the 
assessment of effect upon the historic environment we refer 
you to Historic England’s Advice Note 8: Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment, 2016 
(HEAN8): Historic England Advice Note 8: Sustainability 
Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment 

40 Mrs EB Historic 
England 

 Duplicate submission made at 16.08 05/08/21 which 
included additional appendix for Town Centres Area Action 
Plan Consultation (not as part of this consultation). 

See previous response with regard to Historic England comments. 
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41   Longford 
Community 
Action for 

our 
Neighbourho

od 

- Response relates to a petition (33 signatures) to update the 
EMP2 Wilson’s Lane Policy and Supplementary Planning 
Document to include: a landscaped buffer zone; 10m 
building height restriction near residential properties; green 
space; play area; playing pitches; protection of PROW; to 
allocate land to support environmental objectives. Also 
request Sowe Meadows is given Local Green Space 
designation and the Council maintain their ‘Your Green 
Track’ infrastructure. 

Comments are noted. 

42 Mrs SG Home 
Builders 

Federation 

1 Agree that a fifteen-year timeframe for the plan period is 
appropriate. 

Comment noted. 

2 Agreed. All policies should be underpinned by up-to-date 
evidence. In particular refer to proposed changes to Parts L, 
F, M, R and S of the Building Regulations. The Council’s 
Viability Assessment should test individual developments 
and plan policies. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan Review. 

3 The BPR should as a minimum meet their own Local Housing 
Needs of 429 dwellings per annum and accommodated 
unmet need for neighbouring areas. The Council should 
prepare and maintain one of more Statements of Common 
ground to include meeting housing needs across the 
C&WHMA. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

7 Boundaries can be altered in exceptional circumstances 
(NPPF para 140/141). The Council should make as much use 
as possible of suitable brownfield sites, optimising density 
and discussions with C&WHMA. Should avoid ‘town 
cramming’. A blanket approach to density is inappropriate. 
Density standards should be in accordance with NPPF para 
125. Promote sustainable patterns of development by 
considering urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, in 
towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or in locations 
beyond the outer Green Belt boundary (NPPF para 142). 

Comments are noted and will be fed into the next stage of the Plan 
review. 

10 The Council should undertake an accurate assessment of 
availability, suitability, deliverability, developability and 
viability of all existing and proposed site allocations. 

Comments noted. 

11 Disadvantages of pursuing any one option in isolation. 
Preferred Spatial Option is a combination of: 

• Option 1 – locating new residential development 

within existing settlement boundaries; 

• Option 2 - small scale, sustainable urban extensions 

focused on key transport infrastructure (the M6, A 

roads, railway stations, cycle routes); 

• Option 3 - locating new residential development in 

non-Green Belt areas; and 

• the release of land from the Green Belt (see HBF’s 

answer to Question 7 above). 

 The preferred spatial option should ensure the sufficiency of 
housing land supply and achieve the Housing Delivery Test. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

13 No (see HBF’s answer to Question 16 below). Noted. 
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14 No (see HBF’s answer to Question 16 below). Noted. 

15 No (see HBF’s answer to Question 16 below). Noted. 

16 Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new 
streets are tree-lined and that opportunities are taken to 
incorporate trees elsewhere in developments (such as 
community orchards). The Council should be encouraging 
the inclusion of more trees in development rather than 
imposing arbitrary targets for tree planting. 

Comments confirming trees should be encouraged rather than 
enforced through policy are noted. It is agreed that it is important 
to ensure the right trees are planted in the right places. 

20 The importance of cycling / walking should be emphasised.  Comment noted. 

21 It is unnecessary for the Council to amend Policy HS2 
because of the Government’s proposals under Part S of the 
Building Regulations. 

Comment noted. 

22 See answer above. Noted. 

23 Policy should align with Government’s proposals as set out 
in the Environmental Bill which set out 10% strikes the right 
balance. 

Comment noted and will be followed as the Government guidance 
is released in due course. 

24 The Council’s policy approach on design should accord with 
the 2021 NPPF, the latest NPPG, the National Design Guide 
and National Model Design Code. SPDs should not convey 
development plan status onto a document, which has not 
been subject to the same process of preparation, 
consultation and examination, contrary to the Town and 
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 
2012 (Regulations). 

Comment noted. 

25 The Council should also identify the individual policies to be 
reviewed, e.g the Council’s affordable housing tenure mix 
should accord with the 2021 NPPF expectation that at least 
10% of homes will be available for affordable home 
ownership (para 65) and the 24 May 2021 Written 
Ministerial Statement requirement for 25% of affordable 
housing to be First Homes.  

Comments noted. 

43 Mr JH Howkins & 
Harrison 

1 Agreed. Noted. 

2 Yes due to time period since previous evidences were 
prepared. 

Comment noted. 

3 No. Noted. 

4 Preference for Option 3 but “with access to” not “close” as 
this lacks definition. Option 2 is possible but the North 
Warwickshire Plan is based on development along the A5 
corridor and NBBC have opportunity to avoid adding 
congestion. 

Preference for Option 3 noted. 

5 No. Noted. 

6 Policy should not be too prescriptive and allow flexibility 
though market led changes. 

Noted. 

7 Option 3 should be chosen with more flexibility to choose 
sustainable locations. Green Belt is an outdated 
interference. 

Comment noted. 

8 Option C preferred with sustainability being the driving 
force. Green Belt is outdated. 

Comment noted. 

9 Sustainability should be considered from the view-point of 
the District as a whole including all of the villages, and not 

Comments for a preference for adding to existing villages as a 
sustainable option noted. 
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on a location by location basis. Consideration should be 
given to the fact that you can bring sustainability to a village 
by adding people. The move towards electric cars means 
future growth of a village can be sustainable. Policy should 
be compulsory for villages to take a small amount of growth 
each year. 

10 Yes. Comment noted. 

11 All three options should be considered as they are not 
mutually exclusive. 

Comment for blended approach noted. 

12 No. Noted. 

13 Yes but further evidence required by tree experts regarding 
number/type of tree. 

Noted. 

14 No. Could be subject to vandalism. Noted. 

15 No. Noted. 

16 Further evidence required but could be appropriate. Noted. 

17 Should not refer back to old use classes. Noted. 

18 All uses should be allowed in order to provide flexibility. Comment noted. 

19 Frontages change over time and policy should reflect this. Comment noted. 

20 Yes. Noted. 

21 Yes in principle but refrain from overprovision due to burden 
on electricity capacity. 

If this policy is taken forward, then new developments will have to 
demonstrate they can provide the necessary infrastructure and 
capacity to support such a requirement. 

22 Yes. Noted. 

23 Yes – should follow national planning policy. Noted. 

24 Yes. Noted. 

25 Yes. Noted. 

26 No. Noted. 

44 Mr PS Inlands 
Waterways 
Association 

1 Yes. Noted. 

2 Yes. Noted. 

3 Conservation Areas: The Coventry Canal and the Ashby Canal 
warrant designation as Conservation Areas. 

Comment noted. 

4 Option 3. Noted. 

7 Option 1. Noted. 

8 Option A. Noted. 

9 Intensification of density by redeveloping old housing and 
industrial estates. 

Comment noted. 

10 Yes - any Green Belt sites not yet fully developed 

should be reviewed and terminated if non-GB 

alternatives now exist. 

Comment noted. 

11 No allocate Green Belt development and minimise 
greenfield development. 

Comment noted. 

12 Intensification of density by redeveloping old housing 
estates. 

Comment noted. 

26 The Coventry Canal and the Ashby Canal within the Borough 
are major heritage, amenity and recreational assets 
warranting Conservation Area status. 

Comment noted. 

45 Mrs IS  1 Disagrees. Guidelines keep changing to detriment of the 
public. 

Comment noted. 

2 Yes because guidelines are not adhered to. Comment noted. 
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3 The Statement of Community Involvement needs updating 
and made more clear. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. New evidence base which may 
include the SCI will be commissioned as part of the later stages of 
the Borough Plan review process. 

4 Options 1 and 2 only. Option 3 has already lost all it’s Green 
Belt. 

Preference for Options 1 and 2 noted. 

5 No extra options needed if present sites are not at capacity. Comment noted. 

6 Option 1 is preferred providing it is not being land banked – 
in that case a time limit should be set. 

Comment noted. 

7 None – infrastructure should be costed first prior to any 
application. Option 2 would therefore be the only option for 
those communities who lost their Green Belt in the last Local 
Plan. 

Comment noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Plan review. 

8 Option C provided consultation is undertaken which is in a 
way the public understand. 

Comment noted. 

9 Early engagement should be undertaken with any strategy 
taken. 

The Council endeavour to engage with the public at each stage of 
the consultation process and undertake comprehensive 
consultation including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 

10 No, too time consuming. Comment noted. 

11 Options which consider communities and not just houses – 
associated infrastructure and supportive of inclusive growth. 
Those that include Sustainable Community Strategies and 
Local Area Agreement.  

Comments noted. 

12 Yes any in accordance with the NPPF. Noted. 

13 Yes – should be tree requirement per metre in any size 
development. Mature trees should not be replaced by 
saplings they should be replaced by similar species/sizes. 

Noted. 

14 Yes if suitable to the area and if it is maintained 
appropriately. 

The Council would look to confirm during the planning process of a 
proposal to ensure any future orchard would be maintained. 

15 Unsure. Noted. 

16 Option 3. Noted. 

17 Should be approached on a best quality and best fit basis. Comment noted. 

19 The best outcome should be chosen to showcase Nuneaton 
and Bedworth in the future.  

NBBC will endeavour to present the best options to promote the 
town centres. 

20 Yes provided NPPF supports and future road infrastructure 
in considered. 

Comment noted. 

21 Yes. Noted. 

22 No see above. Noted. 

23 Yes if in accordance for Government policy. Comment noted. 

24 No best to keep as dealt with previously. Noted. 

25 Difficult to assess. Noted. 

26 Statement of Community Involvement needs to be 
addressed and updated. Need to be easier for the public to 
understand. 

Comments noted and will be taken on board for future 
consultations. 

46 Mr IJ  1 Yes. Noted. 

2 A lot of work put into evidence base but local needs have 
taken a back seat compared to Government’s high housing 
targets. 

Comment noted. 
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7 Option 1 – Green Belt is an important restraint against 
sprawl. 

Preference noted. 

8 None of the options, we should not prioritise land in the 
countryside for employment uses. 

Comment noted. 

9 Make a ‘heat map’ with higher end of the scale showing 
more employment uses where higher priority for additional 
areas should be given. Housing nearer to higher 
employment density may reduce commuting traffic. 

Suggestion has been noted and will be considered at the next stage 
of the Borough Plan review. 

10 Yes – some of the sites should be removed from the plan. 
For example, Bulkington has already had planning approved 
for 200 houses and HSG7 and HSG8 should be removed and 
kept as Green Belt for a number of reasons including traffic, 
loss of privacy, wildlife issues, flooding, parking. 

Comments noted and The Council are aware of the petition given 
to the House of Commons with regards to these sites. 

11 Non Green Belt although it is sensible to locate new housing 
near to employment sites and train stations to reduce 
traffic. 

Comment noted. 

12 Make a ‘heat map’ with higher end of the scale showing 
more employment uses where higher priority for additional 
areas should be given. Housing nearer to higher 
employment density may reduce commuting traffic. 

Comment noted. 

13 Yes although not building houses is a better way to reduce 
carbon emission. Feels the Council have been cutting down 
mature trees in recent years, need to ensure the trees are a 
permanent feature. 

Preference noted. 

20 Yes. Comment noted. 

21 Yes both houses and flats should have private parking with 
charge points. 

Comment noted. 

23 Yes. Noted. 

26 Yes – infrastructure improvements should be made within a 
close distance to large development sites. E.g previous plan 
proposed 25% population increase in Bulkington but not a 
25% increase in local provision of infrastructure. 
Ensure a buffer between mature trees and new 
development to protect the tree. 

Comments noted. 

27 Questions whether Bulkington Residents Voice has been in 
contact. 

Please refer to response from Bulkington Residents Voice 
(reference 10). 

47 Coun
cillor 

KK  1 Yes. Noted. 

2 Evidence on population and transport need updating. Noted and agreed. 

3 As above plus employment and education for a post Brexit, 
post Covid low carbon world. 

Comment noted. 

4 Option 1 preferred – it should be noted. in future majority of 
people will work from home/have flexible arrangements. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. New evidence base will be 
commissioned as part of the later stages of the Borough Plan 
review process. 

5 Need to better use areas around railway station. Comment noted. 

6 Option 5 – New age with more technology changing where 
we work. 

Comment noted. 

7 NBBC has the least countryside of any Warwickshire District. 
Disagrees with absorbing Coventry’s need as we have 
already over allocated sites for housing up to 2038. 

The Council have a Duty to Cooperate with nearby local authorities 
at set out in national planning policy and as such NBBC are required 
to take on some of Coventry City Council’s unmet need. 
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8 No more large scale employment sites in the Borough 
required. 

Employment need is based on evidence-based assessments which 
will be commissioned as part of the later stages of the Borough 
Plan review process to establish if there is need. 

10 Agreed. Existing allocations are based on out of date 
evidence. Requests Top Farm, Bedworth Woodlands, Arbury 
amongst others are de-allocated. Queries ONS data for 
Coventry. 

Comments noted and the ONS are looking at the discrepancy with 
Coventry’s population separately. This will be considered further in 
the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment 
(HEDNA). 

11 Already have too much land allocated. Noted. 

12 Town centre focused option needed. Comment noted. 

13 Need to focus on reducing loss of existing mature trees. 
Metric should be based on tonnes of CO2 absorbed. 

Comments noted. 

14 Yes where suitable. Noted. 

16 Requests targets for net gain in tree biomass not just 
numbers. 

Noted. 

17 If more residential uses in town centres then businesses with 
late night operation should be restricted. 

Comment noted. 

19 Reduce retail areas and increase open spaces. Comment noted. 

20 Agreed – must include direct walking/cycling routes through 
developments. 

Comment noted and agreed. 

21 No requirement for car-free homes which have good public 
transport options. 

Noted. 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Baseline should be taken from maximum biodiversity point 
in the last ten years note date of application. 

Comment noted. 

24 If undertaken quickly. Comment noted. 

25 Issue of not being part of the West Midlands for Public 
transport and being over car dependant  
We need planning for health. 

Comment noted. 

26 Require an education policy to tie housing to where school 
places are available 
Transport policy to get the new railways at Stockingford and 
Hawkesbury built. 

Comments noted. 
 

27 Objective to retain young people 
Economic objective should be amended to be a sustainable 
and stable economy. 

Comments noted. 
 

28 Need to focus on air pollution and stop urban sprawl. Noted. 

48 Mrs MK  1 Agreed. Noted. 

2 Agreed – lots of changes over last few years. Comments noted and new evidence base will be commissioned as 
part of the later stages of the Borough Plan review process. 

3 Population studies in particular (especially Coventry). Comments noted and understand the ONS for Coventry is an 
ongoing issue being dealt with separately. 

4 Preference for Option 1 but sites must be accessible by 
modes other than cars. Option 3 has some merits but only if 
public transport is linked directly to the employment sites. 

Preference for Option 1 noted and reasons for Option 3 noted. 

6 Option 1. Comment noted. 

7 Option 1 but most stop at a certain point. Already densest 
part of Warwickshire. If required, housing should be spread 
across the country. 

Comments noted. 
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8 Probably Option 3 provided sustainable is actually 
sustainable in every sense. Green corridors must be 
retained. 

Preference for Option 3 noted. 

9 Preference for more bespoke building as the need arises 
(especially employment). 

Comments noted regarding employment land lying empty if it’s not 
to a company’s specification. 

10 Yes and overall whether additional sites are required at all. 
Infrastructure should be in place first (e.g school places) 
Concerned demand will dry up and sites will be left half 
built. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 Start in the town centres and work outwards prioritising 
vacant sites. Preference for denser smaller properties. 

Comments noted. 

12 Distance from various infrastructure or amenity. Comments noted. 

13 Yes but not just to new developments. Considers climate 
change should be at the heart of all planning decisions. 

Comments noted although how implementation of such a policy 
could be done retrospectively would be challenging. 

14 Disagrees with definition of an orchard (5 trees). Likes the 
idea of a proper orchard but would need community 
ownership. 

Comments noted regarding ownership/maintenance. 

15 Above 15 dwellings as it has greater implications on 
surroundings. 

Noted. 

16 Disagrees, - there should be minimum numbers. Comment noted. 

17 Considers sensible uses and residential allowed but asks for 
limits on betting shops/vaping shops and other unhealthy 
shops. 

Depending on their Use Class, the Council can to an extent limit the 
number of betting shops for example, as planning permission is 
required. However, in the case of a vaping shop, as it would fall 
within Use Class E, provided the unit was already a shop there is no 
control over the type of retail use that replaces it under The Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015 (as amended 2020). 

19 Allow more residentials on outskirts of town centre. Comments noted. 

20 Agrees. Noted. 

21 Yes, EVCP per dedicated parking space. Non allocated should 
have 1 CP per 5 vehicles. 

Noted. 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Agrees and should be on site. Noted. 

24 Should be in the Plan. Noted. 

25 Housing numbers and anything to assist with combating 
climate change. 

Noted. 

26 Housing requirement. Noted. 

28 Tables which score red should be eliminated. Summary tables which score red are discounted sites. 

49 Mr & 
Mrs 

JL & JS  7 Option 1 except HSG4 which was promised to be returned to 
Green Belt. 

Preference and comment noted. 

10 Agreed – the housing numbers are excessive and linked to 
Coventry’s need. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

13 Agreed. Noted. 

50  BL  1 Disagreed. Noted. 

4 No thought on transport. Need to encourage educated 
people to settle in the area. 

Comments noted. 

5 Future changes need to be considered e.g working from 
home. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. New evidence base will be 
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commissioned as part of the later stages of the Borough Plan 
review process. 

7 No Green Belt development. Homes should be affordable for 
local salaries and of an appropriate size. 

Comments noted. 

8 No Green Belt, only build employment if truly needed. Comments noted. 

9 Brownfield and accessible sites by public transport. Noted. 

10 Agreed. Noted. 

11 Public transport accessible. Noted. 

13 Yes. Noted. 

14 Yes. Noted. 

20 Yes, need to reduce car reliance. Noted. 

21 Agreed to encourage users. Noted. 

23 Should be higher. Comment noted and will be fed into next stage of the review. 

24 Disagrees. Noted. 

26 Ash Green traffic already congested, avoid development in 
the area. 

Comments noted. 

51  RB St Philips 
(written by 

Lichfields on 
their behalf) 

1 Agree minimum 15 year period, recommend circa 30 years. Noted. 

2 Agreed, extent will be impacted by outcome of HEDNA and 
extent of the review. 

Comments noted. 

3 Green Belt Review. Other documents will be linked to the 
findings of the HEDNA. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 

7 Option 3 is preferred. Review of Green Belt required as the 
Council does not have sufficient land to meet needs on 
brownfield land. Unmet need constitutes exceptional 
circumstances. 

Noted. 

9 No, refer to Option 3 above as the preferred option. Noted. 

10 Agree. NPPF Para 74 requires annual update of deliverable 
sites. The Council’s 5YHLS figure is ambitious. 

Noted. 

11 Favours Option 2 as this would most align with the 
sustainability aspirations in the NPPF. 
 

Noted. 

12 The housing need figure to come out the HEDNA is a 
minimum figure. Until the implications of the HEDNA have 
been considered, considered premature to finalise a 
preferred growth option. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

13 Supportive of the encouragement for increased tree planting 
in large-scale developments but should be on a site-by-site 
basis. 

Comment noted. 

14 Supportive but as above, should not undermine 
deliverability of the Plan. 

Noted. 

16 Supportive but should have regard to the economic viability 
of the Plan. 

Comment noted. 

23 Supportive of principle but Plan should be cautious in 
advance of Environmental Bill passing in law. Suggest a 
comprehensive package of strategically located habitat 
banks in order to support developments which require off-
site mitigation. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 
 

25 Refers to answer to Q12 – housing requirement to be 
established first. 

Noted. 
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26 Recommends Call for Sites undertaken as soon as possible. Call for sites ongoing. 

52 Ms SG L & Q Estates 
(submitted 
by Pegasus 
Group on 

their behalf) 

1 Plan should be amended to allow for a 30 year plan period. 
The I&Os Document states at Paragraph 4.3 that the result 
of a longer timeframe risks the evidence upon which it is 
based being unreliable over this period…” – this reasoning is 
disputed. NPPF confirms larger sale developments should be 
set within a vision which looks at least 30 years ahead. 
 
L&Q Estates believe there are a number of benefits to 
planning for a greater time period than 15 years minimum 
required by NPPF. Greater certainty to the public and wider 
development industry and ensures development and 
infrastructure can be appropriately planned for. 
 
No reason why a longer plan period should accelerate the 
datedness of the evidence base which underpins it. 
NPPF Paragraph 140 – Green Belt boundaries should ‘ensure 
beyond the plan period’ – planning for an extended period 
allows for a more strategic consideration of Green Belt 
boundaries and whether they still serve their intended 
purpose, as well as whether Green Belt release is require to 
meet needs. 

The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities. The Council is not considering a 
new settlement as part of its options and therefore does not 
consider that the Plan period should extend beyond 2038. 
 

2 Yes, they are almost entirely out of date and trends have 
changed significantly. Latest evidence concerning Green Belt 
and employment requirements in particular are out of date. 
This document as a whole, but particularly the individual 
assessments of land parcels contained therein, is now 
fundamentally and substantively out of date as a result of 
development allocations (including land now released from 
the Green Belt). These factors have fundamentally altered 
the context of land parcels contained within the Study, not 
only in respect of the five purposes of the Green Belt but 
also in landscape and visual terms. 
Particularly the case in respect of Site allocation EMP2 – a 
site of this scale has significant influence on the land around 
it, which currently remains in the Green Belt. 
Fundamental need to NBBC to update evidence in respect of 
the overall quantum of employment land. I particular it does 
not capture the increased demand for Class B2/B8 
employment sites resulting from the increased prevalence of 
online shopping/impact of Covid. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

3 The following need updating:  
Employment Land Study (2016); - acknowledged that the 
overwhelming demand for employment land in the Borough 
was in the distribution sector and that there had a been a 
historic constrained supply of employment land which was 
particularly relevant for this sector. In view of this there is an 
urgent need for new evidence to support the delivery of 
employment development in the emerging Local Plan. 
 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the referenced documents are noted. 
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan; - Significant changes are likely 
to have occurred to the infrastructure requirements within 
the Borough taking into account new development within 
Nuneaton and Bedworth’s administrative area but also 
within Coventry City Council’s administrative area. 
 
Housing Needs Assessment (2010); SHLAA (2016). 

4 Support for Option 3 as it continues the strategy begun 
through the existing plan. More up to date evidence still 
suggests this represents the most appropriate strategy. 
 
Option 1 is highly unlikely to meet current needs. In terms of 
option 2 (the A5 corridor) this would not bring forward sites 
on the motorway network nor would it locate sites 
immediately next to the conurbation. 
 
The I&O document sets out the adopted Plan identifies at 
least 107.8 hectares of employment land to be provided 
between 2011 and 2031 and the plan allocates 86.3 hectares 
of land to meet this requirement. Of the 6 sites identified, 
two have not been the subject of any planning application. 
L&Q queries the assertion subsequently made at paragraph 
5.2. The Coventry & Warwickshire Sub-regional Employment 
Market Signals Study identifies at Figure 5.2 that NBBC are 
only able to demonstrate a supply of between 1.42 and 1.35 
years supply of employment land. Whilst there is no policy 
requirement for this supply to be maintained above five 
years, it is alarming to see there is such a limited supply of 
employment space in the short term across the whole 
region. The most obvious way to rectify this would be to 
allocate a greater number of employment sites though the 
plan review. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the Coventry and Warwickshire Study employment land supply are 
noted. 
 

5 L&Q Estates consider the most important element of the 
strategy of delivering 
employment growth in the borough is captured within 
option 3. 

Comments noted. 

7 Option 3 has to be the most appropriate strategy for the 
delivery of housing development. The designation of Green 
Belt or the open countryside does not in themselves 
consider the wide-ranging sustainability factors which must 
underpin new residential allocations. With regards to Green 
Belt, it is largely a 
historic designation which does not involve many of the 
factors that feed into the delivery of sustainable 
development. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
 

8 Given that the quantum of employment land required 
during the plan period is not known (indeed, the duration of 
the plan period is also not known) then it 

The Council is required in line with national policy and  the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for employment development within the Borough 
Plan review. 
 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

cannot be categorically confirmed whether or not green belt 
release is required to meet employment needs at this stage 
of the plan making process. 
Nevertheless, there is a clear distinction to be made 
between housing and employment land requirements and 
the appropriateness or otherwise of 
locating such developments within the green belt. 
L&Q Estates supports Option C; Large scale employment 
uses, such as Class B2/B8 uses, are most appropriately 
located on the strategic road network, in order to facilitate 
the requirements of the businesses that occupy such uses 
but also to minimise conflict with residential dwellings and 
also minimise their impact upon the wider local road 
network. 
 
This invariably leads to the consideration of sites within the 
green belt given the relationship with the green belt with 
the edge of settlements and 
the strategic road network such as the M6. Such locations 
are often the most sustainable and also results in the co-
location of employment uses as existing employment sites 
are commonly found in these locations. 
 
Regard should nevertheless be had to the requirements of 
the NPPF for green belt boundaries to endure beyond the 
plan period, which, as set out previously should be a longer 
plan period. 

9 L&Q estates confirm that the approach toward employment 
land should follow Option C as set out in Q8 above. Such an 
approach is also appropriate for the hierarchy for identifying 
housing land. 
Option 2 consisting of small scale, sustainable urban 
extensions focused on key transport infrastructure (e.g. the 
M6, A roads, railway stations, 
cycle routes etc) represents the most sustainable option 
being unconstrained by existing policy designations such as 
Green Belt and reflecting the key nodes on the transport 
network which are generally the most sustainable locations. 

Comments noted and preference for option C. 

10 No comment. Noted. 

11 The 3 options identified include small scale sustainable 
urban extensions focused on key transport infrastructure 
which includes the M6 and A roads. 
With the pressure on the Borough Council to deliver housing 
both to meet its own needs, reflect economic factors and 
potentially persist in meeting Coventry’s requirement for 
additional housing, land west of the A444 provides an 
opportunity to deliver a small scale sustainable urban 
extension falling within Option 2. This would also ensure 
that meeting the need for housing in Coventry was located 
close to where that need was generated. 

Comments noted. 
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The other options are unlikely to deliver enough housing to 
meet needs. 

13 L&Q Estates recognises the importance, but has concerns 
with regards to setting targets for tree planting in large scale 
developments. A target-based approach could result in 
inappropriately designed developments simply to fulfil 
targets. Tress should be included on a site-by-site basis. The 
NPPF does not require or support tree planting targets. 

Comments are noted. 

14 As above, should be provided where appropriate and not on 
a blanket basis. 

Noted. 

15 In planning terms ‘major development’. Noted. 

16 See Q13. Noted. 

20 It is considered that it is not necessary to update Policy SA1 
to provide a greater emphasis on the importance of walking 
and cycling infrastructure in general terms, assuming that 
site specific policies for 
individual strategic sites will continue be formulated for new 
allocations identified through the Local Plan Review. Site 
specific policies are clearer than an overarching policy which 
provides vague and general support, 

Position and explanation noted. 

21 As the out in the I&O document, despite not required by 
policy HS2, electric 
vehicle charing points are required through the adopted Air 
Quality SPD and 
emerging Transport Demand Management Matters – 
Parking Standards SPD. L&Q Estates is therefore of the view 
that policy HS2 should accordingly be 
updated to reflect the latest requirements of the council’s 
SPDs. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

22 See responses to questions 20 and 21 above. Noted. 

23 NPPF does not stipulate a percentage gain required. 
Whilst L&Q Estates is aware of the Environment Bill which is 
currently making its way through Parliament, this bill has not 
been enacted and therefore does 
not constitute a legal requirement at this time. indeed, if this 
was the case, the July 2021 NPPF would reflect this, but it 
does not. 
 
It is therefore considered that it is not appropriate at this 
stage for the new Borough plan to require a 10% biodiversity 
net gain. However, should the 
Environment Bill progress to a point where it becomes 
statute and a point of law during the formulation of the local 
plan then this position should be revisited. 

Comments noted. 

24 Delaying the production of design codes to beyond 
the plan-making stage does not provide certainty for those 
responsible for delivering the developments to which thew 
design cods relate. 
 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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From experience on a national basis that development plans 
are adopted with a promise for further details to be 
provided through an SPD which then isn’t forthcoming. 
 
Design codes should be provided at the plan making stage 
wherever possible. 

25 L&Q Estates considered that the broad options available to 
provide a strategy for new development within the borough 
have been identified in the issues and options document. 
However, it is necessary through production of the evidence 
base and engagement with key stakeholders including 
developers and landowners that the options are defined to 
provide the most sustainable future 
for the borough. This should be the principle objective of the 
local plan strategy and it should not, as a principle, be 
unduly fettered by introducing principles such as not 
considering green belt release, which could undermine the 
fundamental objective of delivering new development in 
locations that will 
provide the most sustainable pattern of growth. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

26 The fundamental issue for the local plan is to provide for 
sufficient housing to meet a growth in population and 
deliver the jobs necessary not only for the 
Borough but contribute towards the prosperity of the whole 
region. The emerging plan should acknowledge the key 
locational advantage NBBC has through providing suitable 
sites to meet need. 

Comments noted. 

28 Question 4 Option 3 – L&Q Estates dispute the scoring in 
several aspects 
Question 8 – broadly supportive. 

Comments noted. 

53   Longford 
Community 
Action for 

our 
Neighbourho

od 

 Duplicate response  

54 Mr SM  N/A Attached response not attached 
 
Lack of consideration of District Centres 
Objects to HSG10 but if it goes forward, needs to have GP, 
shops, school and facilities. 

Noted. 

55 Mr GS Bellway 
Homes 

(written by 
Marrons 

Planning on 
their behalf) 

1 The start date for the Local Plan should be based on the 
anticipated timescales for Publication of the Plan, rather 
than the adoption date of the Plan as suggested in the 
consultation document. This would suggest the start year 
should be 2021 given that 
the Plan is published in January 2022, which means the 
housing supply data will likely be taken from the 1st April 
2021. In so doing, the housing requirement (calculated using 
the standard method) would take account of the latest 

The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of its 
options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 
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household growth projections and housing affordability 
data, which takes account of past delivery. 
 
In terms of an end date for the Local Plan, the NPPF states 
that strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum of 
15 years. 
 
Preparing a plan for a longer time period will allow for 
flexibility should plan making slip due to unforeseen events. 
Therefore, it is suggested that the Plan period should be up 
to 2041. This would provide flexibility and a long term 
approach to the delivery of growth, which could support the 
allocation of strategic sites should these form part of the 
spatial strategy.  
 
NPPF Para 22 sets policies should set a longer term vision (at 
least 30 years) for significant extension to towns and 
villages. 
The Plan period should therefore be 2021 to 2041. 

2 The Framework is clear, evidence should be up to date, 
adequate and relevant to the policies in the Plan, taking into 
account market signals (para 31). 
On this basis, all of the Council’s evidence base should be 
reviewed, to consider whether it needs updating. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
local plan review. 

3 HEDNA 
 
SHLAA will need updating. Bellway Homes have submitted a 
new site at Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton for consideration. 
The Council is encouraged to take account of, and rely upon, 
robust evidence put 
forward by promoters for Site’s which would lessen the 
evidential burden of the preparation of the Plan. 
 
The Local Plan will need to promote sustainable patterns of 
development and therefore 
be informed by an up-to-date evidence base that has 
assessed the locations which have the greatest opportunity 
to promote walking, cycling and public transport to 
employment, shopping, leisure, education and other 
activities (paragraph 104 of the 
Framework). 
All emerging policies will need to be tested for viability 
purposes to ensure they do not 
undermine the deliverability of the Plan. The evidence base 
will need to be updated. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the referenced documents are noted. 

4 No comment. Noted. 

5 No comment. Noted. 

6 No comment. Noted. 

7 National policy on changing Green Belt boundaries (para 
141) is clear in that before changes can be justified, the 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
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Council must demonstrate it has examined fully all other 
reasonable options for meeting its identified need for 
development. In preparing this Plan, the Council must 
therefore prioritise meeting its need in the existing urban 
areas. 
followed by land in the countryside that is not Green Belt 
(Option 1). The option is also the most sustainable having 
regard to the SA. 
The need to promote sustainable patterns of development 
must be taken into account, 
but non Green Belt locations should still be fully examined 
first of all. 
The comments are noted. around the potential capacity of 
the existing urban areas which need to be clearly evidenced 
in order to inform the preparation of the Plan. 

against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
 

8 No comment. Noted. 

9 The settlement hierarchy of the adopted Plan is still relevant 
and appropriate to guide 
future development. Nuneaton should remain at the top of 
any settlement hierarchy. 

Comments noted. 

10 Agreed - It would be appropriate to review the status of 
existing allocated sites, and consider 
removing the allocation if the site is no longer deliverable or 
developable. 

Comments noted. 

11 Option 1 – not a realistic option without evidence to support 
the assertion that no further allocations on greenfield land 
will be necessary on the basis that the 
Council’s housing requirement would simply be its local 
housing need figure calculated using the standard method 
(429dpa), and that there are sufficient commitments and 
brownfield regeneration sites coming forward to support 
this.  
 
The consultation document refers to a greater assumption 
going forward about windfall provision. Caution is urged 
should a forensic urban capacity assessment be undertaken, 
as this could result in double counting if windfalls are then to 
be relied 
upon going forward. 
 
However, caution is particularly advised at using the 
standard method figure solely 
prior to completion of the revised HEDNA. 
 
Assumptions are also made about the likelihood of the Duty 
to Co-Operate (DtC) being 
abolished which means that the Council will not have to take 
account of any housing 
needs that can’t be met by neighbouring authorities. 
 

Preference for Option 2 is noted. 
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Option 2 which allows for small scale sustainable urban 
extensions focussed on key transport infrastructure 
(presumably in addition to locating development within the 
urban boundary) is therefore favoured in order to provide 
greater flexibility in ensuring the housing requirement is 
met. Bellway Homes controls land to the East of Plough Hill 
Road, Nuneaton, which is capable of delivering circa 170 
homes. The land would be a suitable allocation in 
accordance with Option 2 for several reasons. 
 
Should a combination of Option 1 and 2 not be sufficient to 
meet housing requirements, allocations in sustainable non 
Green Belt areas should be considered as suggested in 
Option 3. 

12 No comment. Noted. 

13 The encouragement of tree planting in new developments is 
welcome, provided that the amount, type, and location of 
trees is carefully considered. Any target in terms of area or 
number of trees will need to be consistent with the quantum 
of development required to ensure both can satisfactorily be 
accommodated (alongside other 
Requirements. 
One of the barriers to planting of trees in new development 
is the burden of commuted sums towards their 
maintenance, and a flexible approach to long term 
management is encouraged. 

Comments noted. 

14 Orchards of a scale commensurate with the development 
would be an appropriate 
typology for open space provided that this takes the place 
(wholly or in part) of other 
open space typology requirements expected on 
development already. If not, a consequence may be reduced 
capacity on allocated sites and the requirement to allocate 
additional land. The Council may therefore wish to consider 
offsetting the 
requirement for orchards on new developments to land 
which it controls elsewhere. 

Comments noted. 

15 It is suggested that tree planting should be encouraged 
within all developments in 
accordance with the Framework irrespective of scale. 

Noted. 

16 No comment. Noted. 

17 No comment. Noted. 

18 No comment. Noted. 

19 No comment. Noted. 

20 Greater emphasis on cycling and walking connections in 
determining the location of new development is welcomed, 
in accordance with the requirement in Chapter 9 of the 
Framework. 

Support is noted. 

21 As the consultation document points out, building 
regulations are likely to be amended 

Noted. 
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by 2023 at the latest to require vehicle charging points. 
Given that the local plan will 
be adopted in 2023, it is not necessary to duplicate 
regulation. 

22 No comment. Noted. 

23 The Framework provides for biodiversity net gains as a 
minimum. The Environment Bill is likely to require new 
development to meet 10% biodiversity net gain as a 
minimum. 
Again, the Borough plan should be cautious about 
duplicating regulation. 

Noted. 

24 Whether a design code is an SPD depends upon the purpose 
of the design code, whether it is Council or Developer lead 
or prepared jointly. Design codes should be informed by the 
National Model Design Code and in accordance with the 
requirements 
of the Framework. 

Comment noted and will be fed into next stage of the review of the 
Plan. 

25 The issues identified are broadly correct, however the Plan 
should be alive to revising these as evidence is prepared and 
published, e.g. the revised HEDNA. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review.  

28 Table 11 Q11 
In the absence of any evidence, it is not possible to 
conclude the existing settlements will generate sufficient 
new housing within their boundaries to provide decent 
housing for all. Therefore Option 1 is unlikely to result in a 
positive significant effect on housing as set out in Table 11 – 
Question 11. There is more likely to be a significant negative 
effect if unmet housing needs persist in the Borough. 
It is also unclear why Option 2 would have a negative effect 
on waste generation, whereas Option 1 would have a 
positive effect. 

Noted. 

56 Mr KM Woodlands 
Action Group 

1 Agreed with housing targets for local need (minus MOU). Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 

2 Suggests review of most of the existing evidence. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

3 Independent ecology reports should be undertaken on sites 
such as HSG4. 

Noted. 

4 Option 1 given some are not already occupied, with scope 
for extension. 

Comment noted. 

5 Near developments already being built. Jobs should be put 
ahead of housing without infrastructure. 

Comment noted. 

6 Option 1 (except town centres). Comment noted. 

7 The current plan damages the Green Belt and countryside. 
HSG4 should be looked at again. 

Comment noted. 

8 Seek extension to existing employment sites as stated in 
question 4. 

Comment noted. 

9 See Q5. Noted. 
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10 Yes. HSG4 is unsustainable and an ecological disaster only in 
plan due to MOU. 

Noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 Option 2 but with care and consideration for existing 
residents. 

Comment noted. 

12 Town centres. Noted. 

13 Yes and existing roads should be checked for high levels of 
pollution. 

Noted. 

16 Targets should be set. Noted. 

17 C3 should be added to town centres. Noted. 

20 Yes. Noted. 

21 With petrol and diesel cars being phased out it’s a must. Comment noted. 

22 They should be updated to provide more EVCP for the 
future. 

Noted. 

23 Maybe an independent biodiversity expert should review 
sites. 

Noted. 

25 The MOU needs sending back to Coventry. Noted. Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough 
Plan review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring 
authorities to address cross-boundary issues. 

26 Sites currently in the plan should be put on hold from 
planning consent until the MOU situation is assessed. 

Noted. 

27 The Woodlands Action Group gained 10144 signatures in 
1997 to return Bedworth Woodlands to the Green Belt, 
which was and hope will again be Council policy. 

Noted. 

57  M&PM  N/A Objection to School Lane/Bowling Green Lane being used for 
industrial use. Two schools nearby. Existing industrial estate 
in Bayton Road with empty units. 
Green fields are necessary for the health of the nation. 

Comments noted. 

58 Mr RM  2 Yes. More appraisal required on the MOU with Coventry. Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 

3 Yes we need a biodiversity appraisal. Noted. 

4 Option 1 where space is available and Option 3 if schools or 
existing housing is unaffected. 

Comments noted. 

7 Option 3 as the Green Belt is unlikely to be a sustainable 
place. 

Any Green Belt sites will be considered in light of sites that are 
submitted to the Council through the 'call for sites' process and 
dependent on the Council’s chosen Option. 

8 Option 3. Noted. 

9 Commuting to the workplace/schools/retail needs to be 
factored into the selection of land for development. This 
should include access to main routes. 

Noted. 

10 Yes. Don’t believe the MOU with Coventry has been fully 
appraised, and we are now potentially building 4k more 
houses than we need. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

11 Those with the ability to create much needed green spaces 
in our already over-subscribed population. 

Comment noted. 

13 No, we need a balanced Eco system and a balanced 
biodiversity plan. Meadows sequester carbon into the 
ground. Reed beds supply important habitat and water 
improvement. Plant trees in in right places Not at the demise 

Comments noted. 
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of other habitats. Remember trees store carbon during their 
life cycle and release it if cut or dying. 

14 Why not (no further comment given). Noted. 

15 1.5 acres for sport or retail/industrial development. Would 
consider 400 social housing to be large scale as a proportion 
percentage of our borough size. 

Noted. 

16 Yes but see above. Noted. 

17 Set out that use classes E and C3 are acceptable. Noted. 

23 Yes we have a density index of 1.65 per Sq kilometre and are 
ranked 175 in population density. 

Noted. 

24 Yes they are a key mechanism to deliver high quality 
sustainable places, in combination with other documents. 
We have the lowest number of nature reserves in the whole 
of the county. An issue ignored by the planning department. 
See Sustainability Report. 

Noted. 

25 Questions Coventry’s estimates especially including students 
in the population growth. 

Noted. 

28 Paragraph D6.1 
Nuneaton and Bedworth have the lowest number of nature 
reserves in the county. 
The lowest accessibility to woodlands. 
We are the only area of Warwickshire which does not 
contain a WWT site. 

Comments noted. 

59 Miss SM  1 As it is the minimum yes. Noted. 

2 I would think it needs to be updated to adapt to changes 
brought about by the pandemic and Brexit. I personally have 
little faith in some of the evidence and figures presented to 
justify the borough plan when it was originally conceived.  

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process. 
 

3 I would like to see Employment, Transport, Housing, Health 
updated, as these where inadequate during the first 
consultation. Too much housing and industrial development 
with insufficient Health, Transport and Education build into 
the plan.  

Comments noted. 

4 None of these options. Would like to see significantly less 
new employment areas but improvement and regeneration 
of existing sites with much improved transport links.  

Noted. 

5 As far as I’m aware the Bayton Road industrial estate is half 
empty. So if it is not fit for purpose, regenerate it, rather 
than destroying greenbelt land and further destroying our 
ecosystem and biodiversity. To build on the land in Bowling 
Green Lane, a pretty little area, with history and serving as a 
division between Ash Green/Exhall and Bedworth and a vital 
area for wildlife and nature, is criminal. 

Comments noted. 

6 Option 3 (no explanation given). Noted. 

7 Option 1. Noted. 

8 Option A. Noted. 

9 The impact on the people that live there. Noted. 

10 Yes, I think all allocated sites should be reviewed because 
the figures the plans were based upon were inaccurate and 
did not take into account current birth rates, rates of people 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
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moving into the area, now we are post pandemic and early 
Brexit, those figures will have changed, I suspect 
dramatically.  

 

11 Option 3. Noted. 

13 Yes. Noted. 

14 Yes. Noted. 

15 Any development which removes established trees or 
destroys countryside or greenbelt should be planting trees 
and including meadows for insects.  

Noted. 

16 Considers a tree planting target the least NBBC can do. Noted. 

17 Option 3. Noted. 

19 Option B. Noted. 

20 Probably. Noted. 

21 As above. Noted. 

22 Only opinion on transport is on buses. The bus services need 
improving. 

The Borough Plan review seeks to ensure that more sustainable 
modes of travel are accessible, and development is located in the 
appropriate places to reduce the need to travel.  

23 More biodiversity. Wildlife in local area declining. Climate 
and biodiversity should be a priority in the Council’s 
development plans. 

Noted. 

24 Yes great idea to have codes, the borough need more 
beauty. 

Comment noted. 

25 Probably. Noted. 

26 Open spaces and parks, currently the existing ones outside 
of the town centres are horribly neglected and out of date. 
They are so important but I do not think the existing one 
meet the diverse needs of residents. Perhaps a separate 
consultation on improving existing and future open spaces 
would be of use.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

60  AH Coventry and 
Warwickshir

e Clinical 
Commissioni

ng Group 
(CCG) 

1 The plan period of 15 years is in line with the minimum 
specified under the National Planning Policy Framework and 
therefore is acceptable to the CCG because the anticipated 
growth is not such that new settlements will be created.  

Comments noted. 

2 The CCG recognises that it is appropriate to undertake an 
immediate review of the adopted Borough Plan following 
the publication of the updated National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) to provide assurance that the adopted 
plan is in line with the latest updated NPPF guidance. 

Comments noted. 

3 The CCG requests that the associated health and wellbeing 
strategy and associated evidence base is considered. In 
addition the NHS Long Term Plan has set a clear future 
direction of travel for the NHS in England and building on the 
national strategic aims outlined within Five Year Forward 
View and General Practice Forward View places strong 
emphasis on the need to expand and strengthen primary 
and wider out-of hospital care. Development (including 
community and health infrastructure) that supports 
innovations in patient care, increased use of technology and 
integration of health, wellbeing and wider community 
services to develop community wellbeing and cohesion is 

Comments are noted and a new evidence base will be 
commissioned as part of the later stages of the Borough Plan 
review process. 
 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

key to delivering the vision detailed in the Local Plan issues 
and options document.  

4 The CCG does not favour a specific option but requests that 
the assessment of all employment location options needs to 
consider the proximity of the residential areas for the 
employment.  

Comments noted. 

6 The CCG does not have a view for dealing with non-
employment uses on existing industrial estates. The CCG is 
aware that healthcare delivery is in some areas increasingly 
provided from converted retail and industrial units and 
where need and funding is identified would support this use, 
following the standard NHS England health delivery site 
planning processes.  

No option selected but comments made are noted. 

7 The CCG has a duty to ensure that primary medical care 
(General Practice) infrastructure is adequately provided for 
within the Section 106/Community Infrastructure Levy  
framework and that funding of future health provision and 
access is not compromised through housing development 
and population growth.  
Location of new residential areas need to consider; wider 
health service infrastructure; strong partnerships better 
community services; good public transportation; air 
pollution and availability of green spaces. 

No preferred option selected but comments regarding the factors 
which need to be considered for the location of new housing is 
noted and will be considered at the next stage of the review. 

8 Please refer to response above. No specific option favoured  
but requests that the assessment of all employment location 
options needs to consider the proximity of the residential 
areas for the employment.  

Noted. 

9 No comment. Noted. 

10 The CCG has undertaken planning working closely with the 
Borough Council. Any review of allocated sites, where there 
is a major change in the allocated sites position may result in 
significant rework of planning already undertaken by the 
CCG.  
There are a number of key health and care messages that 
need to be considered for any review of allocated sites:  
Wider health service infrastructure accessibility 
Models that are concentrated in geographical areas 
Strong partnerships between community services 
Community wellbeing 
Good transportation links 
Mindful of air pollution and availability of green spaces. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
review. 

11 Please see Q10. Noted. 

12 See above. Noted. 

13 The CCG is mindful that broader issues affecting population 
health and wellbeing, including air pollution/quality and the 
availability of green spaces, are priorities. Recognising this, 
the CCG would strongly endorse the direction of net zero 
carbon and associated sustainability plans.  

Comments noted. 

14 See response above to Q13  Noted. 

15 See response above to Q13  Noted. 
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16 See response above to Q13  Noted. 

17 The CCG is aware that healthcare delivery is in some areas 
increasingly provided from converted retail and industrial 
units and where need and funding is identified would 
support this use, following the standard NHS England health 
delivery site planning processes.  

Comments noted. 

18 See Q17.  

19 See Q17.  

20 The CCG is supportive of any plan which promotes physical 
activity and accessibility; both are key determinants of 
health and wellbeing. 

Support is noted. 

21 The CCG is supportive of plans which improve accessibility 
and the use of greener fuel for transport. 

Support is noted. 

23 The CCG recognises that through biodiversity health and 
wellbeing factors are enhanced, creating improvement in 
health and wellbeing and is therefore supportive of plans to 
meet biodiversity gain targets.  

Support is noted. 

24 The CCG is supportive of design codes being dealt with 
through supplementary planning documents.  

Noted. 

25 See Q26.  

26 The CCG would ask the Borough Council to share as much 
information as possible with it at the earliest stage as 
regards the likely profile of the population arising from any 
planned housing development. This will assist the CCG’s 
wider planning process by enabling it to understand the 
likely health needs of the population, as well as the 
preferred channels of communication of sub-groups within 
the population, which in turn, allows for more effective 
service development, delivery, and population engagement.  
This in particular includes any change from the current 
housing allocation sites, noting the planned schemes in 
place responding to housing and population growth.  

Comments are noted and taken on board. 

61   North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 

Council 

N/A The Council is in general support of the Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Plan Review, Issues and Options 
consultation 2021.  Although disappointing that NBBC state 
they are withdrawing from the current MOU, at this time 
this is not seen as a major issue.  Due to the age of the MoU 
and the commissioning of further evidence such as the 
HEDNA, when this is drafted in the autumn this will pave the 
way for discussions on a future MoU.  
 
There are some significant concerns regarding the approach 
to the provision of housing and the strategic approach that is 
necessary to address wider housing needs and pressures 
North Warwickshire Borough notes the concerns raised by 
the issues and options document but would urge Nuneaton 
& Bedworth Borough to acknowledge the need to 
potentially address wider than local housing need and 
reflect that in the assessment of housing requirement in the 
Plan and the relationships with and cross-boundary co-

The Council in preparing the Borough Plan review has a legal duty 
to co-operate with neighbouring authorities to address cross-
boundary issues. 
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operation with adjoining Local Authorities and the wider 
sub-region, there may be the necessity and need to address 
cross border issues such as housing need through joint 
working partnerships. 

62 Miss HP  1 A Plan period of 15 years is too long. There will be a need to 
take account changes in Climate Change, Climate Change 
legislation, possible changes in Central Government. If the 
Plan was reviewed every 5 years, then changes in legislation 
could be incorporated into the Plan. 

The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  
 

2 The existing evidence base needs to be updated to take into 
account future developments in Climate Change, as well as 
existing problems which are being caused by Climate 
Change. 

New evidence base will be commissioned as part of the later stages 
of the Borough Plan review process 
 

3 The amount of housing needs to be updated. Who are the 
new homes being built for? Is the secondary school on top 
farm only for those in the north of Nuneaton or from other 
areas as well? 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

4 Option 3 - The A5 is already heavily congested at peak times. 
Surrounding roads unable to cope. 

Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making process 
before any new development is proposed. 

5 The M6 has better links to the motorway network, so new 
employment areas should be in this area. 
More investment into Town Centre would increase 
employment. 

Comments noted. 

6 Option 1. Companies need the option to be able to expand. Comments noted. 

7 Option 1 - The land on Top Farm is the ‘Green Lung’ for the 
North of Nuneaton. This will be lost as a result of the 
proposed new housing development and secondary school. 
This land needs to be protected. The proposed new housing 
and secondary school will have an impact on the congestion 
of local roads, and levels of pollution. 
Traffic concerns and wildlife concerns. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

8 Option A.  But prioritise land closer to the M6, and/or the 
M6/M69 junction. 

Preference is noted. 

9 Selecting land for development will need to consider Climate 
Change and Climate Change legislation.   

Comment noted. 

10 Agreed. Opposed to housing on Top Farm and need to 
expand school places in local area. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 

11 Look at increasing the housing on land closer to the M6/M69 
junction. This would provide better access to the motorway 
network, than the A5. 

Comment noted. 

12 Consider the area around Ansty, Shilton for more housing. It 
is closer to Coventry. Also provides easy access to 
Leicestershire, via the M6/M69 junction. 

Comment noted. 

13 The targets should be based on the number of trees. Top 
Farm is an ideal candidate for this. It is suitable for 
increasing the number of trees, which would offset the 
polluting effects of the Leicester Road gyratory, and the 

Noted. 
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increase in traffic on Higham Lane, Weddington Road and 
the A5. 

14 Yes. It will provide food for local residents and wildlife. The 
trees would provide wildlife with nesting sites and shelter.  

Noted. 

15 Developments that have already been built in Weddington, 
Higham Lane and the Long Shoot, are all suitable for 
orchards. They would qualify for an orchard each. 

Any policy included in the Plan review would be applicable to new 
developments. It is unable to request retrospective requirements 
from extant/built out planning permissions. 

16 We need a lot of new trees, as a lot have been lost, as a 
result of development, disease. There should be no upper 
limit for tree planting. The same principle should also apply 
to hedgerows. 

Noted. 

17 Both Options 3 and 4 would be acceptable. People who need 
Council housing and affordable housing, need to have these 
homes closer to the Town Centre. This would avoid the need 
to pay for bus fares and/or taxi fares. They would also be 
closer to amenities such as the library, railway station, 
shops. 

Comments are noted. 

18 The present library is important architecturally. The old St. 
Nicolas Parish Hall, holds a lot of memories for the older 
citizens of Nuneaton. As it has parking facilities, it could be 
re-used by local Arts’ groups. 

Noted. 

19 Option B - This would allow important existing features of 
the Town Centre to be retained. It would also give the 
option of putting housing above the shops.  There are too 
many takeaways. 

Comments noted. 

20 This would not work in Higham Lane as it cannot be widened 
any more. Reliant on public transport or taxis. 

It is noted that this would not be a ‘one size first all’ approach but if 
the Council does amend the policies it would support the 
importance of cycling and walking more generally. 

21 Agreed – every new home/business. Noted. 

22 Ideally option 3. Noted. 

23 Yes. Also the removal of hedgerows/healthy trees to be 
banned. Even dead trees can provide important shelter for 
wildlife. 

Support and comment noted. 

24 No - new building designs incorporate nesting holes for 
swifts/bats. 

Noted. 

25 Mostly. Noted. 

26 The development of Top Farm needs to be considered from 
an environmental and ecological/bio diversity aspect for 
several reasons (wildlife corridor/congestion/flooding and 
drainage. 

Noted. 

28 Page 15 Table 3 - Any increase in Public transport, private 
car use, and truck use will automatically increase both 
pollution and negative impacts on Air quality. 
I can’t see how this will change. It is more likely to get worse 
when you build more houses, in already highly-congested 
areas. 
The road layouts of Higham Lane, Hinckley Road and Old 
Hinckley Road, would make improvements for cycling and 
walking difficult, - if not impossible. 

Noted. 
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63 Mr DP  1 Yes. 
The evidence changes too quickly to allow a longer period. 

The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  

2 Yes. 
For example the requirement to help address Coventry's 
housing need has been called into question by the Office Of 
Statistics Regulation report of May 2021, which queries the 
city's future population growth forecast. 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 
 

3 Yes - the Joint Green Belt Study 2015 which was relied on as 
evidence at the Borough Plan inquiry is a deeply-flawed 
document. Especially true with parcel BE5. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the Green Belt Study (2015) are noted. 

4 Option 1 - It would be inadvisable to adopt Option 3 to 
provide more employment near to 
junction 3 of the M6. This junction is already inadequate for 
the amount of traffic it 
carries, and the resulting congestion causes traffic to divert 
on to the local road network, affecting residential areas. 

Comments and preference for option 1 is noted. 

5 Requirement for 107.8 hectares should eb re-examined – 
likely to be too high. 

Noted. 

6 Option 5 – treat on a site but site basis. Noted. 

7 Option 1 – Building in the Green Belt should always be a last 
resort. Objects to allocation EMP2. The presumption should 
always be against development in the Green Belt unless 
there 
are truly exceptional circumstances. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

8 Option A for reasons set out above. Comments noted. 

10 Agreed. Coventry’s statistics need updating so housing 
numbers likely to be reduced in reality plus decline in retail 
use. 

Comments noted. Careful consideration will need to be had to the 
appropriate housing requirement to be contained within the 
Borough Plan Review 

11 Option 1 – In order to help improve the environment within 
existing settlements. 

Noted. 

13 Yes, Should be based on a combination of area and both 
number and type of trees. 

Comment noted. 

14 Yes. Noted. 

16 No, option 3 is unacceptable. Noted. 

17 All classes E, A4, A5, F1 and C3 should be acceptable, to help 
revitalise town centres. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Plan review. 

20 Yes. Noted. 

21 No – EV not going to be used long term. Should invest in 
hydrogen re-fuelling infrastructure.  

Comments noted. 

22 No (no further explanation given). Noted. 

23 Should be 20%. Comment noted. 

24 Yes but only if SPDs are given legal weight otherwise it’s a 
waste of resources. 

Comment noted. 

25 No – Open space and heritage protection should be 
included. 

Comments noted and will be fed into the next stage of the Borough 
Plan review. 

26 Site EMP7 should be re-examined. The traffic infrastructure 
is inadequate. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
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EMP2 should also be re-examined – it’s removal from the 
Green Belt was illogical and unjustified. 

64 Mr PR Greenlight 
Developmen

ts Limited 
(written by 

PDR Planning 
on their 
behalf) 

1 The Council assumes the new Borough Plan will be 
adopted in February 2023, hence the period of 2023 – 2038, 
however, this does not factor in any time for slippage. 
A more appropriate period, consistent with the current 
Borough Plan (2011- 2031) would be over 20 years, (2023 – 
2043) to allow for any slippage in programme. 

The Council is not considering a new settlement as part of its 
options and therefore does not consider that the Plan period 
should extend beyond 2038. 
 

2 The Green Belt Review has methodological flaws. Greenlight 
Developments has concerns over the approach, notably; 
Excessive size of land parcels - In the case of Greenlight’s 
land interest, although the site it is located within parcel 
NG5, it only occupies 12% of its total area. As a result, no 
realistic conclusions can be drawn from the Study because 
the site itself has not been properly assessed against the 
purposes of Green Belt and thus its impacts have been 
overstated as if the site represented the whole Green Belt 
parcel as opposed to just a modest strip (bounded by 
existing hedgerows) on the edge of an existing urban area. 
Many of the higher scores to the whole parcel could not, 
legitimately, apply just to the Greenlight site. 
Methodological concerns about how the criteria for 
assessing purposes have been applied with respect to 
specific parcels; and 
A failure to apply the tests in Paragraphs 84 and 85 of the 
NPPF to the review of Green Belt boundaries in the Plan. 
 
In addition, the SHLAA and SA needs up-dating. We note the 
HEDNA is to be produced by late 2021. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
 

3 See above response. Noted. 

4 No comments.  

5 No comments.  

6 No comment.  

7 Option 3 - Within the current Plan, 15 sites were removed 
from the Green Belt and allocated for housing; it has already 
been established the release of Green Belt land in the most 
sustainable locations (consistent with the settlement 
hierarchy) is required to meet the Council’s housing needs. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

8 No comment.  

9 The settlement hierarchy established under Policy DS2 of the 
current Plan, provides a reasonable hierarchy for selecting 
land for development. Within the current Plan, Nuneaton 
has seen considerable development directed to it; within the 
new Plan, this growth could be redirected to the Borough’s 
other settlements, which includes the ‘Northern fringe’ of 
Coventry. 
Paragraph 6.8 of the supporting text to Policy DS2 states, 
“The main spatial areas of Nuneaton, Bedworth, Bulkington 
and the northern Coventry fringe are the most sustainable 

Comments noted. 
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locations for growth.” Any options for locating new 
residential development in the new Plan should build upon 
this established hierarchy. 

10 The response sets out in turn an assessment of each of the 
Council’s strategic sites: HSG1/HSG2/HSG3/HSG7/HSG10 
concluding that a number of the strategic sites are not 
delivering as envisaged by the Council, therefore, it is 
imperative as part of the Plan review that, these sites are 
reviewed to reassess the suitability for allocation, or at the 
very least, a re-evaluation of the delivery rates over the Plan 
period. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

11 At present, the Council cannot meet the requirements of 
NPPF Paragraph 65. Greenlight fails to recognise how the 
Council can formulate and consult upon credible spatial 
options for the future delivery of housing, if it does not know 
the level that needs to be delivered; the approach being 
undertaken is premature in this regard. 
Paragraph 7.10 of the Issues & Options Consultation Draft 
places an increased reliance from the Council on windfalls in 
urban areas (urban capacity is going to solve the housing 
supply issues). 
 
Regard is had to Paragraph 70 of the NPPF  
 
Paragraph 170 of the IR on the Examination of the Nuneaton 
and Bedworth Borough Plan (9th April 2019), confirms that a 
forecast contribution of 247 dwellings from windfall sources 
over the last ten years of the plan period is soundly based; 
supporting the adopted Borough Plan’s windfall allowance 
of 22 dwellings per year. 
This windfall allowance of 22 dwellings per year is used in 
the Council’s five year housing land supply calculation as of 
1st April 2020 (dated, 15th July 2020). 
The Council has not provided any compelling evidence to 
justify any significant increase in its windfall allowance; 
simply relying upon a generalist approach based on 
assumption. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

12 Growth needs to be supported in the Borough in the plan 
period to assist with the need to provide housing for the 
Coventry and Warwickshire and the Greater 
Birmingham housing market areas. As such, in this context, 
the Council should commit to the approach in the adopted 
Plan, to deliver Coventry’s unmet need; the same 
approach North Warwickshire has taken in its current Local 
Plan review. 

Comments noted. 

25 Broadly yes- However, the Council needs to formulate a 
development strategy, albeit it is recognised that, this 
cannot be formulated until the level of housing that needs to 
be delivered is known; at present it is not. 

Comments noted, response as per Q11. 
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28 As per Greenlight’s response to Question 11 (above), 
Greenlight fails to recognise how the Council can formulate 
and consult upon credible spatial options for the future 
delivery of housing, if it does not know the level that needs 
to be delivered; the approach being undertaken is 
premature in this regard (this equally applies to the SA). 

Comments noted. 

65 Mrs/
Mr 

J&MR  N/A We would like to voice our objection to the proposed 
planning permission for 398 houses on Hospital Lane. 
This land regularly floods, and the Government has issued a 
statement declaring land liable to flooding should not be 
used for housing. 
 
There are other areas on brown sites which could be used 
for small amounts of housing without this greenbelt land 
being used.  There is already no capacity at the local schools 
and GP surgeries and Bedworth's infrastructure is not 
suitable for such a huge planning project. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

66 Mr LW Phoenix 
Projects Ltd 

1 No. The current Borough Plan allocates a number of large 
sites for housing development at the edges of existing towns 
and villages. The consultation paper acknowledges that a 
number of these sites have not come forward in terms of the 
submission of any planning applications (HSG2 Arbury; HSG4 
Woodlands; HSG5 Hospital Lane; HSG7 East of Bulkington for 
a total of 2,808 dwellings) despite the fact that the Plan was 
adopted in 2019. 
 
Given the potential number of additional dwellings which 
need to be provided in the Borough in addition to the 
current allocations it is inevitable that there will be 
proposals for large scale extensions to some of the existing 
towns and villages. Accordingly it is considered that a longer 
timescale than 2023 – 2038. It is suggested that a twenty 
year timeframe should be adopted i.e. 2023 to 2043. 

The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities. The Council is not considering a 
new settlement as part of its options and therefore does not 
consider that the Plan period should extend beyond 2038. 
 

2 Yes. The existing evidence base will need to be updated to 
reflect the findings of the 2021 census and the requirements 
to meet some of the needs of neighbouring authorities 
which cannot meet their needs within their administrative 
boundaries. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

7 We support option 3 to accommodate additional 
development needed to meet the longer term needs of the 
Borough, namely to prioritise the most sustainable locations 
regardless of whether it is designated urban area, green belt 
or countryside.  
 
In considering potential sites for housing or other 
development a difficult balancing exercise needs to be 
undertaken and therefore all potential sites for development 
should be considered irrespective of their planning 
designations e.g. green belt. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

10 Yes. We agree that there should be a review of existing 
allocated sites given that a number of large sites are not yet 
the subject of planning applications. This accounts to more 
than 20% of the total requirement over the current Local 
Plan period. Sites should only be allocated for development 
where they can be delivered within the plan period.  

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

11 We support spatial option 3 at Q7, namely to prioritise the 
most sustainable locations regardless of whether it is 
designated urban area, green belt or countryside. 
Sustainability is the key principle behind the planning system 
and once land has been developed for housing it will 
continue to be used for that purpose in perpetuity. 
Accordingly it is imperative that the most sustainable sites 
are brought forward for development in order to meet this 
objective.  

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new housing development within the Borough 
Plan review. 
 

12 As well as some large scale allocations to meet the longer 
term housing needs of the Borough it will be important to 
allocate small sites at the edges of sustainable settlements. 
The business community has identified a need for executive 
or aspirational homes and sites should be considered for 
these, as well as for affordable and other types of housing. 
The allocation of some smaller sites will help smaller local 
builders who cannot afford to purchase large sites.      

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

67 Mr MO Pinnacle 
Planning on 
behalf of 
Richborough 
Estates 

1 Updated census information will be made available in March 
2022, which is around the time that the consultation on the 
Publication Version will be coming to a close, based on the 
current timetable.  In light of this, Richborough is of the view 
that it is unlikely that the Borough Plan will be adopted prior 
to the end of 2023, which means that the strategic policies 
will only look ahead 14 years from adoption. The strategic 
policies, including the vision, should therefore be amended 
to look ahead to 2039 at the earliest, which would mean 
planning for additional dwellings. 

This comment re timings has been noted and will be considered at 
the next stage of the Borough Plan review. 

2 Richborough supports the preparation of the HEDNA and the 
aim to obtain the most up to date information on housing 
need and typologies.  Once the HEDNA has been published, 
and the figures have been adjusted for the census outputs, 
the Regulation 18 consultation should be repeated. Only at 
that point can informed decisions of a strategic nature be 
made. Much of the evidence base will require a full update. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the HEDNA and SHMA are noted, as are the comments on an 
additional Regulation consultation which will be considered as part 
of the Council’s Local Development Scheme. 
 

7 Richborough supports ‘Option 1’, as proposed within 
Question 7, which prioritises the existing urban areas of the 
Borough followed by land in the countryside that is not 
Green Belt, and then Green Belt land. This is on the basis 
that the land outside of the Green Belt is considered to be 
sustainable and deliverable as well as being capable of 
meeting needs in full as part of a sustainable strategy for 
development. Prior to the publication of the HEDNA and the 
assessment of non-Green Belt options, the required 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
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Exceptional Circumstances for Green Belt realignment have 
not been demonstrated. 

10 Richborough support the preparation of a the HEDNA and is 

of the view that the standard method figure of 429 dwellings 

for N&BBC represents only the ‘starting point’. In accordance 

with paragraph 61 of the NPPF, as well as the 2015 SHMA, 

there are likely to be exceptional circumstance which justify 

an uplift including a requirement to take the needs of 

neighbouring areas into account. 

Richborough supports the proposed review of allocated sites 
in order to reassess their suitability for allocation with a view 
to understanding why they have under-delivered. However, 
Richborough are also of the view that this work should be 
expanded in order to review the sites which have delivered 
to gain a better understanding of the characteristics. This 
will assist the Borough Plan Review in identifying deliverable 
sites and avoiding the failures of the Borough Plan.  

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

27 Vision- Richborough is of the view that the ‘vision’ should be 

altered to acknowledge the need to meet the development 

needs in full, including for housing. 

Objectives- Richborough is of the view that Objective 4 is not 
fit for purpose and the equivalent objective in the Borough 
Plan should be revisited and amended to acknowledge the 
need to ensure need are met and housing is delivered. 

Comments have been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

68 Mr BW Rosconn 
Strategic 
Lane 

7 Urban areas and countryside should generally be prioritised 
over Green Belt to meet development needs unless there 
are good reasons for not doing so, such as conflict with 
wider sustainability considerations or risk of non-delivery. As 
the Council will be aware the adopted Borough Plan has 
already seen the removal of land from the Green Belt to 
meet development needs, such as around Bulkington. Part 
of the exceptional circumstances case for doing so was the 
sustainable location of these sites and this was expressly 
acknowledged by the Borough Plan Inspector. Now they 
have been released for development and removed from the 
Green Belt, retention of these strategic sites should clearly 
take precedence over releasing further Green Belt land. The 
question of urban capacity was already examined a relatively 
short while ago as part of the Borough Plan and was found 
to be limited, requiring the aforementioned release of Green 
Belt.  

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

10 It is clear from the Issues and Options Consultation Document 

that the Council’s principal concern in respect of existing 

allocated sites is that planning applications have yet to be 

submitted on several. As the Council will be aware, this does 

not apply to HSG8 given that part of the allocation benefits 

Comments noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan 
reflect the requirements set out within this document at that time. 
As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed. 
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from full planning permission for 188 units which forms part 

of the Council’s deliverable five year supply for housing.  

Having regard to the housing trajectory presented by the 

Council as part for the 2019 Main Modifications Consultation 

on the Borough Plan, HSG8 was expected to commence 

delivery towards the end of the 2020 / 2021 monitoring year. 

Full planning permission was granted for part of the allocation 

in October 2020 and development commenced shortly 

thereafter with plots having already been released for sale. 

As such, it is clear that HSG8 commenced delivery broadly 

when it was expected to.  

As the Council will be aware, Policy HSG8 requires that the 

allocation be brought forward in accordance with a Concept 

Plan which was adopted as a Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD) in mid-2020, about a year after adoption of 

the Borough Plan. The full application for 188 units pending 

consideration at the time was initially deferred at planning 

committee to allow for the SPD to be adopted first. Thus the 

requirement for a Concept Plan has no doubt elongated the 

lead-in time for the allocation coming forward. Now this is in 

place, developers and promoters have more certainty about 

how the allocation is expected to come forward and will no 

doubt facilitate HSG8’s ongoing delivery.    

Taking the above factors together, we do not consider that 
progress towards bringing HSG8 forward to have been 
unreasonably slow, and indeed it is coming forward at about 
the pace originally anticipated. As such, there is no need to 
review the allocation so soon after the adoption of the 
Borough Plan. 

11 RSL does not have any observations in respect of the spatial 
options at this stage. The best performing option requires 
assessment alongside the overall scale of housing need. 
Assuming the Borough’s base Local Housing Need (LHN) 
figure of 429 dwellings per annum (dpa), paragraph 7.22 of 
the Consultation Document states further sites may not be 
required beyond existing settlement boundaries and Borough 
Plan allocations. If that is correct, then Option 1 of locating 
new residential development within existing settlement 
boundaries (including Borough Plan allocations) could be 
feasible. Due to the need for the Borough to accommodate 
some unmet need from Coventry, however, it is doubtful the 
minimum LHN figure will be sound basis for the Borough Plan 
Review’s housing requirement.  
 
The Council intends to produce an updated Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA). The 
HEDNA is not a subject of this consultation, but broadly 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. The Council in 
preparing the Borough Plan review has a legal duty to co-operate 
with neighbouring authorities to address cross-boundary issues, 
including Coventry’s potential unmet housing need. 
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speaking the Consultation Document cites concerns about 
the demographic projections for Coventry overestimating the 
city’s population growth.  

69 Mr JB RPS on 
behalf of 
Taylor 
Wimpey 

10 Yes, RPS agree that there should be a review of the existing 
allocated sites. RPS recommends that HSG7 should be one of 
sites that the Council does reassess as a matter of priority, not 
only for its suitability but for also for its likely 
deliverability. RPS would wish to see the Council use this as 
an opportunity to identify alternative site allocations, as 
replacements for any sites that are removed. This would 
include consideration given to ‘Land South of Bulkington’ 
being promoted by Taylor Wimpey as an obvious alternative 
site at Bulkington. 

Comments noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan 
reflect the requirements set out within this document at that time. 
As part of the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be 
reassessed. 
 

11 RPS cannot find any supporting information to justify why 
these spatial options are considered to be 'reasonable 
alternatives', or if these represent the only reasonable 
alternatives available to the Council. In fact, there is very little 
commentary in the IO of any description to underpin the 
three options presented at this stage. It is therefore very 
difficult to understand why only three options have been 
presented as part of the IO consultation. 
 
There also appears to be a significant amount of overlap 
between the spatial options presented here, and the options 
set out under question 7 which also relate to options for 
locating future residential development but have been 
presented in the context of Green Belt land release. This is 
because both the housing and Green Belt options in the IO 
include multiple options that reference locating development 
in urban areas. However, the interaction and relationship 
between these two sets of options is not explained in the IO. 
This is significant because, as highlighted in responses to 
question 7 later on, the options that do not differentiate 
between countryside that is non-GB and GB. There is a very 
significant risk, unless this is re-considered if this approach is 
not reviewed and rectified, the Sustainability Appraisal will 
not meet the legal tests for considering all Reasonable 
Alternatives well founded in Case Law. 
 
In relation to the specific options presented, under option 1, 
there is always likely to be a finite limit to the reliance that 
can be placed on urban sites to deliver the future housing 
growth requirements of an area. It is clear that additional 
sites are going to be required, and that this is likely to include 
sites outside built-up areas which would inevitably lead to 
some sites within Green Belt locations. 
 
In terms of option 2, it is not clearly defined what 'small-scale 
sustainable urban extensions' actually means, nor it is clear 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review in relation to reasonable 
alternatives considered and the interrelationship between the 
options set out in Q7 and Q11. 
 
A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. Careful consideration will need to be 
had to the appropriate housing requirement to be contained within 
the Borough Plan Review. 
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why a 'larger' urban extension option has been deliberately 
excluded as a reasonable alternatives at this stage. 
 
In relation to option 3, RPS notes (at para 6.6 of the IO) that 
non-Green Belt land areas are relatively limited, located to 
the north-west of Bedworth and to the north of Nuneaton, 
and therefore are unlikely to have the capacity or suitability 
to deliver the quantum of housing required to meet future 
needs. 

12 RPS considers that the spatial options considered in the NBLP 
review should have a greater focus on locational issues. This 
includes the distribution of development towards specific 
settlements, in this case, Bulkington. RPS contend that a 
greater level of growth should be directed to Bulkington as it 
is the 3rd largest settlement in the Borough; whilst Bulkington 
now benefits from two housing allocations nether have 
delivered any housing to date; and, only one site is identified 
in the Council’s current housing trajectory.  
 
Additional reasonable alternative spatial option that should 
be considered as part of the options appraisal, namely one on 
'larger scale, sustainable urban extensions'. Furthermore, RPS 
would suggest that another option, 'locating new residential 
development in GB areas' would also be a reasonable 
alternative, as a counterpoint to option 3. 

Comments noted re Bulkington’s locational factors. The Council is 
required in line with national policy and the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development to set out strategic policies for new 
development within the Borough Plan review. This includes 
consideration of Green Belt land where all other reasonable 
options for meeting identified needs for development have been 
fully examined. 

7 As highlighted in response to questions 11 and 12, it is clear 
that there is risk that overreliance on sites within urban areas 
(mainly SHLAA sites) is unlikely to generate sufficient land to 
meet local and wider-HMA needs, whilst there are clearly 
limited opportunities for further growth on land within 
existing settlements due to tightly drawn Green Belt 
boundary. 
 
RPS broadly supports an approach that treats sites ‘on their 
merits’ which recognise their intrinsic qualities as well as the 
potential benefits that development can bring for local 
communities, regardless of existing designations. 
 
RPS would therefore prefer option 3 is taken forward as a 
basis for the assessment and selection of growth locations at 
the next stage of the plan review. 

Noted preference for Option 3. 

28 RPS has identified problems with the IOSA, in particular with 
respect to the ‘spatial bias’ that has been in-built into the SA 
Framework, through the inclusion of a specific sustainability 
objective that supports growth within urban areas (SAO2). 
RPS contend that SAO2 is not, in fact, a sustainability 
objective but is a plan objective that has been inserted into 
the SA Framework to reflect and augment the Council’s 
preference for development within urban areas as the ‘first 
choice’ ahead of all other potential options. 

Comments re the soundness of the Sustainability Appraisal will be 
considered and addressed as part of the development of the 
Borough Plan review and a reassessed evidence base. 
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These representations identify a number of additional 
reasonable alternatives, primarily relating to the spatial 
housing options, that have not yet been appraised as part the 
SA process. Accordingly, the appraisal of these additional 
options should be incorporated into the next iteration of the 
SA. 

1 No, RPS do not agree that a Plan period of 2023 – 2038 is 
appropriate. National policy (NPPF 2021, paragraph 22) is 
clear that the 15 year timeframe for plans are a ‘minimum’ 
and not a ‘ceiling’. A plan period that looks further forward 
can then help to ensure that future policy can endure over the 
longer term without the need for small, incremental changes 
at regular intervals, for example involving modifications to 
the Green Belt boundaries. RPS recommends that the 
emerging Local Plan looks ahead over at least a 30 year period 
from the adoption date (2023). 

Noted. The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 
15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  The Council is currently not 
considering a new settlement as part of its options and therefore 
does not consider that the Plan period should extend beyond 2038. 
 

13, 14, 16 Developers and house builders already make provision for 
existing and new trees as part of development schemes. 
These are usually informed by appropriate ecological 
assessments undertaken as part of the planning application 
process. 
 
RPS does not consider it appropriate (or necessary) for the 
new Local Plan to include specific targets for the number or 
area of tress to be provided as part of large-scale 
developments in the Borough. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

21 No. There is currently no national policy requirement for the 
provision of EVCPs as part of new development. The Council 
makes reference to potential for a new Building Regulations 
which could see the introduction of proposals for the 
installation of chargepoints. The proposal to introduce the 
new building regulations has not been taken forward and 
therefore remains a policy aspiration. Nonetheless, if and 
when the new regulations do come forward, there would not 
be a need of a local plan policy in any case as this would 
duplicate the new requirement. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

23 The emerging legislation set out in the Environment Bill 
clearly states that the biodiversity value percentage 
attributed to development is ’10%’, and not ’at least 10%’ as 
suggested by the Council. The Council has therefore mis-
interpreted the intentions in the draft Bill. No reference to the 
potential use of biodiversity credits as a means to secure the 
10% BNG as part of new development proposals. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

24 No. Design codes and other specifications are not legally 
required to be included in local plans or supplementary 
planning documents, and that applicants are free to 
promote their own design guidance and codes as part of the 
planning application process. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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70 Mr CA-F RPS on 
behalf of 
Barratt 
Developmen
ts, Redrow 
Homes, 
Taylor 
Wimpey and 
William 
Davis Homes 
known as the 
South 
Warwickshir
e Developers 
Forum 
‘SWDF’  

N/A The principal interests lie in the Stratford on Avon/Warwick 
area. There are however relevant cross boundary matters 
introduced in this emerging Plan that are relevant for the 
SWDF to comment on.  
 
The purpose of this response is to respond directly to 
matters of strategy concerning the emerging housing 
requirement for the wider Coventry and Warwickshire 
Housing Market Area (“C&W HMA”) and as such is not 
concerned with matters such as the strategy for distribution 
or specific allocations. 
 
From 2018, the Government has required that Authorities 
define their Local Housing Need (“LHN”) using the 
‘Standard Method’. This process presents a much more 
streamlined and clearer way of calculating need, which 
relies on uplifts to the 2014 Sub-National Household 
Projections, to account for affordability pressures and, in 
the context of the 20 largest cities, an urban uplift. 
 
The uplift represents a new last step in the method, applying 
a 35% uplift to each of the 20 largest cities or conurbations 
in the Country. The motivation behind this is clear – to boost 
significantly levels of housing in the largest and most 
sustainable centres. 
 
On the matter of Coventry, the Council has indicated that it 
will be withdrawing from the arrangement noted. above, 
following the publication of the May 2021 document tilted 
‘Review of Population Estimates and Projections’ from the 
Office of Statistics Regulation (“OSR”). The OSR report took a 
particular interest in the accuracy of past population 
projections (which themselves inform the household 
projections) and point to a potential discrepancy in the way 
the student population has been accounted for. It is worth 
noting that the findings of the OSR are not conclusive and 
point towards further work to be undertaken. The Council 
has indicated that this will be included within the future 
Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (“HEDNA”), 
though have rescinded from the agreed position in the MoU 
in the meantime. This, RPS considers, is short sighted move 
given the fact that no detailed findings on Coventry’s 
projections have been published. 
 
To meet the urban uplift, the PPG advises that this should be 
met within the administrative boundary unless this conflicts 
with wider national policy, and it is advised that this should 
look to brownfield and other under-utilised land. Although 
the position may change, RPS cannot help but look to the 
position back at the 2017 Plan, where a chronic shortage of 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan review. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. This may or may not, depending on the 
Council’s updated evidence base, consider the unmet need for 
settlements within the wider West Midlands Conurbation. 
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housing land was identified. It would appear that history will 
repeat in this regard, and the Council will be forced to ask its 
neighbours to assist in meeting their housing need. If this 
does indeed turn to the requirement for significant 
extensions or new settlements, related close to Coventry, it 
is likely that a 15-year plan period is not going to be 
sufficient in order to allow adequate timeframes for 
delivery. 
 
The 2017 Birmingham Local Plan was adopted with a 
considerable shortfall, 37,900 dwellings in fact. One of the 
main reasons this was considered acceptable and found 
sound by the Inspector was that there was a commitment in 
the plan to ensure that the shortfall was met by the 
adjoining authorities through their own plans. The deadline 
for this this to be achieved was in January 2020, a date 
which has long passed without any real progress in resolving 
the matter. 
 
North Warwickshire has become one of only two Authorities 
with a sound plan that includes a contingent of growth to 
meet Birmingham’s unmet need. The Council has committed 
to 10% of Birmingham’s unmet need, equating to 3,790 
dwellings. In terms of Birmingham now, the City’s need is 
likely to increase further. As part of the 2021 LHN 
calculation, the City would need to deliver 4,829dpa, an 
increase from the figure of 3,577dpa in the 2017 Local Plan. 
Like Coventry, Birmingham is regarded as one of the top 20 
urban centres in the Country and is subject to a 35% uplift. 
 
Whilst perhaps less spatially related to C&W than 
Birmingham, the position with the Black Country is similarly 
not something that the C&W Authorities can ignore. 
 
RPS is concerned that Nuneaton and Bedworth are taking a 
retroactive step in the withdrawal from the MoU with C&W 
Authorities. Whilst we do not know what will take the place 
of the Duty to Cooperate, we can be assured that we will not 
be left with a void, and there will be a continued need to 
engage with neighbouring areas and come to a collaborative 
view on how the need will be met locally. 

71 Dr AS  1 No. In this case, the borough plan is being enacted currently, 
and many of the elements of the plan that people will 
respond to are already being enacted. Extra housing and the 
problems being highlighted by residents (transport 
infrastructure, wildlife damage etc) will already be in 
development. 

Noted. 

2 Yes. The need for an increase in the size of the Borough are 
overstated and the demand for 14,000 houses against the 
current (2011 census) of 52,711. That’s an increase of 26% in 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

housing and slightly less in population, versus the 2001-2011 
increase of 7.6% housing and a 13% expectation of 
population increase 2011-2037 (Warwickshire Observatory). 
There are already concerns about the inadequate population 
assessments made by the Office of National Statistics – the 
additional numbers of students expected to take up 
residence in the borough are strongly overstated as agreed 
by the Office for Statistics Regulation (OSR). The average 
regional growth is expected to be 14% between 2011 and 
2031. The housing strategy states that more young people 
are staying with parents and hopes to provide cheap housing 
to allow independent living. Should cheaper housing be 
developed (not bourne out by the type of housing 
development seen in borough developments) there is more 
likely to be an influx of people outside of the borough, 
including commuters from conurbations. In addition, the 
Baby Boomer generation (born 1946–1964), representing a 
major population section, will be much smaller by the end of 
the plan, leaving a large stock of existing housing for reuse.  

 

3 The assessment of green spaces in the Bedworth area is very 
poor and only recognises a proportion of the green spaces 
and ignores the smaller areas that provide green refuges for 
wildlife and community amenities. This makes areas such as 
the Elizabeth Centre and Johnson road recreation area 
prone to have housing development without adequate 
protection of existing wildlife and green space. 

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
green spaces in and around Bedworth are noted. 

4 Possibly options 1 and 2. Current A5 housing development 
adds no adequate transport infrastructure for people to 
cross the Nuneaton railway line, meaning that delays and 
pollution will exacerbate the existing Weddington to town 
centre traffic problems. I also disagree with taking up 
greenbelt land for this purpose. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

5 Employment areas should be set out where employers wish 
to locate, with adequate thinking on lowering environmental 
damage and provision of low carbon transport 
infrastructure. For example, the Giga factory in Coventry 
could be a major local employer. Town centres are becoming 
empty of shops due to on-line purchasing. As much 
employment starts to have a strong on-line element, surely 
NBBC needs to creatively adjust its straight-line projection 
plans. The Netherlands ensures that employment locations 
are based along and at the ends of passenger travel routes – 
we should take such existing policy measures from other 
crowded countries into account. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

6 Option 4. Noted. 

7 Option 1. Noted. 

8 A. Noted. 
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9 Please consider employment in towns first, mainly where 
the employment does not entail excessive noise or pollution. 
The town centres should be thought of increasingly as areas 
of balanced living, employment and leisure space. Linked 
employment and housing would be acceptable to reduce the 
waste in commuting – eg hospitals and linked housing. 
Similarly with industrial estates.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

10 Yes. There is a lack of traffic infrastructure to make many of 
these areas sustainable, and the loss of green space makes 
the current plan seem like a recipe for urban sprawl without 
regard to the character of the towns, their infrastructure to 
support, appropriate employment and preserving green 
spaces. 

Noted. It is acknowledged that transport and other key 
infrastructure will be needed, this will be incorporated into the Plan 
where appropriate. 
 

11 Option 2 - small scale, sustainable urban extensions focused 
on key transport infrastructure (e.g. the M6, A roads, railway 
stations, cycle routes etc). 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

13 Agree with Option 1, but this must be done bearing 
conservation science in mind, and be strictly rewilded with 
independent oversight. No building standards beyond 
building regulations exist for the necessary movement to 
zero/low carbon, and housing plans should be delayed until 
a view of future standards is available and can be set. Please 
note that ’trees’ alone are not the answer on CO2 take-up 
and are an oversimplistic solution. The opportunity must be 
taken to combine tree additions with rewilding and green 
corridors which are missing in parts of the borough. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

14 Rewilding to improve wildlife habitats is acceptable, 
orchards are not specifically expected unless these can be 
part of a commercial or sustainable venture. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

15 The town as an ecosystem – please see detailed guidelines 
for ‘new urbanism’, including the ‘5 minute walk’ concept, 
varied housing, greenspace in urban areas. This is not 
currently incorporated into NBBC housing schemes, and 
developers are known to bypass strategic concepts and 
produce the usual housing estates. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

16 NO – targets must be set, but more comprehensive and in 
consultation with Warwickshire Wildlife Trust. 

Noted. 

17 Set out that use class E and C3 (residential) uses are 
acceptable. 

Noted. 

19 Option B. Noted. 

20 Yes. Nuneaton and Bedworth are blighted by traffic 
infrastructure and congestion problems. Fixing new 
developments along existing walking, cycling or public 
transport routes (including new schemes) must be 
prioritised. 

Noted. The Borough Plan review seeks to ensure that more 
sustainable modes of travel are accessible and development is 
located in the appropriate places to reduce the need to travel.  
 

21 3 phase charging to be made easy and inexpensive to 
implement as required by houses by having infrastructure in 
place. It is not necessary to have large numbers of charging 

Noted. 
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points initially, but to have relatively inexpensive options to 
install in future. 

22 No. Noted. 

23 Agree with at least 10% biodiversity gain in the borough, as 
in my answers above. 

Noted. 

24 Yes, but they should carry weight and not be discretionary 
once a development has started. 

Noted. 

25 No. There are too few designated green spaces and, 
critically, the building of social structures to address low 
educational, health and poverty have not been addressed as 
an item upon which housing has an integral impact. The 
NBBC plan considers mostly houses and not communities 
and urgently needs to recognise address its very poor record 
in this area.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

26 The Borough Plan Review will report in 2023. This is too late 
to review and act on plots of land in the Borough Plan that 
will be potentially sold and built on prior to the review. 
There is one case in point that is raised here and must be 
reviewed and acted on to remove it from the Borough Plan 
before it is lost. Town Plan NUN365 is a non-strategic part of 
the plan. This is touched on in the Borough Plan, but the 
individual case has not been properly considered before 
decision. The material and social consequences of the plan 
have not considered, and once sold cannot be remedied. 
Town plan NUN356 aims to sell for housing the Johnson 
Road Bedworth Elizabeth Centre area that holds over 50 cars 
at peak times often bringing up to a 100 children a day, 
seven days a week for football training and matches at the 
leased and reinstated Johnson Road recreation ground. In 
addition there is a wildlife habitat and basketball court that 
will disappear if housing goes ahead. There is virtually no 
non-residential parking on Johnson Road or the 
Tewkesbury Drive estate, a cul-de-sac, and current plans to 
provide only a replacement 18 places in an unsafe and 
unsuitable position, will cause severe traffic problems, 
endanger child safety, and put in doubt the future 
of Bedworth Eagles JFC football charity. This plan has taken 
no account of the loss of a community amenity and the 
resulting loss of plans for further development of a joint JFC 
and scouts/community clubhouse on part of the site. This is 
seen by the charity and residents as a major loss in this 
relatively deprived area of the town, and will lead to loss of 
amenity for the community in general and specifically 
welfare for the children in the area. The pitch and recreation 
area at Johnson Road is currently operating well because 
there are sufficient parking spaces for volunteers and 
participants. An expansion of the Bedworth Leisure Centre 
would not provide this benefit, there is no community 
improvement benefit other than providing amenity.  

Noted. The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
This includes NUN365. 
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27 I disagree that the Borough Plan fulfils its vision, particularly 
the Borough will see improved job prospects and safe and 
healthy communities. The plan merely provides amenities 
and has not taken into account  the support  of community 
welfare activity. This is seen in non-strategic plan NUN365, 
where the junior football club, and in future a scouting 
group and community activities. This will certainly damage 
life and health prospects in the Bedworth area. 
Objectives 5, 6 and 7 are not met through NUN365 and 
other plans due to the lack of consideration of material 
attributes including the reduction of open space, 
degradation of road safety and traffic conditions, also not 
considering the functioning of communities and supporting 
the structures that positively socialise children into 
becoming capable and well-performing citizens.  
 
I have strong doubts that the Borough Plan has taken the 
health and welfare of communities or the traffic 
infrastructure into account with NUN365. As this is the case, 
there are likely many other aspects of the Borough Plan that 
are damaging to the community. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

28 The Sustainability Appraisal is difficult to find on the website 
and very inaccessible for the layman due to its length and 
complicated nature. The use of Pugh’s Concept Selection (its 
SA tables) is not sufficiently developed by the authors (I’m 
qualified in this area), and is unable to sensibly evaluate 
many of the important criteria. There are no alternative 
concepts discussed here, and are presumed unreasonable 
due to the inability to meet the set criteria, which are 1. 
Amount and distribution of growth, 2. Strategic site options 
for housing; 3.Strategic site options for employment; and 4. 
Alternative Policy options. There is only effectively one plan 
being assessed at a high level, without taking into account 
community, crime and health/ welfare matters.  
 
The assessment overall therefore is high level and flawed 
when it comes to improving communities.  I would propose 
that the plan has had insufficient study and development, 
and that the current Review process mechanism, because its 
broad scope and lack of accessibility to the public, needs to 
be improved. The sustainability assessment takes no account 
of the non-strategic plans such as NUN365 and its impact. 
This should be the subject of a review by local elected and 
unelected delegated people.  

Comments re the soundness of the Sustainability Appraisal will be 
considered and addressed as part of the development of the 
Borough Plan review and a reassessed evidence base. 

72  SS  1 Yes. Any longer becomes sheer guesswork. Noted. 

3 Numbers of people requiring housing over the next few 
years, as provided by the ONS, now found to be inaccurate 
by its own review body. This needs to be addressed 
immediately, as housing without accompanying 
infrastructure is being thrown up all around the borough. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
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13 Yes, there should be planting on large scale developments, 
whilst also recognising that tree planting is not the be all and 
end all of biodiversity. Other types of planting – scrub, 
meadow etc. are just as relevant, especially when planned to 
allow green corridors for wildlife through urban areas. 

Noted. 

20 Yes. There should be more ‘complete’ cycle ways – i.e. ones 
that don’t suddenly stop and expect cyclists to navigate 
heavy traffic, or major junctions. They should also take into 
account other potential single person modes of transport – 
electric bikes and scooters for example, and more thought 
should be given to the increasing number of electric 
‘disability’ scooters being used even by people who are not 
disabled, as a cheap and easy way of getting into the local 
town.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

21 Yes. In times of wet and cold weather, most people will 
revert to using their electric car instead of other individual 
modes of transport. Families will have to use a car to travel 
around together. Public transport costs are prohibitive for 
family travel. 

Noted. 

23 10% should be the minimum biodiversity gain, and should be 
increased on a site-by-site basis to allow green corridors 
across built up areas, ideally linked to nearby public 
footpaths, to allow for a free flow of small wild animals and 
insects etc. 

Noted. 

24 Not qualified to say – but there also needs to be some sort 
of quality code for the new build estates, as well as design 
requirements. Some of these estates, often built by 
nationally known building companies, can only be described 
as shoddy, and there seems to be no check on whether they 
actually meet national build standards or environmental 
requirements. Why are there no local post purchase surveys 
of how much snagging is identified on different sites? 
Builders whose build quality necessitates weeks, or even 
months, of remedial work on their sold houses should not be 
allowed to build until they can prove their work practices 
have been revised to ensure high quality builds. National 
firms have no local skin in the game, and therefore have no 
local pride in their work. They need better supervision or 
checking. 

Noted. Construction/snagging issues are covered by separate 
legislation under Building Regulations and, where appropriate, the 
NHBC guarantee. 

25 No. One outstanding omission is around infrastructure. 
Hundreds of houses are being built in the north of 
Nuneaton, for example, when traffic flow towards Coventry 
already causes gridlock across Nuneaton on a daily basis. To 
suggest that they could use the A5 is a joke – the A5 is 
overloaded in the same way, and slowing down with the 
extra traffic, generated by these new houses, attempting to 
join the flow. Surely planning permission could have been 
granted subject to the infrastructure being put in place first? 
That includes surgeries, schools, local convenience stores, 
etc. Local rules do state that new developments should take 

The Planning System is only able to consider the implications of 
future development and ensure that highways can appropriately 
deal with predicted traffic, relying on the highways authority (WCC) 
for this information and an updated evidence base in relation to 
transport. Any infrastructure requirements will be addressed as 
part of the plan making process before any new development is 
proposed. 
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into account local amenities and transport structure before 
development is allowed. 

73 Mr MD Savills on 
behalf of FCC 
Environment 

1 We consider that the proposed plan period is acceptable as 
it meets the minimum 15 year period required by paragraph 
22 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) (NPPF).  
 
All are sites are of a strategic scale that Inspectors have 
accepted will continue to be developed outside of the plan 
period. The Council should look to accommodate this level 
of flexibility within plan time periods taking account of the 
revised paragraph 22 of the NPPF.  

Noted. 

2 We agree that the existing evidence base needs to be 
updated or replaced. We have reviewed the date of 
publication of evidence base documents and found that for 
the most part they are produced in 2016 or before. Some of 
the evidence base is over 15 years old, such as a Landscape 
Character Assessment from 2004. 
 
The Council should publish a list of evidence base they are 
producing and make it clear to stakeholders when this will 
be published and invite comments on its publication. This 
will ensure that the Plan is justified as per the tests 
described in paragraph 35 of the NPPF.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

3 Please see response to question 2. A full scale review of 
evidence base is required to ensure it is up to date and 
reflective of the existing adopted plan. In line with Planning 
Practice Guidance, proportionate, relevant and up-to-date 
evidence should be used to justify a decision not to update 
policies when undertaking a review. This should be a key 
consideration as we understand NBBC propose to review 
selected policies.  

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review.  
 

4 From the options proposed, we consider that option 1 is the 
best approach of the 3 proposed. We are supportive of its 
emphasis of no focus on a particular area of the Borough at 
this stage. However we consider that it is too premature to 
determine a suitable option to pursue for employment 
development due to the lack of up to date evidence. A 
fourth option based on the outcome of up to date evidence 
base should be pursued.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

5 The focus for employment development should be based on 
updated evidence base. As discussed in answer to question 2 
& 3, the evidence base is out of date. Employment evidence 
base needs to be updated to ensure that it is reflective of 
the current demand for employment land in the Borough 
and surrounding area. Key evidence base such as the 
Employment Land Study (2016) requires updating.  
 
A fourth option based on the outcome of up to date 
evidence base should be pursued.  Results of an updated 
Employment Land Study and Economic Development Needs 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. The options selected for future 
employment sites are based on their proximity to the existing 
strategic highway network within the Borough or locations adjacent 
to established employment sites. The Council’s evidence base will 
be reassessed and updated where necessary as part of the Borough 
Plan review, this includes evidence regarding provision for 
employment development.  
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Assessment should be considered in determining the 
location and scale of employment for the Borough.  
 
The Council should provide evidence as to why only 
locations in close proximity to the A5 or junction 3 of M6 are 
being proposed as options. There is a need to consider what 
businesses’ requirements for employment land are before 
coming to those conclusions.  
 
A key piece of evidence that should inform the Borough Plan 
review is the West Midlands Industrial Strategy (2019). 
Coventry and Warwickshire is highlighted as an area which 
lacks incubation space and space that can support agile and 
mobile economies. However it is identified that across the 
region, there is a significant gap in good quality employment 
land.  
 
The West Midlands Strategic Employment Study (2019) was 
commissioned by three midlands Local Enterprise 
partnerships, including Coventry and Warwickshire. The 
report focuses on strategic employment sites, which it 
defines as being 25ha or more in size. The report highlights 
market identified sites and motorway junctions which are 
considered to be suitable for development nearby. Their 
methodology for the selection of certain junctions over 
others is not clear.  

7 Of the options proposed we favour option 3 as a suitable 
strategy for the location of residential uses. Please see 
response to question 9 for an explanation of our proposed 
amendments to this approach and justification for our 
proposed approach.  

Noted. 

8 We request clarification from the Council of why a different 
spatial strategy is proposed for residential and employment 
sites. It is unclear why the options proposed for employment 
exclude reference to use of suitable brownfield sites. Such 
land should be prioritised before concluding exceptional 
circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, as per paragraph 141 of the NPPF.  
 
Of the options proposed we favour option C. As a starting 
point this option reviews all land equally, taking account of 
the most sustainable locations. This approach is supported 
by paragraph 142 of the NPPF which states that the need to 
promote sustainable development should be taken into 
account when reviewing Green Belt Boundaries.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 
The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
 

9 We disagree with the sequential approach proposed in table 
2 of the consultation document. The sequential approach 
should be amended to read as follows:  
Allocated sites / Existing Urban Areas / Countryside / Green 
Belt  

Noted. A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an 
updated evidence base which will consider potential development 
sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
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There is a need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances 
for development in the Green Belt (see NPPF paragraph 
140). We consider that a fourth option, similar to option 3 of 
question 7 and option C of question 8 should be pursued in 
which the most sustainable locations based on a wide 
ranging criteria are considered for development.  
Land at Judkins is one of the largest brownfield sites in the 
Borough, and is next to a large portion of non-Green Belt 
countryside.  

locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
 

10 It is important that the review takes into account emerging 
evidence base. There is a danger that the early review runs 
ahead of evidence base available, especially in respect of 
cross boundary cooperation that is required with Coventry.  
There is an ongoing need for Nuneaton and Bedworth to 
engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with 
Coventry and vice versa.  
 
The plan is being reviewed against the backdrop of 
Coventry’s standard methodology figure being increased by 
35% to 2,325 dwellings per annum. Considering that 
Coventry’s average annualised total was 2,120 dwellings as 
identified by the 2015 Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 
Coventry’s baseline housing requirement has increased by 
205 dwellings per annum. In its currently adopted Local Plan, 
Coventry was only able to accommodate an average total 
dwellings of 1,230 dwellings per annum, as acknowledged 
through a Memorandum of Understanding.  
 
Further work is therefore required to establish Coventry’s 
final housing need and how this feeds into NBBCs final 
requirement. It is not suitable for NBBC to consider its needs 
only. Their own standard method figure alone is not suitable 
for NBBC to base their housing requirement on. A recent 
Inspectors’ report issued in respect of the Tonbridge and 
Malling Local Plan recommended non adoption of the Plan 
due to lack of evidence that Tonbridge & Malling (T&M) had 
engaged with neighbouring Sevenoaks Council regarding its 
housing shortfall.  
 
We would therefore suggest that NBBC engage with 
Coventry City Council and agree a Statement of Common 
Ground regarding Coventry’s unmet housing need. 
  
FCC is landowner of residential allocation HSG11. We 
consider that Table 5 of the Borough Plan Review document 
should be updated to reflect the fact that the outline 
application (reference: 035995) was submitted in 2019, 
although it stalled in 2020, in part due to Covid-19, it is 
currently in the late stages of determination.  

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. 
 
The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
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11 We support option 1, as existing settlement boundaries 
contain existing allocations. Existing allocations have been 
tested through a recent Local Plan process, and can deliver 
housing on sites that have already been agreed to be 
suitable in principle.  
 
Where additional land is required, consideration should be 
given to the spatial options available. In the first instance 
non-green belt land should be favoured. However where 
these sites are not suitable or available, then the release of 
Green Belt should be considered.  

Noted. 

12 Spatial options for development of the Borough are limited 
due its location within Green belt. Therefore the 
development of non-Green Belt sites should be reviewed. 
This requires an update of evidence base to ensure than up 
to date urban capacity report has been undertaken.  
Green Belt evidence base also requires updating. Both 
studies should reflect changing circumstances since its 
publication.  

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. The Council’s evidence 
base will be reassessed and updated where necessary as part of the 
Borough Plan review. 

13 Blanket targets are not appropriate for all sites. These can be 
unduly onerous for some sites and too lenient for others. It 
is best to determine requirement to provide it on a case by 
case basis. For example, some sites may have a large 
number of existing trees and this needs to be considered 
when requirements for tree planting are set.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

14 We disagree with this requirement for most of the same 
reasons set out in response to question 13. We question the 
Council’s suggestion of incorporating orchards on all large 
scale development sites, without a definition of this.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

15 We consider that the NPPF definition of major 
developments being defined as 10 or more homes is the 
most appropriate definition. The viability of this policy 
should be tested based on this criteria.  

Noted. 

16 Tree planting targets could be set across the Borough if the 
Council desires. However it remains the case that detailed 
matters such as the number of trees required for a site 
should be determined on a site by site basis, following 
consultation with the Council at the time of a planning 
application.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

20 We support the principle of greater emphasis being given to 
the importance of cycling and walking connections. However 
it must be considered at a site specific level firstly where 
these connections can be accommodated and also how they 
will impact viability. The delivery of such links would need to 
be included within an updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

Noted. Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making 
process before any new development is proposed. 
 

21 We invite the Council to provide further details of the type 
of infrastructure that is referenced.  
 
From a practical perspective it would also be useful to be 
provided with examples of where such technology has been 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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used and can be evidenced as a workable and viable 
solution.  
 
It is not for the planning system to deal with issues covered 
in the Building Regulations, furthermore it is not for Local 
Plans to pre-empt what may be or may not be required 
through future amendments to the building regulations.  

23 We note that reference is made to requirement for a “net 
gain” in biodiversity of at least 10% compared with the pre-
development baseline. It is not clear whether the Council 
intend to bring a 10% requirement ahead of the 
Environment Bill being passed, this is potentially before the 
Plan’s scheduled adoption in 2023.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

24 No, some design codes may suitably be dealt with as SPDs 
but in some cases the technical information needed at a 
concept stage may not be sufficiently detailed and therefore 
it would inappropriate to add weight to the design code 
without the appropriate evidence base.  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

26 We request review of adopted policy NE3. There should be 
an opportunity to review the status of Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWSs) as time goes on. They should not be static 
designations and if new evidence comes to light which 
challenges the designation then this should be reviewed and 
considered by the Council. Applicants should be able to.  

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. Points concerning 
the status of Local Wildlife Sites are noted. 
 

27 Objectives – sets out objectives proposed in order to achieve 
the vision for the Borough Plan. This includes objective 4 
which states that: “To provide a steady and adequate level 
of suitable housing for all.”  This appears to have been based 
on objective 4 of the currently adopted plan which states: 
“To provide the size, type and mix of housing that meets the 
specific needs of the Borough.”  We request clarification of 
why the wording has been changed to aim for a “steady” 
and “adequate” level of housing. This is not aspirational for 
the Borough. The Council shouldn’t be aiming for 
“adequate” levels of housing, to ensure choice and flexibility 
NBBC needs to be aspirational in its planning for housing.  
 
We note that a new objective has been added as objective 9. 
We agree that the Council’s objective should link to the 
Government’s goal of net zero emissions. However the way 
in which this is done is something that needs to be set out 
specifically on a site by site basis.  
 
Para 3.2: Reference is made to rail connections that serve 
the Borough. Reference should be made to services to 
Crewe, Bermuda Park and Kenilworth which are not 
currently listed.  

All points noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan review. Rail destinations/connections within the 
Borough will be referenced. 

74 Mr RB Sport 
England 

2 Sport England supports the authority’s review of its Local  
Plan and welcome the updating of the relevant evidence 
base documents in particular the Playing Pitch Strategy to 

Noted. 
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ensure playing pitches and sports facilities are planned 
appropriately to meet the demand generated from growth 
proposed as part of the Plan. 

6 Sport England are supportive of an approach which would 
enable non employment uses on existing industrial estates. 
A flexible approach could help facilitate such uses as gyms 
and other indoor sports provisions such as gymnastics and 
climbing walls which require certain heights that are not 
normally attainable within town centre units. The provision 
of such sporting activities will enhance the options to 
undertake physical activities, improving the wellbeing of 
residents within the authority and also provide employment 
opportunities, which could be greater in numbers than those 
within the traditional employment use classes found on 
industrial estates. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

20 Sport England would support a policy which provides a 
greater importance of cycling and walking 
connections/infrastructure. Active travel should be 
prioritised over other modes of transport through safe, 
integrated walking and cycling routes, as this provides the 
greatest opportunity for people to be physically active in 
their day to day lives. Reference to Sport England’s Active 
Design Guidance should be made within the revised policy 
with walkable communities and connected walking & cycling 
routes being two of ten principles to promote environments 
that offer individuals and communities the greatest potential 
to lead active and healthy lifestyles. Such an approach would 
help create an environment which could assist in addressing 
health issues within the authority. 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

75 Mr CS  1 The current plan only takes us up to 2032 which would not 
be deliverable in the time frame. A longer time frame would 
also allow more time before the consideration of the next 
plan. 

Noted. The Borough Plan review seeks to extend the Plan period to 
2038. 

2 Much of the evidence base is now 10 or more years old with 
regards to transport, environmental air quality, Office for 
National Statistics (ONS) figures regarding growth which will 
have all changed and need to be reviewed. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

3 ONS data on which Coventry growth has been calculated 
requires updating. These have led to NBBC accepting 4000 
houses from Coventry. The Memorandum of Understanding 
should be reviewed and the Coventry 4000 houses rejected. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

7 Option 1 – Land should not be taken out of the green belt 
when brownfield sites are available. 
Destruction of green belt will lead to merging of areas such 
as Bulkington merging and becoming a suburb of Bedworth 
and or Nuneaton. This will lead to a distinct loss of character 
and community diversity. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

9 The outskirts of towns and town centre regeneration offer 
the best opportunities for housing and in turn will attract 
infrastructure and amenities. Closeness to the core is 

Noted. 
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preferential to the periphery which in the 2010 review was 
discounted due to the lack of infrastructure and distance 
from employment sites. 

10 Yes, there should be a review. The current plan is based on 
over inflated ONS housing projections linked to Coventry. 
Sites were not selected using a consistent methodology, 
rather any land that was for sale was offered up and existing 
brownfield land was ignored. Developments are far too large 
and unsympathetic particularly to smaller villages such as 
Bulkington, Hawkesbury, Woodlands and Ash Green. 
Infrastructure is under developed and we have not 
considered the impact of neighbouring authorities who are 
also building close to our boundaries and the implication of 
this on our transport network. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed.  
 
 

11 Option 3 (Locating new residential development in non-
green belt land) Destruction of green belt will lead to 
communities such as Bulkington losing their identity as they 
are swallowed up by Nuneaton. Destruction of grade 2 and 
grade 3 farmland. Green belt provides land that is used for 
recreational purposes and is important for the well-being of 
residents. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

13 Tree planting would be welcomed though it should be 
carefully managed and a strategic plan would need to be 
produced by the Borough council. This needs to show how 
they would manage the spaces and stop them from 
becoming hot spots for anti-social behaviour or for fly 
tipping.  

Noted. 

14 A clear strategy is required, if left unmanaged this can 
become an area that attracts anti-social behaviour and fly 
tipping and could become an eye-sore and a burden to local 
residents. 

Noted. 

15 Large scale development is a development which will have 
clear and obvious disruptive effects on the local community. 
This is above and beyond what it can absorb or naturally 
mitigate against.  

Noted. 

23 The Borough plan is currently destroying a substantial 
proportion of our biodiversity by building on green belt land. 
Offering 10% of this back is hardly fair compensation, 
especially when poor site selection has been used without a 
proper methodology. Further environment studies should be 
carried out by NBBC in a sympathetic manner unlike the 
studies carried out by developers which were biased 
towards their own development goals. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

76 Mrs CS  1 The current plan only takes us up to 2032 which would not 
be deliverable in the time frame. A longer time frame would 
also allow more time before the consideration of the next 
plan. 

Noted. The Borough Plan review seeks to extend the Plan period to 
2038. 

2 Much of the evidence base is now 10 or more years old with 
regards to transport, environmental air quality, Office for 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 
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National Statistics (ONS) figures regarding growth which will 
have all changed and need to be reviewed. 

3 ONS data on which Coventry growth has been calculated 
requires updating. These have led to NBBC accepting 4000 
houses from Coventry. The Memorandum of Understanding 
should be reviewed and the Coventry 4000 houses rejected. 

Noted.. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

7 Option 1 – Land should not be taken out of the green belt 
when brownfield sites are available. 
Destruction of green belt will lead to merging of areas such 
as Bulkington merging and becoming a suburb of Bedworth 
and or Nuneaton. This will lead to a distinct loss of character 
and community diversity. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

9 The outskirts of towns and town centre regeneration offer 
the best opportunities for housing and in turn will attract 
infrastructure and amenities. Closeness to the core is 
preferential to the periphery which in the 2010 review was 
discounted due to the lack of infrastructure and distance 
from employment sites. 

Noted. 

10 Yes, there should be a review. The current plan is based on 
over inflated ONS housing projections linked to Coventry. 
Sites were not selected using a consistent methodology, 
rather any land that was for sale was offered up and existing 
brownfield land was ignored. Developments are far too large 
and unsympathetic particularly to smaller villages such as 
Bulkington, Hawkesbury, Woodlands and Ash Green. 
Infrastructure is under developed and we have not 
considered the impact of neighbouring authorities who are 
also building close to our boundaries and the implication of 
this on our transport network. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed.  
 
 

11 Option 3 (Locating new residential development in non-
green belt land) Destruction of green belt will lead to 
communities such as Bulkington losing their identity as they 
are swallowed up by Nuneaton. Destruction of grade 2 and 
grade 3 farmland. Green belt provides land that is used for 
recreational purposes and is important for the well-being of 
residents. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

13 Tree planting would be welcomed though it should be 
carefully managed and a strategic plan would need to be 
produced by the Borough council. This needs to show how 
they would manage the spaces and stop them from 
becoming hot spots for anti-social behaviour or for fly 
tipping.  

Noted. 

14 A clear strategy is required, if left unmanaged this can 
become an area that attracts anti-social behaviour and fly 
tipping and could become an eye-sore and a burden to local 
residents. 

Noted. 

15 Large scale development is a development which will have 
clear and obvious disruptive effects on the local community. 
This is above and beyond what it can absorb or naturally 
mitigate against.  

Noted. 
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23 The Borough plan is currently destroying a substantial 
proportion of our biodiversity by building on green belt land. 
Offering 10% of this back is hardly fair compensation, 
especially when poor site selection has been used without a 
proper methodology. Further environment studies should be 
carried out by NBBC in a sympathetic manner unlike the 
studies carried out by developers which were biased 
towards their own development goals. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

77 Mr PS  1 The current plan only takes us up to 2032 which would not 
be deliverable in the time frame. A longer time frame would 
also allow more time before the consideration of the next 
plan. 

Noted. The Borough Plan review seeks to extend the Plan period to 
2038. 

2 Much of the evidence base is now 10 or more years old with 
regards to transport, environmental air quality, Office for 
National Statistics (ONS) figures regarding growth which will 
have all changed and need to be reviewed. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

3 ONS data on which Coventry growth has been calculated 
requires updating. These have led to NBBC accepting 4000 
houses from Coventry. The Memorandum of Understanding 
should be reviewed and the Coventry 4000 houses rejected. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

7 Option 1 – Land should not be taken out of the green belt 
when brownfield sites are available. 
Destruction of green belt will lead to merging of areas such 
as Bulkington merging and becoming a suburb of Bedworth 
and or Nuneaton. This will lead to a distinct loss of character 
and community diversity. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

9 The outskirts of towns and town centre regeneration offer 
the best opportunities for housing and in turn will attract 
infrastructure and amenities. Closeness to the core is 
preferential to the periphery which in the 2010 review was 
discounted due to the lack of infrastructure and distance 
from employment sites. 

Noted. 

10 Yes, there should be a review. The current plan is based on 
over inflated ONS housing projections linked to Coventry. 
Sites were not selected using a consistent methodology, 
rather any land that was for sale was offered up and existing 
brownfield land was ignored. Developments are far too large 
and unsympathetic particularly to smaller villages such as 
Bulkington, Hawkesbury, Woodlands and Ash Green. 
Infrastructure is under developed and we have not 
considered the impact of neighbouring authorities who are 
also building close to our boundaries and the implication of 
this on our transport network. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed.  
 
 

11 Option 3 (Locating new residential development in non-
green belt land) Destruction of green belt will lead to 
communities such as Bulkington losing their identity as they 
are swallowed up by Nuneaton. Destruction of grade 2 and 
grade 3 farmland. Green belt provides land that is used for 
recreational purposes and is important for the well-being of 
residents. 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

13 Tree planting would be welcomed though it should be 
carefully managed and a strategic plan would need to be 
produced by the Borough council. This needs to show how 
they would manage the spaces and stop them from 
becoming hot spots for anti-social behaviour or for fly 
tipping.  

Noted. 

14 A clear strategy is required, if left unmanaged this can 
become an area that attracts anti-social behaviour and fly 
tipping and could become an eye-sore and a burden to local 
residents. 

Noted. 

15 Large scale development is a development which will have 
clear and obvious disruptive effects on the local community. 
This is above and beyond what it can absorb or naturally 
mitigate against.  

Noted. 

23 The Borough plan is currently destroying a substantial 
proportion of our biodiversity by building on green belt land. 
Offering 10% of this back is hardly fair compensation, 
especially when poor site selection has been used without a 
proper methodology. Further environment studies should be 
carried out by NBBC in a sympathetic manner unlike the 
studies carried out by developers which were biased 
towards their own development goals. 

Noted. The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated 
where necessary as part of the Borough Plan review. 

78 Mr JC Stratford-on-
Avon District 
Council 
 

NA Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) adopted its 
Borough (Local) Plan on 11th June 2019 and committed itself 
to an early review.  
As with all Local Plans across the Coventry and Warwickshire 
housing market area, the current NBBC Borough Plan is 
predicated on an agreed Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) in respect of the redistribution of Coventry’s unmet 
housing needs.  
 
SDC expresses its extreme disappointment at the decision by 
NBBC to seek to withdraw from the signed Memorandum of 
Understanding.  
 
SDC is sympathetic with the concerns raised by the Issues and 
Options consultation document but respectfully urges NBBC 
to acknowledge the need to potentially address wider than 
local housing need and to realistically reflect this issue within 
the Borough Plan Review and in its relationships with partners 
across the sub-region.   
 
In any event, the standard method for calculating housing 
need is not considered significant to warrant withdrawal from 
the beneficial partnership and MOU, which would itself 
inevitably need revising as the other local authorities progress 
through their various local plan reviews and movements 
towards more joint planning approaches and documents, 
such as currently being proposed by SDC and WDC for South 
Warwickshire. 

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. 
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Whilst SDC considers the withdrawal to be a political decision, 
it notes that given the current NBBC Borough Plan is not being 
withdrawn, there is no practical effect of this withdrawal. As 
with the other Local Plans across Coventry and Warwickshire, 
allocated sites in Nuneaton and Bedworth are coming 
forward for development and as such, housing needs 
continue to be met across the sub-region.  

79  WT  1 No. Delay it for as long as possible to allow for more 
appropriate sites for building to become available. 
 

Noted. The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 
15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  

4 Option 1. For instance, there is no point in building a new 
industrial estate on Bowling Green Lane when there are 
empty units/spare capacity at both Bermuda Park and 
Bayton Road. 

Noted. 

5 Look at more brownfield sites that would not have such an 
impact on current housing and infrastructure. 

Noted. 

6 More information needed before I can make a judgement. 
Why isn’t this information provided in an easily accessible 
manner for residents?  Saying it is available on the website is 
not acceptable.  We shouldn’t have to go searching for this.  
The whole planning process is designed to deter ordinary 
residents from engaging with it. 

Noted. The Council have undertook comprehensive consultation 
for the document including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 
 

7 Protect the Green Belt and countryside at all costs.  
Lockdown showed how valuable this space is to our physical 
and mental well-being. 
 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

8 Make better use of brownfield sites and underused urban 
areas.  Climate change needs to be prioritised.  We should 
not be building new housing or employment areas on any 
Green Belt or countryside spaces. 
 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

9 See Q7 & 8. Noted. 

10 Yes.  The world has changed post-Covid and post-Brexit.  
Who says we need so much more housing and the 
employment areas to go with them?  We should be doing 
everything within our power to protect our existing green 
spaces. 

The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 
 

11 Underused urban areas.  Town centres have become like 
ghost towns.  Transform some of these spaces into housing 
and the result will be a demand for more retail and 
entertainment to go with them.   

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

12 See Q11. Noted. 

13 Why chop down old, established trees and hedgerows for 
the sake of new developments as is the case with the 

Noted. 
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current Borough Plan?  The countryside needs protecting for 
future generations. 

14 Avoid large scale developments in the first place, then there 
will be no need for orchards! 

Noted. 

15 Keep developments small so there is limited impact on 
existing spaces. 

Noted. 

16 We should be planting trees anyway to help slow down 
climate change but not for meeting some artificial quota.  

Noted. 

17 Do not understand what the ‘classes’ are.  Where is this 
information?  Why is this process so difficult for ordinary 
residents to engage with?  I attended one of the 
‘consultations’ which had a few display boards with very 
limited information on them. 

Noted. The Council have undertook comprehensive consultation 
for the document including exhibitions throughout the Borough. 
The Use Classes Order is available to review on the national 
Planning Portal website. 

18 See answer to Q17. Noted. 

20 Again, haven’t been provided with enough information to 
make an informed response. However, the roads in 
Nuneaton and Bedworth are already struggling to cope with 
the amount of traffic from the current housing and industrial 
areas.  Any future development must take this into account.  
This is also the case for schools, hospitals, doctors, dentists 
etc.  When I have raised this issue in the past, I have been 
told that, ‘new housing and employment areas come first 
and the infrastructure will follow.’  This is unfair to residents 
of the borough who suffer in the meantime. 

Noted. Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making 
process before any new development is proposed. 
 

21 See Q20. Noted. 

22 See Q20. Noted. 

23 We should be protecting the environment as a priority. Noted. 

24 No idea! This a nonsensical question for an ordinary 
resident. 

Noted. 

25 Again, no idea. Noted. 

26 The Borough Plan review/consultation has been very poor.  
Most residents had no idea that a review was even taking 
place.  Putting information on social media is not fair to 
older residents who do not engage with that as a form of 
communication.  Being told that the information was also 
advertised in local libraries is inadequate given that we have 
all been trying to stay at home as much as possible and 
avoiding public spaces due to the pandemic! 

The Council undertook comprehensive consultation for the 
document including exhibitions throughout the Borough and has 
shared information on the consultation process via various media 
sources. 
 

80  NA Tetlow King 
on behalf of 
West 
Midlands 
Housing 
Association 
Planning 
Consortium 

 The HAPC supports the vision of the draft plan and would 
encourage the council to prepare policies which are in the 
best interest of the needs of all residents. As stakeholders in 
the community the HAPC is pleased to be involved in the 
preparation of the plan and for having the opportunity to 
share their views. 

Noted. 

7 The HAPC support the option which will allow the greatest 
provision of affordable homes, in the most sustainable 
locations. Whilst the re-use of previously developed land in 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
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urban areas is preferable, as set out in options 1 and 2, there 
are concerns that this could undermine the delivery of 
affordable housing as there are often viability implications 
for developing brownfield sites and therefore the HAPC 
would not support this as an option. Moreover NBBC do not 
have excessive brownfield land in which to develop. We 
welcome the publication of the HEDNA prior to any final 
decisions on strategy are made. 
The HAPC notes that land was previously released from the 
Green Belt in the current Borough Plan to provide for the 
employment and housing needs of the borough, the HAPC 
support this approach and understand the important role 
released green belt land can offer in ensuring sufficient sites 
are allocated for housing to maintain a constant supply. It 
would be preferred if brownfield sites, and non-green belt 
sites could be developed first. It is however acknowledged 
that there are limited amounts of non-green belt land 
outside of urban areas and as such limited infill urban 
development and development outside of the green belt is 
not likely to be sufficient in meeting the local housing need. 

policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
 

10 The HAPC is wary of the suggestion that sites only allocated 
in recently adopted plan should already be reassessed for 
their suitability for development. The allocation sites were 
fully scrutinised by a Planning Inspector at a local plan 
examination. It is therefore not surprising, given only two 
years have passed since the plan was adopted, that some of 
the strategic allocation sites do not yet have planning 
permission. They are large strategic sites which will take 
time to deliver beyond the existing plan period. It is of 
course prudent to review the existing allocations as part of 
an overall review of sites in the Borough as a whole but the 
deletion of allocations could not be justified given the 
Borough’s ever pressing housing needs. 
It is important to note that 429 dwellings per annum is the 
minimum housing requirement based on the government’s 
standard method and as the PPG advises this is the starting 
point in determining the number of homes needed in an 
area. The standard method does not accommodate changing 
economic circumstances or other factors that might have on 
demographic behaviour and therefore the housing 
requirement needs to be above this. Therefore, the Council 
needs to undertake a thorough review of housing 
requirement substantiated by robust evidence and we note 
that a HEDNA is due. 
NBBC must continue to meet the unmet needs of Coventry 
under the duty to cooperate. As the standard method 
changed in December 2020, Coventry’s housing requirement 
increased from 1,722 dwellings per annum to 2,325. It is 
inevitable Coventry will need the support of other 
Warwickshire authorities to help meet its needs. 

Comments are noted. 
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As of March 2021, 1,780 households were on the Council’s 
up-to-date Housing Register/Waiting List. Therefore, the 
HAPC encourages the council to allocate and identify sites 
for up to 100% affordable housing as part of the Borough 
Plan review. 

11 The HAPC’s vision would be to see a spatial strategy which 
enables a sufficient supply of affordable homes. As such, 
they support the option will provide the highest levels of 
affordable housing across the authority area. The HAPC 
encourages the council to allocate and identify sites for up 
to 100% affordable housing. 
The HAPC members would welcome the opportunity to 
provide a range of tenures on the delivery of their sites to 
address a range of housing needs and a such would welcome 
the opportunity to work collaboratively with the Council. 
Once the HEDNA is completed, the HAPC urge the Council to 
assess this information and use this to inform the most 
suitable locations for future housing which is likely to include 
a combination of all three spatial options. 

Careful consideration will need to be had to the appropriate 
housing requirement (including type/size/tenure) to be contained 
within the Borough Plan Review. 
 

12 It is vital that the borough plan allocates sufficient homes to 
deliver its housing requirement and the selection of the sites 
should be guided by a sustainability appraisal. Residential 
sites can be evenly distributed across the authority area. 
Existing Borough Plan Policy H2 requires that developments 
of over 15 dwellings provide 25% affordable housing. The 
HAPC support the provision of a 25% affordable housing 
contribution, however they would like to see the threshold 
for affordable housing reduced to 10 dwellings subject to 
viability. 
The HAPC believe a Local Plan should set a numerical target 
for affordable housing supply to ensure the Council and 
developers are working towards the same objectives and the 
delivery of homes can therefore be monitored. 
We are concerned that if the Council continues to with the 
74% affordable/social rent and 26% intermediate housing 
that with the 25% First Homes requirement, there will be no 
scope for delivering shared ownership properties in the 
Borough. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
Comments regarding existing Policy H2 are noted. 

23 The HAPC supports a minimum 10% net gain and do not 
believe this needs to be any higher due to the potential 
impacts on viability. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. 

26 Within the consultation document no questions have been 
directly asked about the approach to affordable housing, this 
a hugely important issue to the Borough. We ask the Council 
to be wary of the ways in which such policies could impact 
development viability which may restrict the provision of 
affordable housing. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward for consideration at the 
next stage of the Plan review. 

81  RD Tetlow King 
on behalf of 

1 The adopted Borough Plan has a Plan period of 2011-2031 
and therefore at time of adoption it had only 12 years 
remaining and not the 15 years required by the NPPF. 

Noted that the NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum 
of 15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  
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Terra 
Strategic 

Nevertheless, the Inspector was satisfied with the Plan 
period as it aligned with other Warwickshire authorities in 
the same Housing Market Area (HMA) as it relied in the 
same evidence base.  
It is positive that NBBC has chosen a forward looking Plan 
period starting in 2023, instead of starting in 2021 or before, 
in the context of the adopted Borough Plan still having 10 
years left to run it seems an appropriate start date for the 
Plan period. It is important that when the new Borough Plan 
is adopted that it has a minimum timeframe of at least 15 
years to comply with the NPPF requirements so the 
proposed Plan period of 2023-2038 may need to be adjusted 
depending on the date of the Plan’s adoption. 

 

2 It  is imperative that the new evidence base is 
commissioned, otherwise the Borough Plan review serves no 
purpose. The most critical evidence for any local plan 
review, partial or full, is a comprehensive assessment of the 
housing requirement. The evidence base effectively dictates 
the Plan period and currently the evidence base only 
supports the existing Plan period up to 2031.  
It is important to note that 429 dwellings per annum is the 
minimum housing requirement based on the Government’s 
standard method and as the PPG advises this is the starting 
point in determining the number of homes needed in an 
area. The standard method does not accommodate changing 
economic circumstances or other factors that might have on 
demographic behaviour and therefore the housing 
requirement needs to be above this. Therefore, NBBC needs 
to undertake a thorough review of housing requirement 
substantiated by robust evidence. We note a HEDNA is due 
shortly. 
NBBC must continue to meet the unmet needs of Coventry 
under the duty to cooperate. As the standard method 
changed in December 2020, Coventry’s housing requirement 
increased from 1,722 dwellings per annum to 2,325. It is 
inevitable Coventry will need the support of other 
Warwickshire authorities to help meet its needs 
The Issues and Options consultation should not be seen as 
an opportunity to disengage with the existing duty to 
cooperate arrangements with the other Warwickshire 
authorities, in particular Coventry. Although it was mooted 
in the White Paper that the duty to cooperate requirements 
could be abandoned, it was one of a multitude of potential 
changes to the planning system and the Government has yet 
to announce which policy changes will be taken forward in 
the forthcoming Planning Bill. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

3 The Joint Green Belt Study (LUC 2015) - It is important that 
this document is updated as part of the review of NBBC’s 
evidence, especially as several of the sites in the study are 
no longer in Green Belt and have been allocated for housing. 

Comments noted. 
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Accordingly, the urbanised context of these sites has 
changed which has implications for the purpose of Green 
Belt test.  
The Landscape Capacity Study (TEP 2017) was an important 
companion document to the Joint Green Belt Study which 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape and its capacity to 
accommodate change without detrimental effects on its 
character.  

7 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by 
Green Belt. The adopted Borough Plan necessitated the 
need to release an extensive amount of Green Belt land in 
order to meet housing and economic needs. Indeed, nine 
out of 12 of the strategic allocations in the Borough Plan are 
sites which were formerly located in the Green Belt. The 
Inspector to the adopted Borough Plan recognised that 
exceptional circumstances existed to alter the Borough’s 
Green Belt and that its release was necessary to secure the 
most sustainable pattern of development and it had a role in 
meeting Coventry’s unmet needs.  
Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with a multitude 
of brownfield land available to develop. Therefore, 
alternative sites, greenfield or Green Belt need to be 
considered. In fact, non-Green Belt greenfield sites are in 
short supply, limited to a few locations north of Nuneaton, 
of which HSG1 forms a significant part and land to the west 
of Bedworth adjacent to HSG4 Woodlands. This point is 
acknowledged by NBBC in the Issues and Options paper at 
paragraph 6.6. Accordingly, option 1 is not a feasible 
strategy. 
We note the reference at paragraph 6.5 to windfall sites 
comprising 22 dwellings per annum. This is a very low figure 
and will not make much of an impact on fulfilling the 
housing requirement.  
Given it was inevitable that Green Belt sites were required to 
be released to meet the housing needs of the adopted 
Borough Plan; the release of further Green Belt sites are 
unavoidable to enable the Borough to meet its future 
housing needs. In the absence of the HEDNA it is difficult to 
predict what the land requirements will be, but the standard 
method of 429 dwellings per annum is a useful minimum 
starting point for establishing the housing requirement.  
As with the adopted Borough Plan, the focus needs to be on 
delivering new homes in the most sustainable locations and 
therefore the Sustainability Appraisal is a key tool in 
determining a revised spatial strategy. It is imperative that 
sites in the most sustainable locations are allocated for 
development and it is inevitable that some of these sites will 
be located in the Green Belt, given it restricts the Borough’s 
growth so tightly. This is the same approach that was taken 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
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to the adopted Borough Plan and it was endorsed as a sound 
spatial strategy by the Borough Plan Inspector.  
As outlined in our response to question 3, it is important 
that the Joint Green Belt Study and the Landscape Capacity 
Study are reviewed and updated. It is noteworthy that our 
client’s land (HSG 12) was one of the lowest scoring sites in 
the Joint Green Belt Study and one of the few sites which 
was recommended for removal from the Green Belt (site 
BE4). 

10 As the Borough Plan was only adopted two years ago, the 
existing allocated sites should be up to date and provide a 
realistic development strategy for the Borough for the 
coming years. TKP is wary of any suggestion that sites only 
allocated in the recently adopted Borough Plan should 
already be reassessed for their suitability for development. 
The Borough Plan identified 12 strategic sites for 
development and many of them required Green Belt 
release. The allocation sites were fully scrutinised by a 
Planning Inspector at the Borough Plan examination. It is 
therefore not surprising, that some of the strategic 
allocation sites do not yet have planning permission. They 
are large strategic sites which will take time to deliver 
beyond the existing Plan period. It is of course prudent to 
review the existing allocations as part of an overall review of 
sites in the Borough as a whole but the deletion of 
allocations could not be justified given the Borough’s ever 
pressing housing needs. Terra Strategic is the landowner of 
the former Hawkesbury Golf Course (HSG12) and was 
prompt in submitting planning applications for the site. The 
overriding reason that HSG12 has been able to deliver new 
homes expeditiously is because the site is in single 
ownership. Other sites such as HSG1: North of Nuneaton are 
fragmented in multiple ownership and will take a long time 
to deliver which may not result in cohesive development.  
In order to make efficient use of land, Terra Strategic is 
seeking to maximise the capacity of the site and a 
development for 500 new has been masterplanned and 
supports the outline planning application.  
The provision of the additional 120 dwellings above the 
baseline minimum allocation of at least 380 dwellings will 
help NBBC to meet its housing needs, in the current Plan 
period and beyond. This is particularly important in the 
context of the unmet housing needs of Coventry and HSG12 
is ideally located to accommodate these needs.  
 
It seems appropriate that housing allocations sites are 
reviewed in light of their capacity to delivery new homes 
(i.e. reviewing densities) but any suggestion that the 
allocation sites are not deliverable (NPPF definition) seems 
unwarranted given their recent scrutiny by a Planning 

Comments noted. Careful consideration will need to be had to the 
appropriate housing requirement to be contained within the 
Borough Plan Review. 
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Inspector. In relation specifically to policy HSG12, the 
requirement to include a canal marina should be deleted 
and the policy should be amended to provide up to 500 
dwellings (instead of at least 380 dwellings). 

11 Listed but no response.  

12 The three spatial options outlined on page 27, and cited 
below, do not seem to accord with the three options 
outlined in question 7 in relation to Green Belt.  
 
As outlined in our response to question 7, Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by Green Belt. The 
adopted Borough Plan necessitated the need to release an 
extensive amount of Green Belt land in order to meet 
housing and economic needs, valid spatial approach which 
was endorsed by the Borough Plan Inspector.  
Furthermore, Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with 
a multitude of brownfield land available to develop and 
therefore, alternative sites, greenfield or green belt need to 
be considered. Therefore options 1 and 3 are not feasible 
options. Option 2 may be feasible but only if there is further 
release of Green Belt land.  
As we have outlined previously, the focus needs to be on 
delivering new homes in the most sustainable locations and 
therefore the Sustainability Appraisal is crucial to 
determining the revised spatial strategy. It is vital that sites 
in the most sustainable locations are allocated for 
development and these may be Green Belt sites. This is the 
same approach that was taken to the adopted Borough Plan 
and it was endorsed as a sound spatial strategy by the 
Inspector. 

Comments regarding the focus needing to be on delivering new 
homes in the most sustainable locations are noted and agreed. 

20 HSG12 is the only mixed used allocation which will deliver a 
range of community benefits including extensive parkland, 
play space, pedestrian and cycle links, allotments and 
orchard, canal side improvements including a new bridge. 
The site is delivering more than just housing, it is offering 
open space, amenity and biodiversity improvements that 
will be of benefit to the wider community’s health and 
wellbeing. The merits of the development scheme need to 
be recognised by NBBC which supports policies SA1 and HS2. 

Support for SA1 and HS2 is noted. 

21 The full planning permission for HSG12 includes the require 
for electric vehicle charge points. This request was not 
exceptional and is needed to respond to climate change. 
Moreover, it has become a positive marketing strategy for 
new homes targeting environmentally conscious buyers. 

Support for EVCP is noted. 

23 NBBC has already been seeking biodiversity net gain on 
development schemes on the basis of the Warwickshire 
Biodiversity impact assessment calculator. Albeit the 
requirement for 10% biodiversity net gain will not become a 
mandatory requirement until the Environment Bill is enacted 
potentially later this year.  

Comments are noted. 
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If the Council is looking to mandate biodiversity net gain 
through the Borough Plan Review, guidance must be 
provided (or signposted) on how to practically achieve a 
higher net gain in development. This would allow for net 
gain to be designed into processes at early stages and for 
any design issues to be detected and resolved without 
causing delay to development.  
We accept that 10% net gain is likely to become a 
mandatory requirement and we do not believe this needs to 
be any higher due to the potential impacts on viability.  

82  RD Tetlow King 
on behalf of 
Terra 
Strategic 

1 The adopted Borough Plan has a Plan period of 2011-2031 
and therefore at time of adoption it had only 12 years 
remaining and not the 15 years required by the NPPF. 
Nevertheless, the Inspector was satisfied with the Plan 
period as it aligned with other Warwickshire authorities in 
the same Housing Market Area (HMA) as it relied in the 
same evidence base.  
It is positive that NBBC has chosen a forward looking Plan 
period starting in 2023, instead of starting in 2021 or before, 
in the context of the adopted Borough Plan still having 10 
years left to run it seems an appropriate start date for the 
Plan period. It is important that when the new Borough Plan 
is adopted that it has a minimum timeframe of at least 15 
years to comply with the NPPF requirements so the 
proposed Plan period of 2023-2038 may need to be adjusted 
depending on the date of the Plan’s adoption. 

Noted that the NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum 
of 15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  
 

 2 It  is imperative that the new evidence base is 
commissioned, otherwise the Borough Plan review serves no 
purpose. The most critical evidence for any local plan 
review, partial or full, is a comprehensive assessment of the 
housing requirement. The evidence base effectively dictates 
the Plan period and currently the evidence base only 
supports the existing Plan period up to 2031.  
It is important to note that 429 dwellings per annum is the 
minimum housing requirement based on the Government’s 
standard method and as the PPG advises this is the starting 
point in determining the number of homes needed in an 
area. The standard method does not accommodate changing 
economic circumstances or other factors that might have on 
demographic behaviour and therefore the housing 
requirement needs to be above this. Therefore, NBBC needs 
to undertake a thorough review of housing requirement 
substantiated by robust evidence. We note a HEDNA is due 
shortly. 
NBBC must continue to meet the unmet needs of Coventry 
under the duty to cooperate. As the standard method 
changed in December 2020, Coventry’s housing requirement 
increased from 1,722 dwellings per annum to 2,325. It is 
inevitable Coventry will need the support of other 
Warwickshire authorities to help meet its needs 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
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The Issues and Options consultation should not be seen as 
an opportunity to disengage with the existing duty to 
cooperate arrangements with the other Warwickshire 
authorities, in particular Coventry. Although it was mooted 
in the White Paper that the duty to cooperate requirements 
could be abandoned, it was one of a multitude of potential 
changes to the planning system and the Government has yet 
to announce which policy changes will be taken forward in 
the forthcoming Planning Bill. 

 3 The Joint Green Belt Study (LUC 2015) - It is important that 
this document is updated as part of the review of NBBC’s 
evidence, especially as several of the sites in the study are 
no longer in Green Belt and have been allocated for housing. 
Accordingly, the urbanised context of these sites has 
changed which has implications for the purpose of Green 
Belt test.  
The Landscape Capacity Study (TEP 2017) was an important 
companion document to the Joint Green Belt Study which 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape and its capacity to 
accommodate change without detrimental effects on its 
character. 

Comments noted. 

 7 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by 
Green Belt. The adopted Borough Plan necessitated the 
need to release an extensive amount of Green Belt land in 
order to meet housing and economic needs. Indeed, nine 
out of 12 of the strategic allocations in the Borough Plan are 
sites which were formerly located in the Green Belt. The 
Inspector to the adopted Borough Plan recognised that 
exceptional circumstances existed to alter the Borough’s 
Green Belt and that its release was necessary to secure the 
most sustainable pattern of development and it had a role in 
meeting Coventry’s unmet needs.  
Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with a multitude 
of brownfield land available to develop. Therefore, 
alternative sites, greenfield or Green Belt need to be 
considered. In fact, non-Green Belt greenfield sites are in 
short supply, limited to a few locations north of Nuneaton, 
of which HSG1 forms a significant part and land to the west 
of Bedworth adjacent to HSG4 Woodlands. This point is 
acknowledged by NBBC in the Issues and Options paper at 
paragraph 6.6. Accordingly, option 1 is not a feasible 
strategy. 
We note the reference at paragraph 6.5 to windfall sites 
comprising 22 dwellings per annum. This is a very low figure 
and will not make much of an impact on fulfilling the 
housing requirement.  
Given it was inevitable that Green Belt sites were required to 
be released to meet the housing needs of the adopted 
Borough Plan; the release of further Green Belt sites are 
unavoidable to enable the Borough to meet its future 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
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housing needs. In the absence of the HEDNA it is difficult to 
predict what the land requirements will be, but the standard 
method of 429 dwellings per annum is a useful minimum 
starting point for establishing the housing requirement.  
As with the adopted Borough Plan, the focus needs to be on 
delivering new homes in the most sustainable locations and 
therefore the Sustainability Appraisal is a key tool in 
determining a revised spatial strategy. It is imperative that 
sites in the most sustainable locations are allocated for 
development and it is inevitable that some of these sites will 
be located in the Green Belt, given it restricts the Borough’s 
growth so tightly. This is the same approach that was taken 
to the adopted Borough Plan and it was endorsed as a sound 
spatial strategy by the Borough Plan Inspector.  
As outlined in our response to question 3, it is important 
that the Joint Green Belt Study and the Landscape Capacity 
Study are reviewed and updated. It is noteworthy that our 
client’s land (HSG 12) was one of the lowest scoring sites in 
the Joint Green Belt Study and one of the few sites which 
was recommended for removal from the Green Belt (site 
BE4). 

 10 As the Borough Plan was only adopted two years ago, the 
existing allocated sites should be up to date and provide a 
realistic development strategy for the Borough for the 
coming years. TKP is wary of any suggestion that sites only 
allocated in the recently adopted Borough Plan should 
already be reassessed for their suitability for development. 
The Borough Plan identified 12 strategic sites for 
development and many of them required Green Belt 
release. The allocation sites were fully scrutinised by a 
Planning Inspector at the Borough Plan examination. It is 
therefore not surprising, that some of the strategic 
allocation sites do not yet have planning permission. They 
are large strategic sites which will take time to deliver 
beyond the existing Plan period. It is of course prudent to 
review the existing allocations as part of an overall review of 
sites in the Borough as a whole but the deletion of 
allocations could not be justified given the Borough’s ever 
pressing housing needs. Terra Strategic is the landowner of 
the former Hawkesbury Golf Course (HSG12) and was 
prompt in submitting planning applications for the site. The 
overriding reason that HSG12 has been able to deliver new 
homes expeditiously is because the site is in single 
ownership. Other sites such as HSG1: North of Nuneaton are 
fragmented in multiple ownership and will take a long time 
to deliver which may not result in cohesive development. 
More sites should be allocated to meet specialist housing 
needs such as the elderly.  

Comments noted. Careful consideration will need to be had to the 
appropriate housing requirement to be contained within the 
Borough Plan Review. 
 

 11 Listed but no response.  
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 12 The three spatial options outlined on page 27, and cited 
below, do not seem to accord with the three options 
outlined in question 7 in relation to Green Belt.  
 
As outlined in our response to question 7, Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by Green Belt. The 
adopted Borough Plan necessitated the need to release an 
extensive amount of Green Belt land in order to meet 
housing and economic needs, valid spatial approach which 
was endorsed by the Borough Plan Inspector.  
Furthermore, Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with 
a multitude of brownfield land available to develop and 
therefore, alternative sites, greenfield or green belt need to 
be considered. Therefore options 1 and 3 are not feasible 
options. Option 2 may be feasible but only if there is further 
release of Green Belt land.  
The focus needs to be on delivering new homes in the most 
sustainable locations and therefore the Sustainability 
Appraisal is crucial to determining the revised spatial 
strategy. It is vital that sites in the most sustainable locations 
are allocated for development and these may be Green Belt 
sites. This is the same approach that was taken to the 
adopted Borough Plan and it was endorsed as a sound 
spatial strategy by the Inspector. 

Comments regarding the focus needing to be on delivering new 
homes in the most sustainable locations are noted. 

 20 HSG12 is the only mixed used allocation which will deliver a 
range of community benefits including extensive parkland, 
play space, pedestrian and cycle links, allotments and 
orchard, canal side improvements including a new bridge. 
The site is delivering more than just housing, it is offering 
open space, amenity and biodiversity improvements that 
will be of benefit to the wider community’s health and 
wellbeing. The merits of the development scheme need to 
be recognised by NBBC which supports policies SA1 and HS2. 

Support for SA1 and HS2 is noted. 

 21 The full planning permission for HSG12 includes the require 
for electric vehicle charge points. This request was not 
exceptional and is needed to respond to climate change. 
Moreover, it has become a positive marketing strategy for 
new homes targeting environmentally conscious buyers. 

Support for EVCP is noted. 

 23 NBBC has already been seeking biodiversity net gain on 
development schemes on the basis of the Warwickshire 
Biodiversity impact assessment calculator. Albeit the 
requirement for 10% biodiversity net gain will not become a 
mandatory requirement until the Environment Bill is enacted 
potentially later this year.  
If the Council is looking to mandate biodiversity net gain 
through the Borough Plan Review, guidance must be 
provided (or signposted) on how to practically achieve a 
higher net gain in development. This would allow for net 
gain to be designed into processes at early stages and for 

Comments are noted. 
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any design issues to be detected and resolved without 
causing delay to development.  
We accept that 10% net gain is likely to become a 
mandatory requirement and we do not believe this needs to 
be any higher due to the potential impacts on viability.  

83  RD Tetlow King 
on behalf of 
Living Space 

1 The adopted Borough Plan has a Plan period of 2011-2031 
and therefore at time of adoption it had only 12 years 
remaining and not the 15 years required by the NPPF. 
Nevertheless, the Inspector was satisfied with the Plan 
period as it aligned with other Warwickshire authorities in 
the same Housing Market Area (HMA) as it relied in the 
same evidence base.  
It is positive that NBBC has chosen a forward looking Plan 
period starting in 2023, instead of starting in 2021 or before, 
in the context of the adopted Borough Plan still having 10 
years left to run it seems an appropriate start date for the 
Plan period. It is important that when the new Borough Plan 
is adopted that it has a minimum timeframe of at least 15 
years to comply with the NPPF requirements so the 
proposed Plan period of 2023-2038 may need to be adjusted 
depending on the date of the Plan’s adoption. 

Noted that the NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum 
of 15 years from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities.  
 

2 It is imperative that the new evidence base is commissioned, 
otherwise the Borough Plan review serves no purpose. The 
most critical evidence for any local plan review, partial or 
full, is a comprehensive assessment of the housing 
requirement. The evidence base effectively dictates the Plan 
period and currently the evidence base only supports the 
existing Plan period up to 2031.  
It is important to note that 429 dwellings per annum is the 
minimum housing requirement based on the Government’s 
standard method and as the PPG advises this is the starting 
point in determining the number of homes needed in an 
area. The standard method does not accommodate changing 
economic circumstances or other factors that might have on 
demographic behaviour and therefore the housing 
requirement needs to be above this. Therefore, NBBC needs 
to undertake a thorough review of housing requirement 
substantiated by robust evidence. We note a HEDNA is due 
shortly. 
NBBC must continue to meet the unmet needs of Coventry 
under the duty to cooperate. As the standard method 
changed in December 2020, Coventry’s housing requirement 
increased from 1,722 dwellings per annum to 2,325. It is 
inevitable Coventry will need the support of other 
Warwickshire authorities to help meet its needs 
The Issues and Options consultation should not be seen as 
an opportunity to disengage with the existing duty to 
cooperate arrangements with the other Warwickshire 
authorities, in particular Coventry. Although it was mooted 
in the White Paper that the duty to cooperate requirements 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
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could be abandoned, it was one of a multitude of potential 
changes to the planning system and the Government has yet 
to announce which policy changes will be taken forward in 
the forthcoming Planning Bill. 

3 Both the Joint Green Belt Study (LUC 2015) and the 
Landscape Capacity Study (TEP 2017) formed an integral part 
of the evidence base to the Borough Plan. It is important 
that these documents are updated as part of the review of 
NBBC’s evidence, especially as several of the sites in the 
study are no longer in Green Belt and have been allocated 
for housing. 

Comments noted. 

7 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by 
Green Belt. The adopted Borough Plan necessitated the 
need to release an extensive amount of Green Belt land in 
order to meet housing and economic needs. Indeed, nine 
out of 12 of the strategic allocations in the Borough Plan are 
sites which were formerly located in the Green Belt. The 
Inspector to the adopted Borough Plan recognised that 
exceptional circumstances existed to alter the Borough’s 
Green Belt and that its release was necessary to secure the 
most sustainable pattern of development and it had a role in 
meeting Coventry’s unmet needs.  
 
Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with a multitude 
of brownfield land available to develop. Therefore, 
alternative sites, greenfield or Green Belt need to be 
considered. In fact, non-Green Belt greenfield sites are in 
short supply, limited to a few locations north of Nuneaton. 
This point is acknowledged by NBBC in the Issues and 
Options paper at paragraph 6.6. Accordingly, option 1 is not 
a feasible strategy. 
 
Our clients land interests at Plough Hill Lane provides 
another non green belt development opportunity. The site is 
situated in a sustainable location. there is a need for small 
site allocations (i.e. non strategic sites) to fulfil a role in 
ensuring a consistent five year housing land supply. Larger 
sites can take years to deliver but small sites such as our 
clients land at Plough Hill Lane can be delivered in the short 
term. 
 
It is imperative that sites in the most sustainable locations 
are allocated for development and it is inevitable that some 
of these sites will be located in the Green Belt, given it 
restricts the Borough’s growth so tightly. This is the same 
approach that was taken to the adopted Borough Plan and it 
was endorsed as a sound spatial strategy by the Borough 
Plan Inspector.  
As outlined in our response to question 3, it is important 
that the Joint Green Belt Study and the Landscape Capacity 

A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an updated 
evidence base which will consider potential development sites 
against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 
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Study are reviewed and updated. It is noteworthy that our 
client’s land (HSG 12) was one of the lowest scoring sites in 
the Joint Green Belt Study and one of the few sites which 
was recommended for removal from the Green Belt (site 
BE4). 

10 As the Borough Plan was only adopted two years ago, the 
existing allocated sites should be up to date and provide a 
realistic development strategy for the Borough for the 
coming years. TKP is wary of any suggestion that sites only 
allocated in the recently adopted Borough Plan should 
already be reassessed for their suitability for development. 
The Borough Plan identified 12 strategic sites for 
development and many of them required Green Belt 
release. The allocation sites were fully scrutinised by a 
Planning Inspector at the Borough Plan examination. It is 
therefore not surprising, that some of the strategic 
allocation sites do not yet have planning permission. They 
are large strategic sites which will take time to deliver 
beyond the existing Plan period. It is of course prudent to 
review the existing allocations as part of an overall review of 
sites in the Borough as a whole but the deletion of 
allocations could not be justified given the Borough’s ever 
pressing housing needs.  
 
The former Plough Hill Golf Centre and the adjacent Land at 
Hill Farm were not included as a site allocation in the 
adopted Borough Plan and planning applications for the site 
were approved in 2017 before the Borough Plan was 
adopted. Despite both sites having planning permission, the 
defined development boundary for Borough was not 
updated to accommodate the development. Accordingly, 
the proposals map needs to be updated so that the 
development boundary includes all land to the east of 
Plough Hill Lane as this now defines the urban edge of 
Nuneaton 

Comments noted. Careful consideration will need to be had to the 
appropriate housing requirement to be contained within the 
Borough Plan Review. The Council will consider the edge of the 
development boundary at the next stage of the Plan review. 
 

11 Listed but no response  

12 The three spatial options outlined on page 27, and cited 
below, do not seem to accord with the three options 
outlined in question 7 in relation to Green Belt.  
 
As outlined in our response to question 7, Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough is heavily constrained by Green Belt. The 
adopted Borough Plan necessitated the need to release an 
extensive amount of Green Belt land in order to meet 
housing and economic needs, valid spatial approach which 
was endorsed by the Borough Plan Inspector.  
Furthermore, Nuneaton and Bedworth is not a Borough with 
a multitude of brownfield land available to develop and 
therefore, alternative sites, greenfield or green belt need to 
be considered. Therefore options 1 and 3 are not feasible 

Comments regarding the focus needing to be on delivering new 
homes in the most sustainable locations are noted. 
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options. Option 2 may be feasible but only if there is further 
release of Green Belt land.  
The focus needs to be on delivering new homes in the most 
sustainable locations and therefore the Sustainability 
Appraisal is crucial to determining the revised spatial 
strategy. It is vital that sites in the most sustainable locations 
are allocated for development and these may be Green Belt 
sites. This is the same approach that was taken to the 
adopted Borough Plan and it was endorsed as a sound 
spatial strategy by the Inspector. 

20 Our client supports opportunities to maximise walking and 
cycling. The Plough Hill site has public footpaths running 
across it with new pedestrian and cycle links connecting into 
the wider network.  

Support for SA1 and HS2 is noted. 

23 NBBC has already been seeking biodiversity net gain on 
development schemes on the basis of the Warwickshire 
Biodiversity impact assessment calculator. Albeit the 
requirement for 10% biodiversity net gain will not become a 
mandatory requirement until the Environment Bill is enacted 
potentially later this year.  
If the Council is looking to mandate biodiversity net gain 
through the Borough Plan Review, guidance must be 
provided (or signposted) on how to practically achieve a 
higher net gain in development. This would allow for net 
gain to be designed into processes at early stages and for 
any design issues to be detected and resolved without 
causing delay to development.  
We accept that 10% net gain is likely to become a 
mandatory requirement and we do not believe this needs to 
be any higher due to the potential impacts on viability.  

Comments are noted. 

84  CT   Blank form submitted via email.  

85  CT MP for North 
Warwickshir
e and 
Bedworth 

N/A Several areas in Bedworth already have outline or full 
planning permission and comments focus of housing areas 
of Bedworth Woodlands (HSG4) and Hospital Lane (HSG5) as 
well as the employment land at Bowling Green Lane (EMP7). 
 
Bedworth Woodlands is a large area of green land used by 
the community as a recreational facility. The current 
administration should look at this area again and remove it 
from the Borough Plan as a Strategic Housing Site 
 
HSG 5- Hospital Lane. I object to this development due to its 
current state as greenbelt and would like to see the 
evidence that brown field sites have been assessed as not 
viable before this site was submitted. 
 
EMP7- I would also like to see the removal of EMP7 from the 
plan as this is in the greenbelt. There are other areas around 
the borough that are more suitable for employment land 

Noted. HSG5 and EMP7 are allocated sites within the current 
Borough Plan and have been removed from the Green Belt. The 
sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the requirements 
set out within this document at that time. As part of the review of 
the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. Infrastructure 
will be addressed as part of the plan making process before any 
new development is proposed. 
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and whilst these are still available for development, 
protected area should not be reclassified or developed.   
 
Pleased to see the review is asking for residents views on 
tree planting across the borough 
 
It is important that services and amenities will be built by 
the developer to ensure that, at the very least, existing 
service levels are maintained but ideally improved. 

86 Mrs CV  1 2038 is more or less acceptable as long as 5 year reviews are 
timely. 

Comment noted. 

2 Evidence base is out of date – new ONS now available. Tight 
control of housing numbers must be recorded. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

3 Brownfield and windfall sites must be factored in. Brownfield and windfall sites are included when calculating housing 
requirement and supply. 

4 All three options create additional infrastructure pressure. A 
step by step approach to using existing employment sites 
should be taken. 

Comments noted. 

5 Careful management of industrial/work developments to 
avoid vacant sites. 

Comments noted. 

6 Option 1 feels obvious, as do option 2/3/4. Option 5 is open 
to debate. Employment sites have potential to be noisy so 
would be far from suitable to suggest residential use. 
Nuneaton Town Centre has enough empty shops to create 
facilities in town. 

Comments noted. 

7 Slight preference for Option 1 but non of the options can be 
selected without enormous consideration. Careful approach 
is required. 

Comments noted. 

8 Too complex to simply select an option. Noted. 

9 Queries which businesses want/need space. Need to focus 
on town centres and use vacant sites first. 

Comments noted and will be taken to the next stage of the Plan 
review. 

10 Agreed – housing numbers proved to be inaccurate. 
Bulkington is surrounded by land earmarked for 
development. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

13 Yes but the Council need to maintain them. Comment noted. 

14 As above. Noted.  

15 No – trees are vital regardless of development size. Noted. 

17 A more outward dynamic approach is needed in providing 
town centres for people but Council’s should have input 
over the type of use a premises can change to. 

Comment noted. 

18 Museums, libraries, art galleries, exhibition places. Noted. 

20 EVCP in industrial areas. Work with existing infrastructure to 
best accommodate cycle lanes. 

Noted. 

21 Yes – all new housing developments should have charging 
points. 

Noted. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

23 Sounds contradictory given we are building on Green Belt. Noted. 

24 Yes. Noted. 

26 Should develop the river around in Nuneaton town centre. Noted. 

87 Mr MV  1 2038 is more or less acceptable as long as 5 year reviews are 
timely. 

Comment noted. 

2 Evidence base is out of date – new ONS now available. Tight 
control of housing numbers must be recorded. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

3 Brownfield and windfall sites must be factored in. Brownfield and windfall sites are included when calculating housing 
requirement and supply. 

4 All three options create additional infrastructure pressure. A 
step by step approach to using existing employment sites 
should be taken. 

Comments noted. 

5 Careful management of industrial/work developments to 
avoid vacant sites. 

Comments noted. 

6 Option 1 feels obvious, as do option 2/3/4. Option 5 is open 
to debate. Employment sites have potential to be noisy so 
would be far from suitable to suggest residential use. 
Nuneaton Town Centre has enough empty shops to create 
facilities in town. 

Comments noted. 

7 Slight preference for Option 1 but non of the options can be 
selected without enormous consideration. Careful approach 
is required. 

Comments noted. 

8 Too complex to simply select an option. Noted. 

9 Queries which businesses want/need space. Need to focus 
on town centres and use vacant sites first. 

Comments noted and will be taken to the next stage of the Plan 
review 

10 Agreed – housing numbers proved to be inaccurate. 
Bulkington is surrounded by land earmarked for 
development. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

11 Driving from town to town through Green Belt feels right 
and gives each place its own identity. 

Noted. 

13 Yes but the Council need to maintain them. Comment noted. 

14 As above. Noted. 

16 Targets are vital. Comment noted. 

20 EVCP in industrial areas. Work with existing infrastructure to 
best accommodate cycle lanes. 

Comment noted. 

21 Yes – all new housing developments should have charging 
points. 

Noted. 

23 Sounds contradictory given we are building on Green Belt. Noted. 

88   Wolvey 
Parish 
Council 

N/A a)          There should be a distribution of gypsy and traveller 
sites across the whole borough, and not a concentration of 
sites in a small area; and  
(b)          All parties should fully co-operate with one another 
to ensure that the objectives of neighbouring borough and 
district councils are considered. 

Comments are noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 
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89   Warwick 
District 
Council 

N/A Warwick District Council (WDC) expresses its extreme 
disappointment at the decision by NBBC to seek to withdraw 
from the signed Memorandum of Understanding.  
WDC is sympathetic with the concerns raised by the Issues 
and Options consultation document but respectfully urges 
NBBC to acknowledge the need to potentially address wider 
than local housing need and to realistically reflect this issue 
within the Borough Plan Review and in its relationships with 
partners across the sub-region.   
In any event, the standard method for calculating housing 
need is not considered significant to warrant withdrawal from 
the beneficial partnership and MOU, which would itself 
inevitably need revising as the other local authorities progress 
through their various local plan reviews and movements 
towards more joint planning approaches and documents, 
such as currently being proposed by WDC together with 
Stratford-on-Avon District Council for South Warwickshire. 
WDC notes that given the current NBBC Borough Plan is not 
being withdrawn, there is no practical effect of this 
withdrawal. As with the other Local Plans across Coventry and 
Warwickshire, allocated sites in Nuneaton and Bedworth are 
coming forward for development and as such, housing needs 
continue to be met across the sub-region.  

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan review. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues. 

90 Dr IK Public Health 
at 
Warwickshir
e County 
Council 

1 Although in line with the NPPF for a 15 year period, Public 
Health support and recommend regular periodic reviews to 
address and incorporate any changes across the included 
topics. NBBC has the largest inequalities in Warwickshire, 
therefore Public Health would encourage opportunities to 
influence and shape needs during the plan period.   

Comments noted. 

2 Public Health Warwickshire support the evidence base 
included. Public Health recommend including data from Joint 
Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) to support health and 
wellbeing content. 

Noted. 

3 Public Health Warwickshire would support including the 
recent Coventry and Warwickshire Mental Health Needs 
Assessment which highlights the associations of physical 
activity, active travel, green space, with mental health. 

Comments noted and will be taken forward to the next stage of the 
Plan review. 

4 Public Health recommend that the location of future 
employment areas are situated in a suitable location with 
access to public transport and opportunities for safe active 
travel.   

Comments noted. 

7 Public Health favour the design of houses with eco-design 
and sustainable energy features and encourage considering 
sustainable construction and how climate change may 
impact a site e.g. flood risk, sustainable urban drainage etc. 
Public Health recommends considering local air quality and 
discourage over-development in air quality management 
areas (AQMA). Whichever locations are selected, 
consideration for appropriate access to primary and 
secondar care and local facilities are required.   

No option selected, comment noted. 
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8 Whichever locations are selected for new employment, 
consideration for appropriate access to public transport and 
active travel (including new residential locations) are 
required.   

Comment noted. 

10 Public Health agree there should be a review of the existing 
sites as some of the sites haven’t yet progressed within the 
5-year housing land supply. However, when reviewing sites, 
Public Health encourage considering how they’re connected 
to local facilities including healthcare. 

Noted. An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 
 

11 Public Health recommend new residential development to 
have suitable infrastructure such as public transport and 
access to health services. Public Health encourage consulting 
with the community to understand priorities and develop in 
line with local health and wellbeing needs using the JSNA as 
evidence. 
Public Health recommend designing places with a good mix 
of housing to enable people to integrate into a community 
no matter what their living arrangements are 

Noted. 

13 Setting targets for tree planting allows monitoring, 
evaluation and ability to assess impact in the long term.  

Noted and agreed. 

14 Orchards have importance in terms of the sustainability of 
urban ecosystems. In addition to nutritional benefits, urban 
vegetation in orchard increases property values, improve 
privacy and provide many environmental benefits 

Comments noted. 

17 Residential uses are acceptable as turning existing unused 
buildings into homes, creates new residential homes, but 
also recycles building stock and reduces the need to develop 
on green-belt land, thus helping preserve natural 
environments. 

Comments noted. 

20 Public Health support emphasis on the importance of cycling 
and walking. 
Incorporating measured miles signage within development 
designs and ensuring that facilities and services are 
accessible by walking and cycling routes will support this. 
Prioritising walking and cycling routes encourages active 
travel and reduces car dependency. 

The Borough Plan review seeks to ensure that more sustainable 
modes of travel are accessible and development is located in the 
appropriate places to reduce the need to travel.  
 

21 Public Health Warwickshire agree that the Plan should seek 
to improve infrastructure, such as charging points for 
electric vehicles and e-bikes. Encouraging uptake must also 
be undertaken through public incentives. 

Comments noted. 

22 As reported in the Borough Plan Review:  

• Electric vehicle charging points are supported but 

not required by policy HS2: Making charging points 

available and highlighting locations to residents 

allows uptake of facilities 

• The supporting text to policy SA1 refers to footpaths 

and cycleways and that opportunities for these 

should be pursued as part of the development of a 

strategic site. The policies that follow this policy on 

Comments noted. 
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each strategic site then do set out requirements for 

footpaths and cycleways. However, the importance 

of this form of infrastructure is such that it should be 

set out in policy SA1, setting out the overarching 

requirements for strategic sites. 

Policy HS2 should make explicit that the sustainable 
transport options should be walking and cycling. 

23 Public Health support policy to be in line with the 
Environment Bill. 

Noted. 

24 Public Health Warwickshire have been involved with NBBC 
on design codes which consider health and wellbeing in the 
environment and will continue to support this line of work.   

Noted. 

91 Ms JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

2 The Green Infrastructure studies from 2011 and 2013 should 
be regularly updated and look at where the most 
appropriate strategic areas are for nature recovery and tree 
planting etc. including smaller sites. Warwickshire Wildlife 
Trust is working on a Nature Recovery Network with Natural 
England which could help form part of this evidence base. 
 
Proposals maps should also include most up to date local 
wildlife sites ad potential wildlife sites, nature reserves, SSSIs 
and Ancient Woodlands. 

Comments on updated evidence based required have been taken 
into account. 

3 The Councils Green Infrastructure studies date back to 2011 
and 2013 which are now 10 years out of date. 
 
A detailed and updated Green Infrastructure study could 
also look at areas for strategic habitat restoration, as well as 
tree planting to ensure large scale beneficial habitats are 
created and restored. . WWT Habitat Audit Team may be 
able to help with such work. 

Noted. 

6 This needs to be considered carefully as different uses 
classes such as leisure can encourage more traffic, noise and 
lighting which can impact on biodiversity and the 
environment particularly of nearby wildlife sites. 

Noted. 

7 Option 1- WWT believe the focus should be on existing 
urban areas where the impact on the surrounding 
environment and landscape may be smaller. Though 
extending into the green belts should only be considered as 
a very last option to meet the areas own housing need, not 
that of neighbouring districts which would put pressure on 
the environment. 

Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

8 Warwickshire Wildlife Trust strongly believes the 
development should be focused on land with the least 
biodiversity value and environment designations and 
detailed assessments (like those carried out in 2016) should 
form part of the process. Housing numbers should also be as 
low as possible to limit the impact on wildlife and only local 
need not neighbouring authorities need should be met in 
this local authority area. 

Noted. 
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11 Housing needs to be located in those areas with the least 
environmental impact. Allocations should be supported by 
detailed ecological assessment such as those carried out in 
2016 and well as green infrastructure studies looking at the 
best locations for strategic green corridors. To ensure that 
development doesn’t affect wider habitat restoration. 

Noted. 

13 WWT agree in line with DEFRAs England Tree Strategy 
seeking 30,000 hectares per year by 2025 and the 
amendments to the NPPF (July 2021) seeking new streets to 
be tree-lined and trees incorporated into new 
developments. 
 
Native Trees can provide important habitat for many 
important and protected species, and if maintained and 
managed correctly and in the right locations can make a real 
difference for biodiversity. 
 
However in terms of the biggest biodiversity gains, large 
scale tree planting should ideally be based on identified 
green corridors.  
 
In line with the Councils Climate Emergency status and 
commitments, the Environment Bill, 25 year plan and the 
NPPF the Council should encourage Biodiversity offsetting 
on every site in line with the Biodiversity offsetting tool, and 
depending on the site, suitable habitats should be provided 
to offset any impacts to support and not conflict with the 
existing environment. 

Comments noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Plan review. 

14 Yes this is supported by Warwickshire Wildlife Trust as 
orchards can provide a plethora of biodiversity and wildlife 
habitats. The fruit also provides food for other species and 
pollinators during the spring season. 
 
Long-term management, access and location will just need 
to be carefully considered to ensure that it doesn’t conflict 
with the existing environment e.g. species rich grassland. 
The land should also be given a formal designation to 
protect its long term status. 

Comments and request for formal designation noted. 

16 Yes. Warwickshire Wildlife Trust supports the Councils 
ambition of more tree planting in line with the Councils 
Climate Change emergency, the Environment Bill, 25 year 
plan and amended NPPF. As long as they are the right native 
species in the right locations and as long as there is no 
conflict with the existing environment, important grasslands 
for example. Then having a target would certainly be very 
useful as a policy tool and to monitor delivery. It would also 
help to ensure a more strategic largescale habitat benefit, 
rather than ad hoc tree species. 

Assumed response is supportive of target setting and ‘Yes.’ is a typo 
given the remainder of response. 
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20 Yes where carefully managed these can keep people off of 
important wildlife sites and onto set paths, and help with 
the climate change emergency. 

Noted. 

21 Yes as above. Noted. 

23 Yes in line with the Environment Bill this should be included 
in the policy wording as a minimum. As Schedule 14 of the 
Environment Bill states that new development to be subject 
to a condition to secure that a biodiversity gain of 10% is 
met. This therefore needs to be included in the Local Plan 
policy wording as a minimum. 
 
Sites should all be assessed in terms of the BIA ‘Biodiversity 
impact assessment’ on a site by site basis to assess if there is 
a biodiversity loss in detail and on what type of habitat in 
order to consider in detail what net gain is appropriate on 
the site. This is necessary to ensure that legally protected 
species covered by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
and the Councils NERC duties are legally fulfilled. 

Comments noted. 

27 Warwickshire Wildlife Trust supports some of the general 
principles of the Plan, which could include a policy on 10% 
biodiversity net gain, more tree planting, climate change 
policies and protection of the green belt.  
 
Green infrastructure corridors and large scale tree planting 
could also be achieved through the plan, addressing climate 
change as well as providing biodiversity gain.  
 
We do however have a number of concerns in terms of large 
scale growth especially if additional growth is taken from 
neighbourhood areas not to meet local need and where this 
would take place and how far policies will go in terms of 
stopping development on and nearby important wildlife 
sites SSSIs and ancient woodland, as mitigation should only 
be as a last resort. 
 
In terms of evidence base, the plan will need detailed 
studies backing up green infrastructure policies in order to 
ensure meaningful corridors can be worked up that are 
achieving real gains on the ground. In terms of evidence 
base WWT is also working on a Nature Recovery Network, in 
line with the Nature Recovery Delivery Partnership 
prospectus, November 2020. 
The Nature Recovery Network will be a national network 
interlinking our existing spaces for nature with newly 
created, expanded, improved wildlife-rich places, across the 
length and breadth of England, bringing nature and its many 
benefits much closer to people.  

Comments in relation to the Nature Recovery Network are noted. 

92   Warwickshir
e County 
Council 

N/A As part of the Local Plan Review I understand that sites 
allocated, such as Top Farm will also be reviewed.  I would like 
to take this opportunity to stress that the County Council is 

Comments noted. 
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committed to the development of this site and has put in 
place mechanisms to ensure this site is delivered within the 
Local Plan timescale. 
  
We are keen to be fully involved in the Plan Review and 
update, and I trust you will engage with our relevant specialist 
teams at the earliest opportunities on much of this work 
which we recognise makes a significant contribution to the 
delivery of both our councils' strategic priorities.  This is 
particularly important where County Council services, such as 
waste and social care will be impacted by the growth agenda 
and I ask that the County Council is consulted. 

93 Mrs CW  2 Unable to comment as no access to internet to see evidence 
based studies. 

Noted. 

3 See above. Noted. 

4 Option 1 preferred. Noted. 

6 Option 1. Noted. 

7 Option 1 – immoral to consider more Green Belt removal. Noted. The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 

8 Option A. Noted. 

9 Clean up brownfield/vacant sites first. Comment noted. 

10 Agreed. Need from Coventry not scrutinised. Student 
numbers not considered appropriately. 

Noted, careful consideration will need to be had to the appropriate 
housing requirement to be contained within the Borough Plan 
Review. 

11 Option 3. Noted. 

13 Yes, targets should have an extra 10% for non-survival and 
vandalism. 

Noted. 

14 Yes. Noted. 

15 175 or more properties. Noted. 

16 No. Noted. 

17 Option 4 – Town centres should allow more residential use 
and less fast food outlets. 

Noted. 

19 Option B – To clarify matters following creation of Class E. Noted. 

20 No – already places great emphasis on cycling and walking 
connections. 

Comments noted. 

21 Yes – one charging point per residential property and a ratio 
for apartments based on parking allocations. 

Comment noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Plan review. 

22 Yes for SA1 and SA2 but see Q21 for HS2. Noted. 

23 Yes. Noted. 
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24 Yes but more work needed than the exhibition held at the 
Bermuda Phoenix Centre on 30th June. 

Noted. 

94 Mr  RW  1-24 Duplicate response to the above given by Mrs Carol Walsh.  

95 
96 

Ms DW  1 Yes but with a review every 5 years. The NPPF requires that plans look ahead for a minimum of 15 years 
from adoption to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities. 

4 Option 3 – ease of access to transport hubs. Noted. 

5 Unused brownfield sites – the I&O states the borough has 
100ha of derelict land. 

Noted. 

7 Option 1. Noted. 

8 Option A. Noted. 

9 Use empty premises in town centres for housing. Noted. 

10 Yes – what is the correct need for housing in the area without 
being used as a Coventry overspill. 

An updated evidence base in line with a local housing need 
assessment in accordance with national policy and guidance will be 
prepared to deliver a sufficient supply of homes for the plan period. 

11 1 or 2. Comment noted. 

12 Use retail to residential conversions. Comment noted. 

13 Yes. Comment noted. 

14 Yes. Comment noted. 

16 Yes to improve air quality. Comment noted. 

17 Option 4 – Class e and C3 are acceptable. Comment noted. 

19 Option A most flexible. Comment noted. 

20 Yes. Comment noted. 

21 Yes as many as possible to attract people. Comment noted. 

22 No. Comment noted. 

23 Yes 10%. Comment noted. 

24 Yes as complex. Comment noted. 

25 Yes. Comment noted. 

26 Crime. Comment noted. 

Mr MD Savills on 
behalf of 
Arbury 
Estate 

1 We consider that the proposed plan period is acceptable as it 
meets the minimum 15  year period required by paragraph 22 
of the NPPF (2021).    
However paragraph 22 also states that where larger scale 
developments forms part of  the strategy for the area, policies 
should be set within a vision that looks further afield  (at least 
30 years), to take into account the likely timescales for 
delivery. Nuneaton and  Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) 
should be open to considering a longer plan period if  such 
sites are proposed within the Plan.    

Noted. 
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Rather than opting for a “do minimum” approach of sticking 
to the 15 year period plan,  NBBC should be actively seeking 
to extend the plan period where appropriate for such  
strategic sites. This does not mean that the whole plan period 
is required to be extended,  rather the specific strategic 
allocation policy would acknowledge that an element of  
delivery would outside the plan period. This has been 
included as part of a sound plan  at Langley SUE, Birmingham 
and Kings Hill, Warwick. Both sites are of a strategic scale  that 
will be developed outside of the plan period. A larger 
timescale in respect of the  allocations was accepted by 
Inspectors of both plans.       

2 We agree that the existing evidence base needs to be 
updated or replaced. We have   
reviewed the date of publication of evidence base documents 
and found that for the  most part they are produced from 
2016 or before. Some of the evidence base is over  15 years 
old, such as the Landscape Character Assessment (2004).    
All evidence base should be updated to take account for 
changing circumstances since  its publication. In particular the 
documents should be updated to reflect the currently  
adopted  Borough  Plan,  the  allocations  within  it  and  
development  that  has  been  permitted and or developed 
since.    
The Council should publish a list of evidence base they are 
producing and make it clear  to stakeholders when this will be 
published and invite comments on its publication. This  will 
ensure that the Plan is justified as per the tests described in 
paragraph 35 of the  NPPF.    

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

3 Please see response to question 2. A full scale review of 
evidence base is required to  ensure it is up to date and 
reflective of the existing adopted plan. In line with Planning  
Practice Guidance, proportionate, relevant and up-to-date 
evidence should be used to  justify a decision not to update 
policies when undertaking a review (paragraph 068,  
reference ID: 61-068-20190723). This should be a key 
consideration as NBBC propose  to only review certain 
policies.   

The Council’s evidence base will be reassessed and updated where 
necessary as part of the Borough Plan review.  
 

4 From the options proposed, we consider that option 1 is the 
best approach of the 3  proposed. This approach can be 
fulfilled through development of land in Arbury Estate  
ownership which is currently allocated and proposed through 
the call for sites process.  The focus for employment 
development should be based on updated evidence base. As  
discussed in answer to question 2 & 3, the evidence base is 
out of date. The evidence  base needs to be updated to ensure 
that it is reflective of the current demand for  employment 
land in the Borough and surrounding area.    
Key  evidence  base  such  as  the  Employment  Land  Study  
(2016)  require  update,  particularly in light of Covid-19 and 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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Brexit. Paragraph 31 of the NPPF states that the  preparation 
and review of all policies should be underpinned by relevant 
and up-to-date  evidence. It also states that this should take 
into account relevant market signals. NBBC  should therefore 
endeavour to do this during production of their evidence 
base.   

5 As set out above we consider that option 1 is the best 
approach of the 3 proposed.  However we consider that it is 
too premature to determine a suitable option to pursue  for 
employment development due to the lack of up to date 
evidence. A fourth option  based on the outcome of up to 
date evidence base should be pursued.   
Results  of  an  updated  Employment  Land  Study  and  
Economic  Development  Needs  Assessment should be 
considered in determining the location and scale of 
employment  for the Borough. The Council should provide 
evidence as to why only locations in close  proximity to the A5 
or junction 3 of M6 are being proposed as options. There is a 
need  to consider what businesses’ requirements for 
employment land are before coming to  those conclusions. 
This would form the basis of a fourth evidence based option.     
A key piece of evidence that should inform the Borough Plan 
review is the West Midlands  Industrial Strategy (2019). 
Coventry and Warwickshire is highlighted as area which  lacks 
incubation space and space that can support agile and mobile 
economies. However  it  is  identified  that  across  the  region,  
there  is  a  significant  gap  in  good  quality  employment land.   
The West Midlands Strategic Employment Study (2019) was 
commissioned by three  midlands  Local  Enterprise  
partnerships,  including  Coventry  and  Warwickshire.  The  
report focuses on strategic employment sites, which it 
defines as being 25ha or more in  size.    
The  report  highlights  market  identified  sites  and  motorway  
junctions  which  are  considered to be suitable for 
development nearby. Their methodology for the selection  of 
certain junctions over others is not clear. However a range of 
locations are highlighted  in Nuneaton and Bedworth. 
Savills research has shown that nationally, there have been 
record breaking levels of  take-up throughout 2020 (80% over 
the long term average). So far in 2021 this strong  demand is 
continuing. This has impacted supply across the West 
Midlands, which has  begun to fall from an already low level 
as a result of this significantly increased take- up. Nuneaton & 
Bedworth sits within the Coventry & Warwickshire sub-region 
and the  wider West Midlands region and is within an area of 
consistently very high demand from  both the logistics and 
manufacturing sectors. The sites proposed in the 
accompanying  call for sites submissions benefit from a 
locational advantage of being close to the A444,  which see 
particularly strong market demand.    

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. The options selected for future 
employment sites are based on their proximity to the existing 
strategic highway network within the Borough or locations adjacent 
to established employment sites. The Council’s evidence base will 
be reassessed and updated where necessary as part of the Borough 
Plan review, this includes evidence regarding provision for 
employment development.  
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Part of NBBC’s current evidence base includes an 
Employment Land Use Study (August  2016). This includes 
reference to an urgent need for additional supply of good 
quality  and well located land in the Coventry travel to Work 
Area (including  Nuneaton  &  Bedworth), to accommodate 
short to medium term demand.    
Arbury Estate has been successful in bringing forward EMP1 
Faultlands, with an outline  permission granted in 2019 for 1 
million sqm B2 & B8 floorspace. The accompanying  Socio-
economic and Market Need Assessment to support the 
application estimates that  the Site has the potential to deliver 
at least 1,500 jobs. This is in the context of the  Borough 
experiencing significantly high levels of out-commuting.    
Arbury Estate also own the majority of land associated with 
EMP4 Coventry Road. Site  survey work is currently being 
undertaken on this site and positive discussions are taking  
place with Warwickshire County Council (who are the land 
owner of the former Red  Deeps Special School which also 
forms part of the allocation), with the aim of submitting  a 
comprehensive application for the allocated land later in 
2021. Table 5 of the Borough  Plan review  consultation 
document should be updated to  reflect the status  of both  
allocations.    
The progress seen at EMP1, EMP4 and other employment 
sites clearly demonstrates a  demand for employment land in 
the Borough. The progress seen on these sites and the  
submission of further sites should provide the Council with a 
clear indication of the  Estate’s willingness to bring forward 
its land to assist the Borough with ensuring there  is a 
satisfactory and robust level of employment land available.   

7 Of the options proposed we favour option 3 as a suitable 
strategy for the location of residential uses. Please see 
response to question 9 for an explanation of our proposed  
amendments to this approach and justification for our 
proposed approach.    

Comment noted. 

8 We request clarification from the Council of why a different 
spatial strategy is proposed  for  residential  and  employment  
sites.  It  is  unclear  why  the  options  proposed  for  
employment exclude reference to use of suitable brownfield 
sites. Such land should be  prioritised before concluding 
exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green  
Belt boundaries, as per paragraph 141 of the NPPF.    
Of the options proposed we favour option C. As a starting 
point this option reviews all  land  equally,  taking  account  of  
the  most  sustainable  locations.  This  approach  is  supported  
by  paragraph  142  of  the  NPPF  which  states  that  the  need  
to  promote  sustainable  development  should  be  taken  into  
account  when  reviewing  Green  Belt  Boundaries. It states 
that the consequences of channelling development towards 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 
The Council is required in line with national policy and the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development to set out 
strategic policies for new development within the Borough Plan 
review. This includes consideration of Green Belt land where all 
other reasonable options for meeting identified needs for 
development have been fully examined. 
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areas  outside the Green Belt should be considered when 
reviewing Green Belt boundaries.     

9 We  disagree  with  the  sequential  approach  proposed  in  
table  2  of  the  consultation  document. The sequential 
approach should be amended to read as follows:    
Allocated sites / Existing Urban Areas  Countryside  Green 
Belt    
The  Planning  and  Compulsory  Purchase  Act  2004  s38(6)  
directs  that  planning  determinations should be made in 
accordance with the development plan unless material  
considerations indicate otherwise. Therefore already 
allocated sites carried over from  the previous plan or new 
allocations should be amongst the first places development is  
directed towards.    
The NPPF requires previously developed land to be prioritised 
(see paragraph 119).  Paragraph  141  of  the  NPPF  requires  
that  before  concluding  that  exceptional  circumstances exist 
to justify changes to Green Belt that as much use as possible 
has  been made of suitable brownfield sites.    
We agree with para 6.6 which states: “In planning policy 
terms, the non-Green Belt  status means that they are less 
constrained for development than Green Belt Sites.  
However, they may not always be the most sustainable 
location for new development  in the round, given their 
location, character, constraints etc. and so would have to be  
viewed on a case-by-case basis”.    
Although  this  may  be  the  case,  there  is  a  need  to  
demonstrate  exceptional  circumstances for development in 
the Green Belt (see NPPF paragraph 140). It is not  enough to 
say as is stated in para 6.7 that: “The emphasis of protecting 
the Green Belt  may  be  incompatible  with  other  priorities.”  
We  support  the  development  of  land  currently in the Green 
Belt if required. However this should come through release 
within  a Local Plan, rather than requiring the demonstration 
of very special circumstances for  development at the 
application stage.    
We consider that a fourth option, similar to option 3 of 
question 7 and option C of  question 8 should be pursued in 
which the most sustainable locations based on a wide  ranging 
criteria are considered for development. This should include 
safeguarding Green  Belt land where appropriate, as per 
paragraph 143c of the NPPF.   

Noted. A Green Belt Assessment will take place as part of an 
updated evidence base which will consider potential development 
sites against the relevant Green Belt purposes as set out in national 
policy. However, depending on the Option chosen, development 
locations will be suggested in the plan that consider more than 
Green Belt considerations. 

10 It is important that the review takes into account emerging 
evidence base. There is a  danger that the early review runs 
ahead of evidence base available, especially in respect  of 
cross boundary cooperation that is required with Coventry. 
Although at paragraph  7.6,  the  consultation  document  
states  that  the  Government’s  planning  white  paper  
suggests that the duty to cooperate may be abolished, it is 
still a requirement as it  stands, so should be planned for.    

Comments noted. The Council in preparing the Borough Plan 
review has a legal duty to co-operate with neighbouring authorities 
to address cross-boundary issues, including Coventry’s potential 
unmet housing need. 
 
The sites allocated in the extant Borough Plan reflect the 
requirements set out within this document at that time. As part of 
the review of the Borough Plan requirements will be reassessed. 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

The plan is being reviewed against the backdrop of Coventry’s 
standard methodology  figure  being  increased  by  35%  to  
2,325  dwellings  per  annum.  Considering  that  Coventry’s  
average  annualised  total  was  2,120  dwellings  as  identified  
by  the  2015  Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 
Coventry’s baseline housing requirement has  increased by 
205 dwellings per annum. In its currently adopted Local Plan 
Coventry  were  only  able  to  accommodate  an  average  total  
dwellings  of  1,230  dwellings  per  annum, as acknowledged 
through a Memorandum of Understanding. It is telling that  
this has increased.    
As  set  out  in  paragraph  7.3  of  the  consultation  document  
and  within  the  Planning  Practice, the standard method 
“…identifies a minimum annual housing need figure. It  does 
not produce a housing requirement figure.” Further work is 
therefore required to  establish Coventry’s final housing 
requirement.    
The PPG requires a Statement of Common Ground to be 
prepared and maintained on an  ongoing basis throughout the 
plan making process. As a minimum it should be published  
when the area it covers and the governance arrangements for 
the cooperation process  have been defined, and substantive 
matters to be addressed have been determined  (Planning  
Practice  Guidance  Paragraph:  020  Reference  ID:  61-020-
20190315).  We  would therefore suggest that NBBC engage 
with Coventry City Council and agree a  Statement  of  
Common  Ground  regarding  Coventry’s  unmet  housing  
need.  This  statement can then be updated and refined 
throughout the plan making process, as  required by the PPG.    
As this information is known, it is not suitable for the Council 
to consider its needs only.  Their own standard method figure 
alone is not suitable for Nuneaton and Bedworth to  base 
their housing requirement on. A recent Inspectors’ report 
issued in respect of the  Tonbridge and Malling Local Plan 
recommended non adoption of the Plan due to lack of  
evidence that Tonbridge & Malling (T&M) had engaged with 
neighbouring Sevenoaks  Council regarding its housing 
shortfall.    
T&M’s argument was that as Sevenoaks did not formally ask 
for help, therefore it wasn’t  for the Council to “make the 
running”. The Inspector concluded that this is a circular  
argument with a risk that both parties defer the issue without 
any meaningful attempt  to resolve it (see para 24). The 
Inspectors concluded that there was a requirement for  T&M 
to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis, 
regardless of whether  there was a precise figure or range, or 
indeed whether T&M felt it may not be able to  accommodate 
the unmet need in full or in part (see para 21). A key point 
made in the  report was that account can only be taken of the 
engagement undertaken by authorities  up to the point of 
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submission of the plan, as the assessment of compliance with 
the DtC  only relates to the preparation of the Plan (see para 
34 & 38). A copy of the Inspector’s  report is included with 
these representations.    
The Council should consider the outcome of this Inspectors 
report in their approach to  engaging with Coventry regarding 
duty to cooperate. Although not finalised, it is clear  that 
Coventry has a need it cannot meet and this is likely to 
increase. More work should  be  done  to  ensure  cooperative  
working  between  the  LPAs,  including  input  to  the  
emerging Housing Economic Development Needs Assessment 
which we understand is  due to be published in November. 
The validity of results produced by this report are  
questionable if Coventry has not taken an active part in its 
production. Cooperation on  such evidence base documents 
is important in avoiding a scenario as seen at Tonbridge  and 
Marling.    
Arbury Estate is a landowner at residential allocations HSG2 
Arbury and joint landowner  of HSG4 Woodlands. Table 5 of 
the Local Plan Review consultation document should be  
updated to reflect the current status of both sites as follows:   
-  HSG2 Arbury: Masterplaning review of the site is 
progressing, as the site is part  of a National Model Design 
Code pilot funded by MHCLG and being delivered by PRP  
masterplanners in cooperation with NBBC.   
-  HSG4 Woodlands: Joint working is currently 
progressing between Arbury Estate  and Nicholas 
Chamberlaine’s Schools Foundation. Initial ecology and 
highways access  works have been undertaken to build up a 
technical baseline of the site. A planning  application  for  the  
remaining land  outside  of  the  9  dwelling  application  
(reference:  037609) is due to be submitted in 2022.   

11 We support option 1, as existing settlement boundaries 
contain existing allocations.   
Existing allocations have been tested through a recent Local 
Plan process, and can  deliver housing on sites that have 
already been agreed to be suitable in principle.    
Where additional land is required, consideration should be 
given to the spatial options  available. In the first instance 
non-green belt land should be favoured. However where  
these sites are not suitable or available, then the  release  of 
Green Belt should be  considered.   

Noted. 

13 Blanket targets are not appropriate for all sites. These can be 
unduly onerous for some  sites and too lenient for others. It 
is best to determine a requirement to provide tree  planting 
on a case by case basis.   
    
We request clarification of which schemes the proposed 
requirement would apply to as  the NPPF definition of major 
development is 10 or more homes. Depending on the type  of 

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 



 

Ref Title Respondent’s Initials Organisation Question Comments Officer Response 

development, useable open space or protection of grassland 
or wetland for example  may be more appropriate than the 
planting of trees. Ecological and biodiversity gains  may not 
be best made through a blanket requirement for trees.   

14 We disagree with this requirement for most of the same 
reasons set out in response to  question 13. We disagree with 
the sweeping statement that this requirement would not  
create an extra burden as it can incorporated into existing 
planting requirements. It is  not clear how this conclusion can 
be drawn without knowing the size of development  which is 
yet to be defined.   

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

15 We consider that the NPPF definition of major developments 
being defined as 10 or more  homes is the most appropriate 
definition. The viability of this policy should be tested  based 
on this criteria.   

Noted. 

16 Tree planting targets could be set across the Borough if the 
Council desires. However it  remains the case that detailed 
matters such as the number of trees required for a site  should 
be determined on a site by site basis, following consultation 
with the Council at  the time of a planning application. This is 
to ensure that it is a proportionate amount of  trees on site 
without reducing the developable area of any sites.   

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

20 We support the principle of greater emphasis being given to 
the importance of cycling  and walking connections. However 
it must be considered at a site specific level firstly  where 
these connections can be accommodated and also how they 
will impact viability.  The delivery of such links would need to 
be included within an updated Infrastructure  Delivery Plan.   

Noted. Infrastructure will be addressed as part of the plan making 
process before any new development is proposed. 
 

21 We invite the Council to provide further details of the type of 
infrastructure that is  referenced.    
This  is  to  ensure  that  any  policy  requirement  to  ensure  
the  installation  of  such  infrastructure is evidence based and 
justified as required by NPPF paragraph 35. From  a practical 
perspective it would also be useful to be provided with 
examples of where  such technology has been used and can 
be evidenced as a workable and viable solution.   
Paragraph  10.7  of  the  consultation  document  references  
changes  to  the  building  regulations to ensure that all new 
developments provide electric vehicle charging points.  We 
disagree that the outcome of consultation on changes to the 
building regulations  should be disregarded in the Council 
making a decision on requirements for electric  vehicle 
charging points. It is not for the planning system to deal with 
issues covered in  the Building Regulations, furthermore it is 
not for Local Plans to pre-empt what may be  or may not be 
required through future amendments to the building 
regulations.    
Consideration needs to be given to this type of policy as 
technology associated with  electric cars changes and adapts 
and whether a charging point for every dwelling will be  

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
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required. Increasingly modern electric cars are chargeable 
from an existing socket in  house. There should also be a 
consideration of whether a standard electric charging  point 
is suitable for every electric car.   

23 We note that reference is made to requirement for a “net 
gain” in biodiversity of at least  10% compared with the pre-
development baseline. It is not clear whether the Council  
intend to bring a 10% requirement ahead of the Environment 
Bill being passed, this is  potentially before the Plan’s 
scheduled adoption in 2022.    
We do not consider that the Council is justified in bringing this 
requirement forward  ahead of the Bill being approved, unless 
it can demonstrate evidence of this requirement  being 
evidence based.   

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 

24 No, some design codes may suitably be dealt with as SPDs but 
in some cases the   
technical information needed at a concept stage may not be 
sufficiently detailed and  therefore it would inappropriate to 
add weight to the design code without the appropriate  
evidence  base.  We  consider  that  unless  the  design  code  
is  supported  with  robust  technical information / evidence, 
particularly in respect of site specific codes, then the  design 
code should not be adopted as an SPD.   
     
The National Model Design Code defines a Design Code as: “A 
set of illustrated design  requirements that provide specific, 
detailed parameters for the physical development of  a site or 
area.”   
Paragraph 11.4 of the Borough Plan Review consultation 
document states that: “…local  design codes would provide a 
local framework for creating beautiful and distinctive  places 
through a consistent and high quality of design.”   
The National Model Design Code defines on page 36, 
framework plan as being: “A set  of plans at local area or 
settlement level that detail spatial information, for example,  
street hierarchy, transport accessibility, open space, land use 
and  patterns  of built  form”.   
It is generally understood that a framework is less detailed 
than a masterplan, which is  in turn less detailed than a code. 
We request clarification from the Council regarding the  
proposed approach to Design Codes, whether Borough wide, 
area wide or site specific.   

This comment has been noted and will be considered at the next 
stage of the Borough Plan review. 
 

27 2.2  Objectives  – sets  out objectives proposed in order to   
achieve  the  vision  for  the  Borough  Plan.  This  includes  
objective  4  which  states  that:  “To  provide  a  steady  and  
adequate level of suitable housing for all.”    
This  appears  to  have  been  based  on  objective  4  of  the  
currently adopted plan which states: “To provide the size,  
type and mix of housing that meets the specific needs of the  
Borough.”   

All points noted and will be considered at the next stage of the 
Borough Plan review. Rail destinations/connections within the 
Borough will be referenced. 
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We  request  clarification  of  why  the  wording  has  been  
changed  to  aim  for  a  “steady”  and  “adequate”  level  of  
housing. This is not aspirational for the Borough. The Council  
shouldn’t  be  aiming  for  “adequate”  levels  of  housing,  to  
ensure choice and flexibility NBBC needs to be aspirational in  
its planning for housing.    
We note that a new objective has been added as objective 9.  
We  agree  that  the  Council’s  objective  should  link  to  the  
Government’s goal of net zero emissions. However the way  
in which this is done is something that needs to be set out  
specifically on a site by site basis.    
Para 3.2: Reference is made to rail connections that serve   
the Borough. Reference should be made to services to Crewe,  
Bermuda Park and Kenilworth which are not currently listed.    
Para  7.3  makes  reference  to  National  Planning  Policy  
Guidance  (NPPG).  This  should  read  Planning  Practice  
Guidance (PPG).    
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Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

1.1 CJ Avison 
Young on 
behalf of 
National 
Grid. 

  SEA-2 
Wilsons 
Lane and 
SHA-4 
Hospital 
Lane 

National Grid has appointed Avison Young to review and respond to local planning authority Development Plan 
Document consultations on its behalf.  We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation 
with regard to the current consultation on the above document.    
About National Grid  National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the electricity 
transmission system in England and Wales.  The energy is then distributed to the electricity distribution 
network operators, so it can reach homes and businesses.   National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates the 
high-pressure gas transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission system and enters 
the UK’s four gas distribution networks where pressure is reduced for public use.   National Grid Ventures 
(NGV) is separate from National Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV develop, operate and invest in energy 
projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the development of a clean energy future for 
consumers across the UK, Europe and the United States.    
Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets:  Following a review of the 
above Development Plan Document, we have identified that one or more proposed development sites are 
crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets.     
Details of the sites affecting National Grid assets are provided below.    
Electricity Transmission  
Development Plan  
Document Site Reference         Asset Description  
Policy SEA-2– Wilsons Lane     GIS: 275Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: GIS  
Policy SHA-4 – Hospital Lane   4ZWW ROUTE TWR (001 - 059): 400Kv Overhead Transmission Line route: 
COVENTRY - NECHELLS  
A plan showing details of the site locations and details of National Grid’s assets is attached to this letter. Please 
note that this plan is illustrative only.  
Without appropriate acknowledgement of the National Grid assets present within the site, these policies 
should not be considered effective as they cannot be delivered as proposed; unencumbered by the constraints 
posed by the presence of National Grid infrastructure.  We propose that the following site allocations and/or 
associated policies include wording to the following effect:  
Allocation SEA-2 & SHA-4 “A strategy for responding to the National Grid gas transmission pipelines present 
within the site is required which demonstrates the National Grid Design Guide and Principles have been applied 
at the masterplanning stage and how the impact of the asset has been reduced through good design.”  Please 

Allocation SEA-2 & SHA-4  
“A strategy for responding to the 
National Grid gas transmission 
pipelines present within the site is 
required which demonstrates the 
National Grid Design Guide and 
Principles have been applied at the 
masterplanning stage and how the 
impact of the asset has been 
reduced through good design.”         

Add to SEA-2 and SHA-4  

1
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see attached information outlining further guidance on development close to National Grid assets.    
Electricity assets  
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets should be aware that it is National Grid 
policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may be exceptional 
circumstances that would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of regional or national 
importance.  National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’ 
promote the successful development of sites crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation of well-
designed places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can minimise the impact of 
overhead lines whilst promoting a quality environment.  The guidelines can be downloaded here: 
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download  
The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures must not be 
infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important that 
changes in ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can, on request, 
provide to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, above ordnance 
datum, at a specific site.   
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near National Grid 
Electricity Transmission assets’ 
Gas assets  
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential part of the national gas transmission system and National Grid’s 
approach is always to seek to leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ. Contact should be made with 
the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected by High-Pressure Gas Pipelines.  National Grid 
have land rights for each asset which prevents the erection of permanent/ temporary buildings, or structures, 
changes to existing ground levels, storage of materials etc.  Additionally, written permission will be required 
before any works commence within the National Grid’s 12.2m building proximity distance, and a deed of 
consent is required for any crossing of the easement.  National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near National 
Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded here:  
www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets  

2
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1.2 C J Avison 
Young on 
behalf of 
National 
Grid. 

 
BE3  Utilities Design Guidance  

The increasing pressure for development is leading to more development sites being brought forward through 
the planning process on land that is crossed by National Grid infrastructure.  
National Grid advocates the high standards of design and sustainable development forms promoted through 
national planning policy and understands that contemporary planning and urban design agenda require a 
creative approach to new development around high voltage overhead lines, underground gas transmission 
pipelines, and other National Grid assets.   
Therefore, to ensure that Policy BE3 – Sustainable design and construction is consistent with national policy we 
would request the inclusion of a policy strand such as:  
“x. Development will take a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach including respecting existing site 
constraints including utilities situated within sites.”  

Add to BE3:     “x. Development 
will take a comprehensive and co-
ordinated approach including 
respecting existing site constraints 
including utilities situated within 
sites.”  

Add to BE3 

2.1 ID Canal & River 
Trust,  

 
SHA3 and 
DS5 

Site SHA3 is described as ‘Judkins’ in Policy DS5 but is referred to as ‘Tuttle Hill’ in Policy SHA3. We recommend 
that for clarity this site is referred to by a single name. Site SHA3 incorporates land identified in the adopted 
Local Plan as Site HSG11 and additional land to the west of the Coventry Canal that together reflects the site 
identified in current planning application 035595 which proposes residential development of up to 400 
dwellings.  The site flanks the canal  for around 460m where the canal sits in a principal cutting (Cutting 5 and 
6) and is at a significantly lower level than the land adjacent to it. The canal is currently crossed by two bailey 
bridge structures associated with the quarry operation (bridges 23A and 23B) in this location.  The Key 
Development Principles and Form of Development both recognise the value and importance of the Coventry 
Canal and the need for development to protect and enhance the canal. We consider that it is important to 
consider the role of the canal as an ecological corridor and to ensure that new built development does not 
result in significant loss of vegetation from either side of the canal corridor. Any development should aim to 
enhance the biodiversity value of the canal as a wildlife habitat. 
We note that it is proposed that a new bridge crossing the canal will be delivered as part of the development. 
Any new bridge crossing will require the prior consent of the Canal and River Trust in the form of a commercial 
agreement and any bridge would have to satisfy all of our requirements in terms of design, construction etc.  
Our Estates Team can advise in more detail on the process for seeking Trust consent. Any works on, over or 
affecting Trust land will require our consent and should comply with our current Code of Practice for Works 
Affecting the Canal & River Trust. 
No reference is made to the existing bridge crossings here and we would wish to have a clear understanding of 
what is proposed for each of the bridge crossings and whether the intention is to retain or remove them. If 
they are no longer required for use in association with the quarry, we suggest that any development of Site 
SHA3, should also make provision for removal of the bridges. Again, no works to remove the bridges should 
take place without the prior consent of the Trust.  
We will need to be satisfied that all works associated with the construction of the new bridge (and any removal 
of existing bridges) do not adversely affect the stability of the canal cutting slopes or otherwise risk damage to 
the canal or towpath. Although the detailed design and appearance of the new bridge is more likely to be a 
matter that can be secured via planning conditions, as could a detailed construction methodology, sufficient 
information should still be provided with any planning application to demonstrate that constructing the bridge 
is feasible and to show how works are likely to affect the cuttings slopes (possibly including slopes ability 
assessments and consideration of the extent of vegetation removal necessary to facilitate the works) as quite 

Ensure the site name is consistent 
between Policy DS5 and Policy 
SHA3. 
Provide clarity over the existing 
two bailey structures associated 
with the quarry operation (bridges 
23A and 23B) which cross the 
canal in this location and whether 
they are to be retained or 
removed.   
Under Form of Development, 
point 18 should be amended to 
read: 'A detailed construction 
management plan should be 
implemented to reduce the effects 
of the Coventry Canal; this should 
include sufficient evidence to 
demonstrate that the stability of 
the existing canal cutting slopes 
will not be adversely affected by 
the development either during or 
after construction 
work'.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

In terms of point 1; 
Amend Key 
Development Principle 5 
on SHA3 to advise: " 
Replacement bridge or 
bridges across the canal 
will be required at the 
Developers expense; 
therefore the Applicant 
should have early 
discussions with the 
Canal and River Trust  
(any works will require 
the express consent of 
the Trust) to ensure the 
works will not affect the 
canal structure. 
Provision will need to be 
made by the Developer 
to provide pedestrian 
and cycle access to the 
tow path from the site."  
Add to Key 
Development Principles: 
that "financial 
contributions will be 
required to upgrade the 
towpath surface in the 
area."                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
In terms of point 2 this 
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extensive work may be necessary to ensure that these slopes remain stable during and after these works. 
Similarly, any new buildings proposed near to the crest of the cutting slopes will also have to demonstrate that 
they can be safely constructed without risking creation of land instability.  We suggest that these requirements 
could be included in the Key Development Principles. We consider it appropriate for the development to 
provide new accesses onto the canal towpath in order to encourage greater use of the canal as a recreational 
resource and a sustainable travelling route for walkers and cyclists. As the development is therefore likely to 
result in increased footfall, along with the improved access, the towpath itself will require upgrading and will 
need a more durable surface to both facilitate year-round use.  We consider it appropriate to include this as a 
requirement within Policy SHA3 as these works will also be necessary to reduce increased future maintenance 
liabilities which would otherwise have to be borne by the Trust.  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  

is already described in 
Key Development 
Principle 
14.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
3.  Amend  Key 
Development Principle 
18 to read:   18. New 
housing should address 
the canal. A detailed 
light contour map of 
proposed lighting will be 
required to ensure no 
light spill to the canal 
wildlife corridor and a 
construction 
management  plan will 
be required and need to 
be implemented to 
reduce the effects of the 
development on the 
Coventry Canal. This is 
include sufficient 
evidence that the 
stability of the canal 
infrastructure including 
the cutting will not be 
affected during or after 
construction.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

2.2 ID Canal & River 
Trust  

 
DS5  Ensure the site name is consistent between Policy DS5 and Policy SHA3.  Ensure the site name is consistent 

between Policy DS5 and Policy 
SHA-3  

Amend name in DS5 for 
the title of SHA-3 to 
Tuttle Hill   
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2.3 ID Canal & River 
Trust  

 
SHA6 Site SHA6 is located adjacent to the offside (non-towpath side) bank of the Coventry Canal and is currently 

allocated for development in the adopted Local Plan (site HSG12).  
The Key Development Principles identify a need to provide accessible cycle routes and footpaths to 
neighbouring facilities and paragraph 8.76 expands on this, seeking "an upgrade and completion of the 
National Cycle Network Route 52 will be provided through the site, with connections to the wider cycle 
network".   
National Cycle Network Route 52 (NCN52) runs along the Coventry Canal towpath north from the Coventry 
Basin on the edge of Coventry city centre to Hawkesbury Junction, just south of the application site. This route 
passes by the Coventry (Ricoh) Arena and there is access from the arena to the canal towpath. The Trust has 
recently undertaken improvements to the canal towpath from Coventry Basin to Hawkesbury Junction, which 
will help facilitate more widespread use of this sustainable travelling route.  
There is a gap in NCN52 between Hawkesbury Junction and Bedworth, with the route starting again by 
Bedworth Train Station. A continuation of NCN52 north of Hawksbury Junction and through site SHA6 towards 
Bedworth would help to provide a sustainable link for future residents of this development to both Coventry 
and Bedworth as well as offering a leisure and recreational resource to encourage healthier and more active 
lifestyles.  
However, at present the only means of accessing the site SHA6 from NCN52 from the south is via a pedestrian 
bridge crossing the Coventry Canal by the Grade II Listed Hawkesbury Junction Engine House. This bridge is not 
DDA compliant- it has a narrow deck and steep narrow steps only and is certainly not well-suited to act as a 
crossing for cyclists, who would be obliged to dismount and carry their bikes over it. Neither the adopted Local 
Plan nor the recently adopted Concept Plan SPD explicitly acknowledge this fundamental point.   
To achieve an effective connection between site SHA6 and NCN52 to the south, the Trust considers that 
improved access over the canal will be necessary and should be acknowledged within the Key Development 
Principles. The present access is not adequate to cater for any significant increase in usage by pedestrians or 
cyclists and the proximity of the listed Engine House creates a significant pinch-point on the north side of the 
canal where access and visibility is restricted close to the existing pedestrian bridge. 
Upgrading the existing footbridge by the Engine House may be problematic given the limited space available 
and the sensitivity of the location which is both within the Hawkesbury Junction conservation area and 
adjacent to a Grade II listed building. Ensuring that any new or improved bridge here was appropriate in design 
and heritage terms is likely to be difficult and will inevitably increase costs.   
We therefore suggest that it would be appropriate to include a requirement to identify a suitable location to 
provide a new cycle/footbridge crossing the canal to the north of Hawkesbury Junction to link site SHA6 to the 
canal towpath and to provide a more suitable connection to NCN52, which could be extended along the canal 
towpath between Hawkesbury Junction and the new bridge. We further consider that a necessary element of 
securing an appropriate connection between the site and NCN52 at Hawkebsury Junction would also be the 
inclusion of improvement to the canal towpath to ensure it can operate effectively as a route for both 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

Include in the Key Development 
Principles a requirement to 
provide a new cycle/footbridge 
bridge crossing the canal north of 
Hawkesbury Junction to facilitate 
extension of NCN52 along the 
canal towpath and then into Site 
SHA6, together with a 
requirement to improve the 
towpath between Hawkesbury 
Junction and the bridge to a 
standard appropriate to 
encourage greater use by cyclists.  
 
  

Outline application 
037807 (which is subject 
to approval subject to 
the signing of a Legal 
Agreement and includes 
conditions for the 
provision of a foot/cycle 
bridge over the 
Coventry Canal linking 
the application site and 
towpath and which 
includes provision of its  
long-term management 
and maintenance. A 
condition has also been 
included to include a 
towpath to the northern 
boundary of the 
application site and its 
long term maintenance 
and also an upgrade of 
the towpath along 
Coventry Canal to a 
pedestrian/cycle path 
between Hawkesbury 
Junction and the 
towpath alongside the 
north boundary of the 
application site. The 
conditions also states 
that the proposal will 
refurbish the boating 
facilities building to 
include toilet, shower 
and washing up 
facilities. It is therefore 
considered that these 
be included as Key 
Development Principles.   
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2.4 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

 
NSHA-4 
and DS5 

Site NSHA-4 is located adjacent to the offside (non-towpath side)bank of the Coventry Canal. 
Any development of this site should consider the relationship created with the canal and have regard to its role 
as a green corridor and wildlife habitat. Provision of landscape planting and/or public open space should be 
considered alongside the canal and development should take advantage of views over the canal and not turns 
its back on it.   

No modifications have been 
provided.  

The non-strategic sites 
do not have their own 
Policies or Concept 
Plans. However, DS5 
does refer to the canal 
for all the sites. As all 
sites adjacent to canals 
would be expected  to 
make use of the canal 
and retain and enhance 
its wildlife corridor 
benefits, then it is 
considered reasonable 
to add this to DS5.  

2.5 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

 
SEA-1 and 
DS6 

Policy SEA1 identifies an appropriate approach to development of this site in the Key Development Principles 
and Form of Development. Any new bridge over the Coventry Canal, or any works to (or use of) the existing 
Turnover Bridge will require the prior consent of the Canal & River Trust.   

No modifications have been 
provided. The wording suggests 
the Canal &  River Trust are in 
agreement with this Policy but just 
request that the following is added 
"Requires Policy to include 
consent required for any works to 
the canal bridge." 

Key Development 
Principle 4 on SEA-1 
refers to crossing the 
canal and it is 
considered reasonable 
to include  "any works 
to the Coventry canal 
infrastructure including 
bridges will require the 
express consent of the 
Canal & River Trust 

2.6 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

Para. 
8.10
8 

SEA-4 and 
DS6 

Para. 8.108 suggests that development of Site SEA4 offers an opportunity to re-establish the canal branch 
through the site and link it to the remaining portion to the east. Whilst this would still remain separate from 
the existing navigable canal network, the Trust nonetheless considers that it provides an opportunity to restore 
part of the industrial heritage of the locality as well as creating a wildlife habitat.   

No modifications have been 
provided. The wording suggests 
the Canal &  River Trust are in 
agreement with this paragraph but 
just request that the wording is 
enhanced so that the canal bridge 
is restored in order to  restore part 
of the industrial heritage of the 
locality as well as creating a 
wildlife habitat.   

Amend paragraph bullet 
point to 
state:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
• Re-establishing the 
canal branch through 
the site and linking to 
the remaining portion to 
the east,  in order to  
restore part of the 
industrial heritage of the 
locality as well as 
creating a continuous 
wildlife corridor habitat.   

2.7 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

 
CEM-1 A small section of the site adjoins the Coventry Canal and we note that the Key Development Principles include 

a requirement for provision of a suitable stand-off zone/buffer from the canal, which we consider is an 
appropriate approach to protecting the canal. We suggest that any buffer should be at least 5/10m in depth 
and comprise native species to help support the role of the canal as a wildlife corridor.  

No modifications have been 
provided. The wording suggests 
the Canal &  River Trust are in 
agreement with this Policy but 
that the wording is amended to 
include the amount of stand-off 
and that this buffer be enhanced 
native planting to this wildlife 
corridor  

Key Development 
Principle 2 already 
requires standoff so 
amend to read: 2. 
Provision of a suitable 
stand-off of at least 5-
10m buffer from the 
Coventry Canal. This 
buffer is to be planted 
with native species in 
order to enhance the 
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benefits of the canal as 
a wildlife corridor.  

2.8 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

 
NE1 Policy NE1 identifies the importance of protecting and enhancing green/blue infrastructure assets and 

improving links both to them and between them. The Policy identifies potential opportunities for strengthening 
the role of the Coventry Canal in this respect and assisting in encouraging people to make use of the canal 
towpath as a sustainable walking and cycling route and recreational resource as well as enhancing its role as a 
valuable wildlife habitat.   

No alternative wording has been 
requested.  

The wording suggests 
the Canal &  River Trust 
are in agreement with 
this Policy and that it 
does not require any 
amendments.  

2.9 ID Canal & River 
Trust 

 
BE1 Policy BE1 is appropriate insofar as it refers to the risks associated with the development located on or 

adjacent to land which may have been subject to contamination and/or land instability, but it should also 
consider the risks that new development can present in terms of creating land instability which could adversely 
affect adjacent land or infrastructure, such as canals and associated structures such as embankment or cutting 
slopes.    
New developments involving construction operations taking place in close proximity to the Trusts canals and 
associated structures presents a risk that these operations, including any excavations required for foundation 
construction, may create land instability or otherwise adversely affect the stability for structural integrity of the 
canal.  
Canals are not water-tight and retain their water through a combination of waterway wall construction, clay 
lining and earth pressure. Vibrations (for example, from piling operations, ground compaction or plant/vehicle 
movement) and excavation of the ground in the vicinity of the canal can create land instability and lead to leaks 
or even, in extreme cases, breaches of the canal which in turn results in flooding of adjacent land.    
We appreciate that the issue of land instability can be complex and often also involves other regimes such as 
Building Regulations and legislation such as the Party Wall Act 1996. However, the NPPF is clear that planning 
decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location in the context of avoiding 
unacceptable risks from land instability and being satisfied that a site is suitable for its new use, taking account 
of ground conditions and land instability.    
In particular, paragraph 184 of the NPPF is clear that where a site is affected by land instability issues, 
responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or land owner.  

Policy BE1 should be amended: 
Development proposals located on 
or adjacent to land which may 
have been subject to 
contamination and / or land 
instability or are likely to risk 
creating land instability that could 
adversely affect nearby land and / 
or infrastructure will need to 
demonstrate the following: 
1. That the site is suitable for its 
proposed use and that measures 
can be taken to mitigate 
effectively the impacts arising 
from land contamination and 
instability on public health, 
environmental quality, the build 
environment and general amenity. 
2. That the development site is or 
will be made suitable for the 
proposed final use and will need 
to provide, as a minimum, the 
following documents with the 
planning application 
a. Detailed site history identifying 
contaminative uses and land 
instability. 
b. The nature and agent of the 
contamination, land instability and 
the hazards and risk posed 
3. That any risks of creating land 
instability likely to adversely affect 
nearby land o infrastructure can 

The suggested 
modifications are 
considered reasonable 
and in line with the 
NPPF and Policy BE1 will 
be amended 
accordingly.  
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be adequately mitigated. 
Development proposals should 
also demonstrate consideration of 
pollution prevention measures 
during 
construction.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

3.1 ML The Coal 
Authority 

 
BE1 The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department of Business, Energy & 

Industrial Strategy.  As a statutory consultee, The Coal Authority has a duty to respond to planning applications 
and development plans in order to protect the public and the environment in mining areas. 

No alternative wording has been 
requested.  

The wording suggests 
the Canal &  River Trust 
are in agreement with 
this Policy and that it 
does not require any 
amendments.  

4.1 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
General -
Duty to Co-
operate 

The Plan as drafted has yet to comply with the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate and therefore could not 
be considered sound. Put simply, without having established the Housing Need for the Housing Market Area, 
and resolved any subsequent issues, then there can be no certainty regarding the Borough’s Housing Need or 
whether the allocations proposed are sufficient. Given that there was previously a Memorandum of 
Understanding signed by all authorities in the HMA, to progress without due reference to this or preparing 
alternative agreements is disappointing. We look forward to preparing a suitable Statement of Common 
Ground once we can robustly calculate Housing Need. The impact of this may be that elements of the 
Borough’s draft Plan may need to be rewritten, and will need further consultation.  

No suggested wording but parts 
may need to be rewritten once 
HEDNA is published and robust 
housing needs are considered. 

The Council recognises 
that the housing need 
may need to be 
readdressed once the 
HEDNA is completed.  
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4.2 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS3 Coventry City Council supports the design principles as set out in Policy DS3. However, there is concern with 

the last paragraph of the policy. This element of the policy is highly restrictive as it simply states that ‘New 
unallocated development outside the settlement boundaries, as shown on the proposals map, is limited to 
agriculture, forestry, leisure, and other uses that can be demonstrated to require a location outside of the 
settlement boundaries.  Defining the limits of development so finally on a proposals map at a point in the 
process where the development needs of NBBC and its partners across the wider sub region are not known is 
premature and far too inflexible. The policy needs revising to build in flexibility so that the plan is able to 
respond to accommodating any implications of the jointly commissioned HEDNA.  

No suggested amended wording 
but wording needs to be amended 
to allow flexibility for sub 
regionally housing need.   

The Council recognises 
that the housing need 
may need to be 
readdressed once the 
HEDNA is completed. 
The settlement 
boundary would 
potentially be amended 
at that time once the 
full implications of the 
HEDNA are ascertained.  

4.3 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS4 Strategic Policy DS4 – Overall Development Needs 

Welcome the acknowledgement that the figure for the number of homes and amount of employment will be 
reviewed once the joint Coventry and Warwickshire HEDNA is published later in 2022 (once the Census figures 
are factored in). Furthermore, Coventry City Council welcomes the statement in para 7.24 that Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) will co-operate in continuing to assist with any unmet need from 
neighbouring areas where there is clear evidence to justify this. 
It is noted that, in advance of the full sub regional HEDNA, NBBC’s interim HEDNA, focusing exclusively on the 
borough administrative area, has been commissioned to provide an initial steer. Coventry City Council does not 
wish to draw any conclusions at this stage as the final sub regional HEDNA will be completed once the 
consultants (Iceni) have had the opportunity to consider the Census figures. This preferred options consultation 
closes on 22nd July 2022 which will be prior to the HEDNA being finalised. Therefore, any implications for the 
plan and the current Memorandums of Understanding (housing and employment) will need to be addressed 
under the statutory Duty To Co-operate and through the production of Statements of Common Ground.  
Because of the current uncertainty over the numbers this has implications for other policies too, particularly 
DS3 (Development Principles). 

No suggested amended wording 
as overall needs uncertain until 
HEDNA is published and sub 
regional housing need is finalised.   

The Council recognises 
that the housing need 
may need to be 
readdressed once the 
HEDNA is completed 
and once the full 
implications of the 
HEDNA are ascertained.  

4.4 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS5  The allocations are noted. Those adjacent to the City boundary need further work in order to understand the 

impact on, for example, cross-boundary highways or biodiversity issues. This work has not been undertaken 
and we are therefore unable to comment further at this stage. However, as in our response to Policy DS3 and 
DS4 the situation needs reviewing once the HEDNA figures are known as there may be a requirement to make 
further allocations to meet need. 

No suggested wording provided  
but requires cross boundary work 
for sites in proximity to Coventry 
City Council once needs are 
finalised.  

Once sites are finalised, 
discussions can be had 
with Coventry City 
Council,  before the 
publication version to 
ensure the Policies meet 
both needs such as for 
highways and 
biodiversity.  
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4.5 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS6 The allocations are noted. However, as in our response to previous policies the situation needs reviewing once 

the joint HEDNA figures are known as there may be a requirement to make further allocations to meet need, as 
well as a requirement to address other cross-boundary issues. 

See comments from DS5 above. See comments from DS5 
above. 

4.6 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS7 As in our response to previous policies the situation needs reviewing once the HEDNA figures are known in 

order to establish the Housing Need across the HMA.  
See comments from DS5 above. See comments from DS5 

above. 

4.7 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
DS8 This policy builds in flexibility in the last paragraph: ‘Where additional housing sites need to be brought 

forward, initial priority will be given to sustainable sites, including town centre redevelopment opportunities in 
Nuneaton and edge of settlement sites, unless the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits’. This is welcomed. However, this conflicts with other policies especially 
DS3 and DS7 which are highly restrictive, defining the extent of development limits with no flexibility. The 
flexibility is essential in order for the plan to be able to respond to the final HEDNA for which the results are as 
yet not concluded. 

See comments from DS3 above. See comments from DS3 
above. 

4.8 DB Coventry City 
Council  

 
SHLAA There are a number of questions regarding the conclusions of the site analysis of the SHLAA, especially in the 

absence of up-to-date evidence such as SFRA or Green Belt Review. Furthermore, sites appear to be dismissed 
without due consideration – for example ATT-2 is a non-designated heritage asset standing vacant and is not 
taken forward without consideration of non-intrusive conversion which would help deliver much needed 
dwellings for the Borough. Once the Borough’s Housing Need is robustly established in the forthcoming HEDNA 
and subsequent Statements of Common Ground the SHLAA sites will need to be revisited with a much more 
thorough appraisal. At that point, site plans would be beneficial so that we can understand the spatial 
distribution and consider such points as where agglomeration of small sites might overcome issues of, for 
example, viability due to remediation or infrastructure requirements. 

No suggested wording but 
requires sites readdressing once 
needs are finalised.  

Sites will be readdressed 
once the HEDNA needs 
are finalised and all the 
outstanding evidence 
bases are completed.  
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5.1 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

 
All Policies 
- Housing 

Housing  
Provides the Borough’s housing need for the 15-year plan period. Based on the latest information available, 
this indicates a need of 646 dwellings per annum (dpa), a total of 9,690 dwellings. This figure does not account 
for the Census 2021 information which is due to be released in the summer 2022. The housing figure may 
therefore change, but the 646 dwellings p/a figure is the best available figure at this point.  
CWLEP Response:  
The population and household results from the 2021 Census of Population are now available. We note that the 
Census results have produced figures that are higher than ONS estimates for population and households in the 
Borough in 2021, and more in line with the alternative estimates provided in the HEDNA. We would suggest 
these should be used as the baseline for future forecasts.   
Future housing development in the Borough should also be accompanied by adequate infrastructure provision, 
and that this is appropriate to meet the needs of the relevant scale of future growth in population and 
households, includes more sustainable accessibility, travel and living, and also reflects Net Zero ambitions in 
design, construction, and operation.  

 
Noted 

5.2 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

 
All Policies 
- 
Employme
nt  

Employment  
Establishes the Borough’s employment land needs. This is estimated to be 80.5 hectares of land for industrial 
and distribution/warehousing development, and 2 hectares of land for office development.  
• Allocates strategic employment sites to meet the Borough’s needs.  
CWLEP Response:  
CWLEP recognises the progress that has been made in recent years in improving job density in the Borough – 
this will have helped to reduce unemployment amongst the Borough’s resident workforce but also reduce the 
need for residents to commute out of Nuneaton & Bedworth to find work.  
Policies which encourage further increases in the numbers of good jobs in the Borough and lead to further 
positive performance in the job density ratio are welcomed. These will continue to improve Nuneaton & 
Bedworth’s job density position relative to other areas of Coventry & Warwickshire, enable more residents to 
find work nearer to where they live, and help further build a more sustainable Borough.   

 
Noted 
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5.3 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

 
All Policies 
- Town 
Centres 

Employment  
Establishes the Borough’s employment land needs. This is estimated to be 80.5 hectares of land for industrial 
and distribution/warehousing development, and 2 hectares of land for office development.  
• Allocates strategic employment sites to meet the Borough’s needs.  
CWLEP Response:  
CWLEP recognises the progress that has been made in recent years in improving job density in the Borough – 
this will have helped to reduce unemployment amongst the Borough’s resident workforce but also reduce the 
need for residents to commute out of Nuneaton & Bedworth to find work.  
 
Town Centres  
Includes planning policies that seek to deliver the Transforming Nuneaton and Transforming Bedworth 
regeneration initiatives and promote town centre uses to encourage more visitors and businesses. 
 
CWLEP Response:  
CWLEP recognises that all the town and city centres across Coventry & Warwickshire have changed drastically 
as a response to the Covid-19 pandemic, and in some cases have accelerated wider economic and social 
changes that were already underway. We recognise how vital the Transforming Nuneaton and Transforming 
Bedworth programmes will be in helping deliver these changes to the towns in the Borough.   
 
As part of the CWLEP Strategic Reset Framework Taskforce work on gathering evidence to help shape the 
Framework a range of emerging trends for town centres were collated by the group – these could also form 
part of the evidence base for the Borough Plan Town Centre Review, in particular:      
 
Changing role of town centres: 
• For workers specifically, there is likely to be demand for connecting and collaborating in and beyond the 
workplace 
• For residents and visitors, a growth in festivals, events, cultural, large social gatherings seen as being a critical 
part of the success of town centres 
• Potential for connecting, experiencing and cultural consumption will come into greater focus 
• Scope for creating new, exciting, green, safe spaces in town centres 

 
Purple Flag status would 
more appropriately be 
mentioned in our Town 
Centres Area Action 
Plan supplementary 
planning document. The 
scheme would also be 
something our Town 
Centres team can look 
into. 
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• Safe and vibrant night-time economy 
 
Hospitality and retail: 
• Hospitality – will be important in supporting town centres, especially if there is a diverse offer 
• Retail - increased desire for independent offerings, alongside experimental and experiential retail 
Safety: 
Critical that safety for town centre visitors and residents remains, and formal recognition of this, through 
initiatives such as Purple Flag accreditation, will remain essential in helping to keep town centres safe, vibrant, 
and successful 
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5.4 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

7.21 DS4 80.5 ha of employment land for industrial and distribution/warehousing development and 2ha for office space. 
 
CWLEP Response:  
Logistics is a key part of Nuneaton & Bedworth’s economy, as in other parts of Warwickshire, due to its central 
location, accessibility, and proximity to the strategic transport network. Whilst as a sector it is likely to continue 
growing in the future with associated demand for employment land, there should also be allocations and 
employment land located in the Borough to aid businesses that do not require a similar scale of strategic links 
to thrive and grow.  
 
There is also a recognition that new housing brings with it a requirement for additional warehousing/logistics 
infrastructure, and overall development need should link to policies on future housing need.   
 
Enabling long term and sustainable business growth and ensuring that there is an adequate supply of 
employment land available within Nuneaton & Bedworth is key. This includes all levels of the market, including 
an appropriate mix of small, medium, large, affordable, and high quality. The C&W Authorities Market Signals 
Report (2019), available at https://www.cwlep.com/sites/default/files/employment_market_signals_study_-
_final_report_v6_clean_170719.pdf , emphasises the importance of small business units to enable SME’s to 
establish and grow, and increase levels of economic growth for the Borough. A continuing shortage of 
affordable space hampers enterprise, opportunity, and sustainable growth. 
 
Allocations and employment land should adequately plan for a range of different use classes and include 
planning for a range of sizes and potential new and emerging, or a wider range of, sectors as the Borough’s 
economy evolves.  

 
Noted 

5.5 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

7.44-
7.47 

DS6 There is a need for new subregional strategic allocations to be brough forward (particularly above 25ha). These 
will be needed to attract significant inward investment into Nuneaton & Bedworth and ergo Coventry & 
Warwickshire. 
Evidence base does not factor in the C&W Authorities Market Signals Report (2019) Available at 
https://www.cwlep.com/sites/default/files/employment_market_signals_study_-
_final_report_v6_clean_170719.pdf 

There is a need for new 
subregional strategic allocations to 
be brough forward (particularly 
above 25ha). These will be needed 
to attract significant inward 
investment into Nuneaton & 
Bedworth and ergo Coventry & 
Warwickshire. 

Strategic employment 
allocation SEA-1 at 
Faultlands Farm is 
allocated for 26 ha, 
therefore this meets the 
need for a subregional 
strategic allocation. 

5.6 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

8.80-
8.11
3 

SEA-1, SEA-
2, SEA-3, 
SEA-4, SEA-
5, SEA-6 

Logistics is a key part of Nuneaton & Bedworth’s economy, as in other parts of Warwickshire, due to its central 
location, accessibility, and proximity to the strategic transport network. Whilst as a sector it is likely to continue 
growing in the future with associated demand for employment land, there should also be allocations and 
employment land located in the Borough to aid businesses that do not require strategic links to thrive and 
grow.  

Each SEA site is allocated for E, B1, 
B2 and B8. It is likely that market 
forces will lean towards B8. It is 
recommended that Nuneaton & 
Bedworth Borough Council 
provide some sites which are 
solely business based, and not 
offer B8 across the board, to 
ensure that some allocations are 
brought forward to provide for 
non-logistics/distribution use 

Requiring sites which 
exclude the provision of 
B8 uses was not a 
recommendation of the 
HEDNA (2022), 
therefore this cannot be 
justified from our 
evidence base. 
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across the Borough as the local 
economy evolves and grows. 

5.7 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

10-
10.8 

E1 Enabling long term and sustainable business growth and ensuring that there is an adequate supply of 
employment land available within Nuneaton & Bedworth is key. This includes all levels of the market, including 
an appropriate mix of small, medium, large, affordable, and high quality. The Coventry & Warwickshire 
Authorities Market Signals Report (2019) available at 
https://www.cwlep.com/sites/default/files/employment_market_signals_study_-
_final_report_v6_clean_170719.pdf , emphasises the importance of small business units to enable SME’s to 
establish and grow, and increase levels of economic growth for the Borough.  
 
A continuing shortage of affordable and small-scale spaces risks hampering enterprise, the growth of SME’s, 
and the important positive impacts they have on local economy 

Policies to proactively enable 
growth in small units for a wider 
range of clusters, R&D activities, 
and other opportunities would 
help foster greater enterprise in 
the local economy 

Policy E2 enables the 
redevelopment/expansi
on of sites for R&D 
activities. 

5.8 CL CWLEP 
Growth Hub 

10.8-
10.2
0 

E2 Losses in employment land often take place when removing lower quality, smaller sized spaces, which are 
often utilised by SME’s and small-scale businesses to grow out of. Removing these opportunities may be to the 
detriment of businesses, who may not be able to afford alternatives or must look to relocate outside of the 
Borough. Taking employment estates out of protection is a policy which removes opportunities for these sorts 
of businesses to thrive and grow into the future. 

10.12 emphasises that 20ha of 
employment land could be lost 
throughout the planning period 
from removing protection from 
some employment sites. CWLEP 
queries whether another 20ha 
should be added to the 80ha of 
land allocated to make up for this - 
the ICENI report does not mention 
these potential losses being 
factored into their calculations 
around future need  

Noted. The final version 
of the sub-regional 
HEDNA (2022) will likely 
set a new figure for 
employment site 
provision, so this will 
have to be taken into 
account. 
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6.1 
 

George Eliot 
Hospital NHS 
Trust 

 
DS1 and H1 George Eliot Hospital NHS Trust (the Trust) welcomes the opportunity to comment on Borough  

Plan Review Preferred Options document. The Trust recognises that the Borough Plan review  
process sets out a clear way to ensure the planning policies that are developed to meet future  
development needs in terms of housing and job growth reflect the views of the local population  
and key partners.   
 
The Trust requests that the council works closely with place partners, recognising the Place  
Executive and the Place Partnership as key stakeholder groups at place, as well as the recently  
constituted Coventry and Warwickshire Integrated Care Board and ensure the evidence base and local health 
and wellbeing strategy informs the plan. In addition, the NHS Long Term Plan has set a  clear future direction of 
travel for the NHS in England places strong emphasis on the need to expand and strengthen local community 
and healthcare delivery systems. Development (including community and health infrastructure) that supports 
innovations in patient care, increased use of technology and integration of health, wellbeing and wider 
community services to develop community wellbeing and cohesion is key to delivering the vision detailed in 
the Borough Plan Review document.  
 
The Trust is required to provide commissioned health services to all people that present or who  
are referred to the Trust.  This obligation extends to all services from emergency treatment at A  
and E to routine/non-urgent referrals. Whilst patients are able in some cases to exercise choice  
over where they access NHS services, in the case of an emergency they are taken to their nearest  appropriate 
A&E Department by the ambulance service. Therefore, the Trust, working with local partners is keen to ensure 
that local population planned growth and development, outlined in this plan considers the impact on local 
healthcare delivery systems, particularly in relation to required physical infrastructure delivery requirements. 
The Trust is a District General Hospital and provides a full range of DGH service to the local population which 
will be impacted by housing growth  
 
The Trust welcomes the following key points from the latest documents: 
• Ensuring infrastructure provision keeps pace with new development - this is a key component of delivering 
the Borough Plan Review. 
• When considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach that reflects the 

 
We will review Coventry 
and Warwickshire 
Integrated Care Board's 
local health and 
wellbeing strategy. 

16



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

presumption in favour of sustainable development (Policy DS1) 
• A focus on development that will enable older people to stay in their own homes including the development 
of extra care housing, residential care homes and other housing options supporting this (Policy H1), particularly 
noting the proportional increase in older people as a percentage of the total population. 
• Most development will be directed to Nuneaton as the primary town. Other development will be directed to 
other settlements, at a scale that reflects the role and function of the settlement. 
 
The Trust has reviewed the comments made by Coventry and Warwickshire CCG (now the Coventry and 
Warwickshire Integrated Care Board), and is pleased that the Council: 
• Has noted the comments made and incorporated them into the process 
• is keen to work collaboratively with local community partners to ensure the Borough Plan is developed. 
 
A response to the Issues and Options consultation has also been submitted. 

7.1 
 

Hinckley and 
Bosworth 
Borough 
Council 

  
Housing need  
 
It is noted that Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council have decided to use an updated  
Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) to calculate its  
housing need instead of the standard method in order to provide a more-up-date  
assessment. The NPPF’ paragraph 61’s guidance  on using an alternative approach to the  
standard method would need to qualify as an exceptional circumstance which reflects current and future 
demographic trends and market signals. We understand that Iceni’s  
analysis considers recent population growth is higher than reflected in the 2014 based  
household projections and the concerns over the accuracy of the Office of National  
Statistics population estimates for Coventry. This will need to be fully justified as the plan  
progresses.    
 
We approve the approach of allocating sites in the main spatial areas of Nuneaton,  
Bedworth, Bulkington and the northern Coventry fringe as their existing infrastructure can  
be utilised.   
 
It is noted that The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be updated to consider the  
infrastructure requirements to support all proposed allocations. 

 
Noted 
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7.2 
 

Hinckley and 
Bosworth 
Borough 
Council 

  
Cross boundary implications of development  
The plan proposes a strategic housing allocation, Top Farm for 1700 dwellings, along the  
A5 which is in relatively close proximity to the boundary with Hinckley and Bosworth and  
the rural village of Higham on the Hill. Proposals for development, regardless of proximity  
to Hinckley and Bosworth Borough should be planned alongside necessary infrastructure  
requirements to minimise any impact on the services and infrastructure within Hinckley  
and Bosworth.  The A5 is currently operating over capacity, and it is likely that a  
development of this scale would have an adverse impact on the highway network in this  
area, including HBBC.  
 
HBBC is cognisant of potential impact on the A5 affecting pinch points at the Dodwells and  
Longshoot junctions of some of its own proposed site allocations in the emerging Local  
Plan as well as planned expansion of the Horiba MIRA site north and south of the A5 as  
well as potential impact arising from the expected NSIP Hinckley National Rail Freight  
Interchange proposal, which is expected to be submitted before the end of this year. All of  
these proposals must therefore be accounted for in any transport assessment relating to  
the Top Farm proposal to demonstrate that the A5 has capacity to cope with the  
cumulative additional traffic and that suitable highway improvements are provided for in  
the IDP should that not be the case.  
 
Policy SHA-1 Top Farm refers to a transport modelling report to justify that it mitigates  
impacts to the A5. However, this is not cited nor does it form part of the consultation  
documentation. The most recent transport modelling report found on the Nuneaton and  
Bedworth website is a version dating back to 2016. It is unlikely that the findings of this  
modelling report are still valid especially given that the RIS2 scheme is no longer moving  
forward.    
 
We note that an updated Strategic Transport Assessment has been commissioned to  
assess the potential impacts of the Borough Plan Review allocations and proposals on the  
highway network. We would welcome the opportunity to review this document in due  
course and wish to continue working with Officers of your Council, Warwickshire County  
Council and Leicestershire County Council to explore the most effective delivery  
mechanisms for cross-boundary strategic transport schemes required to accommodate the  
combined impact of growth in our respective Boroughs.   
 
HBBC would like to reserve further comment regarding the ‘soundness’ of the plan until  
the pre-submission consultation stage, when any remaining evidence base documents  
and the policies contained within the Plan have been fully drafted.  
 
We look forward to continue working with Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council in the  
development of our respective local plans and on wider cross boundary planning issues   

 
The North Warwickshire 
Borough Council Local 
Plan employment 
allocation at MIRA was 
explicitly accounted for 
in the modelling 
assessment of our 
Borough Plan. Our 
modelling utilises the 
trip generation linked to 
the current application 
for the MIRA expansion 
to the south of the A5 
and as such represents 
the latest assumptions. 
 
With respect to the 
Hinckley National Rail 
Freight Interchange 
(HNRFI) impacts, the site 
is not allocation in any 
plans, and the pre-app 
stage commenced in 
September, which is 
after the completion of 
the Borough Plan 
modelling work. On this 
basis the site would not 
have been explicitly 
accounted for, nor 
would we be required to 
due to its planning 
status in terms of any 
potential inclusion in 
modelling uncertainty 
logs. There will be some 
allowance for the site 
contained in the 
external growth, which 
will have been applied 
to the forecasts, of 
which HNRFI would 
potentially be a part of. 
Further to this, any 
forecasts relating to 
background growth 
would be adjusted to 
account for new 
developments as they 
come forward. 
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Despite HNRFI not being 
explicitly accounted for, 
emerging work to 
support the application 
has been shared with 
Warwickshire County 
Council's Highways team 
and they are 
comfortable that the 
impacts on 
Warwickshire roads 
within the Nuneaton 
and Bedworth area is 
minimal. 
 
The most recent 
transport modelling was 
undertaken in 2018 and 
2019 as part of Borough 
Plan examination. 
Whilst a new transport 
assessment may have to 
factor in HBBC's 
proposed site 
allocations, SHA-1 is an 
adopted site allocation, 
and therefore needs to 
be considered in HBBC's 
own transport 
assessment. 
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8.1 
 

Historic 
England 

  
HE welcomes that the Plan now includes the matter of conserving and enhancing the  
historic environment. This addresses an earlier concern from the Issues & Options  
stage in which it was not proposed to update policies on this matter until a later date.  
We set out our specific comments on the relevant polices and proposals below.  
 
Whilst it supports the overall vision of the Plan and Objective 7 (historic and natural  
environments), HE has serious concerns about the lack of a heritage evidence base  
for the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan.   
 
It is our view that at this stage the Plan does not demonstrate a positive approach to  
the historic environment as required by NPPF para. 190 and we would query the  
soundness of the Plan in respect of historic environment issues at this time.  
 
Whilst we note that the Plan is not accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment  
(HIA), we understand that the Council has recently appointed consultants to assess the impact of development 
on designated and non-designated heritage assets and  
their settings However, HE recommends that a HIA, or similar assessment, is  
prepared, either by or on behalf of the LPA, at an early stage of the plan process. A  
HIA produced after publication of the Preferred Options document, clearly indicates  
that the historic environment has not been fully considered in the site selection, or the  
Sustainability Appraisal, process.  
 
As you will be aware, HE recommends that the site assessment methodology used is  
generally in line with that set out in HE’s Advice Note 3: The Historic Environment and  
Site Allocations in Local Plans, 2015 (HEAN3), as a basis for the consideration of the  
historic environment as part of the site allocation process:  
   
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and- 
site-allocations-in-local-plans/heag074-he-and-site-allocation-local-plans/  
 
and that the advice of Good Practice Advice Note 3 (Second Edition): The Setting of  
Heritage Assets (2017) (GPAN3) is followed:  
 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage- 
assets/  
 
There may also be opportunities to enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage  
assets (NPPF para. 206), or opportunities to tackle heritage at risk through sensitive  
development, and such opportunities should also be identified through the HIA and  
carried through into plan policies and the associated Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
With specific reference to non-designated heritage assets, these can make a positive  
contribution to the character of our settlements and enrich our sense of place. We  
recommend that the views of your chosen specialist archaeological adviser are sought  
at an early stage in the plan process, ideally before any growth options/proposed  
allocations are selected.  
 
This should enable confirmation that the evidence base is sufficiently robust to ensure  
that any proposed allocation is deliverable in accordance with local and national  
planning policies. Your adviser will inform you on whether further assessment work is  

 
The heritage evidence 
base has now been 
completed. 
 
We will undertake a 
Heritage Impact 
Assessment before the 
Publication stage of the 
Borough Plan Review 
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required through field assessment prior to allocation to ensure the extent, character  
and significance has been adequately understood to inform the allocation of a site.  

8.2 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Vision   
 
HE welcomes that the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment is  
now included within the vision set out for Nuneaton and Bedworth in this document.  

 
Noted 

8.3 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Broad Issues  
 
Under the Local Environment section on p.9 HE welcomes that the Reference to  
‘English Heritage’s’ Building’s at Risk Register has been amended to ‘Historic  
England’s’ Building’s at Risk Register.  

 
Noted 
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8.4 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Objectives   
 
HE welcomes the amended wording of Objective 7 to “sustains and enhances” to better  
reflect the wording of the NPPF, as suggested in our previous comments to the Issues  
and Options consultation document.  

 
Noted 

8.5 
 

Historic 
England 

 
DS1 Policy DS1 – Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development  

 
HE welcomes the inclusion in the policy of the requirement for development to sustain  
and enhance the historic environment.   

 
Noted 

8.6 
 

Historic 
England 

 
DS5  Policy DS5 – Residential allocations  

 
In terms of proposed residential allocations, HE recommends that the Council  
undertake the process of the ‘Site Selection Methodology’, as set out in HEAN3,  
referenced above, and we reiterate that we also recommend that detailed Heritage  
Impact Assessments (HIAs) are prepared for individual sites.  
 
With regard to specific proposed allocations which have the potential to affect the  
historic environment please see the accompanying Appendix A for our detailed  
comments on the Strategic Housing Allocations, and Appendix B for our detailed  
comments on the Non-strategic sites.  
 
Please note that in the absence of any HIA, or similar historic environment assessment  
information, we have considered the assessment of impacts on heritage assets as set  
out for each site within the SHLAA and commented accordingly. However, we stress  
that our advice does not negate the need for an appropriate HIA or similar assessment  
work to be undertaken as part of your Plan’s evidence base.  

 
Our heritage 
assessment used the 
site selection 
methodology from 
HEAN3, in addition to 
conducting an impact 
assessment. 
 
Officer responses to 
both Appendix A and B 
can be found in 
separate documents. 
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8.7 
 

Historic 
England 

 
DS6 Policy DS6 – Employment allocations  

 
In terms of proposed employment allocations, HE recommends that the Council  
undertake the process of the ‘Site Selection Methodology’, as set out in HEAN3,  
referenced above, and we reiterate that we also recommend that detailed Heritage  
Impact Assessments (HIAs) are prepared for individual sites.  
 
With regard to specific proposed allocations which have the potential to affect the  
historic environment please see our accompanying Appendix A for our detailed  
comments on the Strategic Employment Allocations.  

 
Our heritage 
assessment used the 
site selection 
methodology from 
HEAN3, in addition to 
conducting an impact 
assessment. 
 
Officer responses to 
Appendix A can be 
found in a separate 
document. 

8.8 
 

Historic 
England 

 
TC2 Policy TC2 – Nature of Town Centre Growth   

 
Whilst HE supports the diversification of town centres, any regeneration proposals  
within Nuneaton and Bedworth town centres should be fully evidenced and take  
account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage  
assets.  
 
Therefore, HE supports the policy aspiration to deliver appropriate enhancements in  
the town centres which complement existing historic assets and help define the town  
centres sense of place.  
 
HE notes that instead of a separate Town Centres Area Action Plan document, specific  
residential proposals within Nuneaton and Bedworth Town Centres are now included  
within this Preferred Options Plan. For our detailed comments on specific town centre  
allocations which have the potential to affect the historic environment please see our  
accompanying Appendix B.  

 
Officer responses to 
Appendix B can be 
found in a separate 
document. 
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8.9 
 

Historic 
England 

 
NE1 Policy NE1 – Green and Blue Infrastructure  

 
HE welcomes that heritage, and industrial heritage in particular, has been  
acknowledged in principle as a key part of the green-blue infrastructure of the  
Nuneaton and Bedworth area. However, we consider that the policy could more  
explicitly recognise the value of the historic environment in contributing to the multi- 
functionality of green-blue infrastructure via cultural heritage, recreation and tourism  
through assets such as historic parks, gardens and canals.  

 
Agreed. Policy NE1 will 
be amended to explicitly 
recognise the value of 
the historic 
environment in 
contributing to the 
multi-functionality of 
green-blue 
infrastructure via 
cultural heritage, 
recreation and tourism 
through assets such as 
historic parks, gardens 
and canals. 

8.10 
 

Historic 
England 

 
NE4 Policy NE4 – Managing flood risk and water quality  

 
HE considers that this policy should acknowledge the risks to traditional buildings from  
flooding, especially the need for such buildings to be able to dry out slowly and that  
care must be taken not to introduce inappropriate retrofitted measures which would  
prevent effective drying and shorten the life of the building.  
 
You may wish to refer to HE’s guidance note on ‘Flooding and Historic Buildings’:  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/flooding-and-historic- 
buildings-2ednrev/heag017-flooding-and-historic-buildings/  
 
In addition, sustainable drainage systems should be designed so that they do not  
impact on archaeology. Impacts can be caused by draining waterlogged archaeology  
or introducing surplus water and pollution from surface runoff into archaeological  
sediments via soakaways. Consideration should be given to the most appropriate  
course of action to protect buried waterlogged archaeology though the design of SuDS  
features.   

 
Agreed. Policy NE4 will 
be amended to state 
that care must be taken 
not to introduce 
inappropriate 
retrofitted measures 
which would prevent 
effective drying and 
shorten the life of the 
building. 
 
Policy NE4 will also be 
amended to state the 
following "Sustainable 
drainage systems should 
be designed so that they 
do not impact on 
archaeology. Impacts 
can be caused by 
draining waterlogged 
archaeology or 
introducing surplus 
water and pollution 
from surface runoff into 
archaeological 
sediments via 
soakaways. 
Consideration should be 
given to the most 
appropriate course of 
action to protect buried 
waterlogged 
archaeology though the 
design of SuDS features. 
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In addition to this, we 
will be adding a plan to 
the document to note 
areas with potential for 
the discovery of non-
designated heritage 
assets with 
archaeological interest. 

8.11 
 

Historic 
England 

 
NE5 Policy NE5 – Landscape Character  

 
HE welcomes this policy and considers that under ‘Key characteristics and  
distinctiveness’ specific reference could be made to the historic environment in the  
opening paragraph.  

 
Agreed. Policy NE5 will 
be amended under 'Key 
characteristics and 
distinctiveness' to make 
reference to the historic 
environment in the 
opening paragraph. 
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8.12 
 

Historic 
England 

 
BE2 Policy BE2 – Renewable and Low Carbon Energy  

 
HE recognises the urgent need for positive action and is committed to achieving net  
zero through supporting actions that address the causes of climate change and that  
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
With reference to small scale wind energy, we note that protecting heritage is an issue  
included in para. 15.21 of the supporting policy text, but we suggest that reference  
should be made to the impact of development for small scale wind energy on the  
historic environment within the criteria of the policy itself.   

 
Agreed. Policy BE2 will 
be amended to make 
reference to the impact 
of small scale wind 
energy on the historic 
environment within the 
criteria of the policy. 

8.13 
 

Historic 
England 

 
BE3  Policy BE3 – Sustainable Design and Construction  

 
HE welcomes the inclusion of this policy and would stress that heritage assets can be  
a valuable aid to achieving sustainable development, in both climate change mitigation  
and adaptation.  
 
For example, retaining, repairing, refurbishing, retrofitting and reusing heritage assets,  
and especially historic buildings, can contribute to reducing carbon emissions. We  
therefore suggest that the policy also references the importance of the historic  
environment in respect of the embodied carbon value of historic buildings. In particular,  
the contribution that the retention and reuse of old buildings makes, together with the  
sustainability of traditional building materials and design.  
Historic England’s ‘Heritage Counts’ information may be useful:  
• https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage- 
counts/pub/2020/heritage-environment-2020/  
•  
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/heritage-counts/2020-know- 
your-carbon/reducing-carbon-emissions-in-traditional-homes/  
 
and also, Energy Efficiency and Traditional Homes - HEAN 14 –  
 
• https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/energy- 
efficiency-and-traditional-homes-advice-note-14/heag295- 
energy-efficiency-traditional-homes/  

 
Agreed. Policy BE3 will 
be amended to state 
"Heritage assets can be 
a valuable aid to 
achieving sustainable 
development, in both 
climate change and 
mitigation and 
adaptation. For 
example, retaining, 
repairing, refurbishing, 
retrofitting and reusing 
heritage assets, and 
especially historic 
buildings, can contribute 
to reducing carbon 
emissions. The historic 
environment is also 
important in respect of 
the embodied carbon 
value of historic 
buildings. In particular, 
the contribution that 
the retention and reuse 
of old buildings makes, 
together with the 
sustainability of 
traditional building 
materials and design." 
 
We will also follow the 
links sent, and review 
the documents in order 
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to include information 
which would strengthen 
the protections afforded 
by this policy. 
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8.14 
 

Historic 
England 

 
BE4 Policy BE4 – Valuing and Conserving our historic environment  

 
HE is pleased to see the inclusion of a specific policy on the historic environment  
encompassed within the Preferred Options document and considers that overall the  
policy sets out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic  
environment.   
 
However, whilst  we acknowledge that there are some references to setting within the  
policy we suggest that in sections 1 and 2 (p.188) setting should be including and  
referenced throughout, such as in the sub-titles ‘Understand the asset and its setting’  
and ‘Conserve the asset and its setting’. In section 2 we also suggest adding reference  
to setting in the first line to read: ‘Great weight will be given to the conservation of the  
borough’s heritage assets and their settings’. This would ensure the wording is in line  
with NPPF requirements and terminology.  
 
HE welcomes the references to local heritage assets within the supporting policy text  
and also reference to those assets currently on HE’s Heritage at Risk Register and is  
pleased to see that the Council’s list of non-designated heritage assets is currently  
being reviewed.  
 
Para. 15.67 refers to the policy delivering Borough Plan Objective 6. However, HE  
believes that this should in fact refer to Objective 7.    

 
Policy BE4 will be 
amended to ensure that 
in sections 1 and 2 (p 
188) setting will be 
included and referenced 
throughout, such as 
amended the sub-titles 
to 'Understand the asset 
and its setting' and 
'Conserve the asset and 
its setting'. This will 
include in section 2, 
adding reference to 
setting in the first line to 
read: 'Great weight will 
be given to the 
conservation of the 
borough's heritage 
assets and their 
settings'. 
 
Paragraph 15.67 will 
also be amended to 
refer to objective 7, 
rather than objective 6. 
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8.15 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Second Interim Report: Regulation 18 June 2022  
 
With regard to Chapter 8 of the SA Report, we note the recommendation that proposals  
with potential impacts on conservation areas should provide a detailed heritage impact  
assessment and include appropriate mitigation measures to minimise adverse  
impacts. Whilst HE agrees with this recommendation, we strongly suggest that  
heritage impact assessments are undertaken for all proposals that may have potential  
impacts on designated and non-designated heritage assets, and not just on  
conservation areas. Please see our detailed comments on proposed allocations  
contained our attached Appendices A and B.   
 
We also note the recommendation that development at ABB-8 needs to ensure that it  
is of an appropriate height and does not dominate the townscape and that a site- 
specific policy would be useful in this respect. Again, we re-iterate the need for a  
heritage impact assessment to inform this proposed allocation and please see our  
detailed comments on this site contained in the attached Appendix B.  
 
With regard to the SA’s Appendix A: Appraisal of alternatives, HE notes the detailed  
comments in relation to the potential effects of several proposed allocations on the  
historic environment and the detailed scoring contained within Appendix C to the SA.  
However, HE re-iterates that a heritage impact assessment should be undertaken and  
that this should inform the next version of the SA.   

 
Heritage impact 
assessments have now 
been undertaken on all 
proposals, including 
their impacts on 
designated and non-
designated heritage 
assets, in addition to 
their impacts on 
conservation areas. 
 
In relation to site ABB-8, 
we do not have site 
specific policy 
requirements for non-
strategic allocations, 
however we will add 
text to ensure any 
applications on non-
strategic sites must 
follow the 
recommendations of 
the heritage 
assessment. 
 
A heritage impact 
assessment has now 
been undertaken, and 
will inform the next 
version of the SA. 
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8.16 
 

Historic 
England 

  
We would also re-iterate that, as set out in our comments at the Issues and Options  
stage, where specific allocations are being considered HE strongly advises that the 5- 
step site selection methodology set out in HEAN 3 is utilised (as advised above) and  
that this methodology and its findings are set out in a Heritage topic paper or similar,  
as part of the evidence base for the Borough Plan Review.   
  
To assist with your preparation of the SA in relation to the assessment of effect upon  
the historic environment we refer you to HE’s Advice Note 8: Sustainability Appraisal  
and Strategic Environmental Assessment, 2016 (HEAN8):  
 
Historic England Advice Note 8: Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental  
Assessment  
 
HE would be happy to provide further comments as the Nuneaton and Bedworth Local  
Plan Review is progressed over the coming months. We should like to stress that the  
above opinion is based on the information provided by the Council in their consultation.  
 
To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide further advice and,  
potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise (either as a  
result of this consultation, or in later versions of the plan/guidance) where we consider  
that these would have an adverse impact upon the historic environment.  
 
We hope that the above comments will assist, but if you have any queries about any  
of the matters raised or consider that a meeting would be helpful, please do not hesitate  
to contact me.   

 
The 5-step site selection 
methodology with 
HEAN3 has been used to 
inform the heritage 
assessment. 

8.17 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-1 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 
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8.18 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-2 
 
SHLAA - No impacts.   
 
HE - notes that there is no Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) information  
available and therefore no assessment has been undertaken of the likely  
impact of this large mixed-use development proposal on heritage assets  
and their settings. The NPPF (para. 190) requires that a positive approach  
to the historic environment is demonstrated as part of the Plan process and  
since this is not clear at this time, this raises issues over the soundness of  
the Local Plan document.  
 
Historic England notes that this proposed development would lie within the  
setting of Grade II* Arbury Hall Registered Park and Garden, less than 1km  
from Grade 1 Arbury Hall & less than 500m from Grade II* The Tea House,  
which is included on the ‘Heritage at Risk’ register, as is the Grade II* Park  
Farmhouse, located to the west of North Drive.   
 
However, we note that the Key development principles of Policy SHA-2  
include a requirement at clause 13 for an asset management plan for the  
Arbury Estate, which includes measures to be taken and commitments to  
the repair and maintenance of the Park Farmhouse and the Tea House. We  
also note the requirement for a landscape buffer on southern & western edge  
of site (clause 14) and that no access is to be taken from North Drive (clause  
29). We also note that para.8.42 refers to a heritage partnership agreement  
as an alternative mechanism for securing the repair and maintenance of the  
LBs at risk, and the reference at clause 33 of the policy to the recent Arbury  
Design Guide SPD, on which HE commented in March 2022.  
   
HE considers that whilst there may be opportunities for harm to be  
mitigated, through the design of the development, landscaping and  
enhancements, this would require further assessment.  
 
Historic England would be willing to work in partnership with the Council  
as it progresses its heritage evidence base, any further masterplan for  
the site and also on any modifications to Strategic Policy SHA-2 in order  
to minimise the harm to the heritage assets nearby. 

 
The Arbury site remains 
unchanged from the 
adopted allocation, 
therefore an assessment 
had already been 
undertaken of the 
development on 
heritage assets and their 
settings. 
 
Any additional 
opportunities for harm 
to be mitigated 
proposed in the new 
heritage assessment will 
be considered, and 
where appropriate, 
included in the 
publication version of 
the plan. 
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8.19 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-3 
 
SHLAA - No impacts.  
 
HE agrees with the conclusion and welcomes the reference to local listed  
heritage assets i.e. provisions in clause 17 which require enhancements to  
accessibility and structural condition of heritage assets along Coventry  
Canal, including retention of the heritage buildings including the locally listed  
beehive kiln. 

 
Noted 

8.20 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-4 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.21 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-5 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.22 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SHA-6 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.23 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-1 
 
Not included in SHLAA, but HE considers there would be no impacts on the historic environment. 

 
Noted 

8.24 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-2 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.25 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-3 
 
Not included in SHLAA, but HE considers there would be no impacts on the historic environment 

 
Noted 
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8.26 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-4 
 
Not included in SHLAA.  
 
HE supports policy clause 15 and the objectives of para.8.108, to pursue,  
where possible, opportunities to improve the heritage features of the area  
and their link to the work of George Elliot.  

 
Noted 

8.27 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-5 
 
Not included in SHLAA, but HE considers there would be no impacts on the historic environment. 

 
Noted 

8.28 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy SEA-6 
 
SHLAA - No impacts.   
 
Historic England notes that there is no Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA),  
or similar assessment information available and therefore no assessment  
has been undertaken of the likely impact of this proposal on heritage  
assets and their settings. The NPPF (para. 190) requires that a positive  
approach to the historic environment is demonstrated as part of the Plan  
process and since this is not clear at this time, this raises issues over the  
soundness of the Local Plan document.  
 
The site is within setting of Grade II Exhall Hall, and other LBs and SM  
Moated site at Exhall Hall (which lie on western/opposite side of Bowling  
Green Lane). HE therefore considers that rather than the ‘no impacts’ stated  
in the SHLAA, this should be noted as some impacts/amber.   
 
HE welcomes inclusion of clause 10 of policy to provide an enhanced buffer  
in south-eastern corner to protect setting of Exhall SM & LBs and the  
requirement that the scale of development does not detract from the  
prominence and importance of the LBs, but we would advise that this and  
any associated landscaping should be informed by a heritage assessment  
in relation to the designated heritage assets and their setting.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment was 
undertaken when the 
site was adopted, 
therefore an assessment 
has been undertaken of 
the likely impact of the 
site on heritage assets 
and their settings, albeit 
the site was previously 
assessed on the basis of 
the site being solely for 
employment use. The 
new heritage 
assessment has 
however now taken into 
account the proposed 
mixed use of the site. 
 
The SHLAA will 
amended to some 
impacts / amber, with 
reference made to the 
Grade II Exhall Hall, 
other listed buildings 
and scheduled 
monument moated site 
at Exhall Hall. 

8.29 
 

Historic 
England 

  
Policy CEM-1 
 
Not included in SHLAA, but HE considers there would be no impacts on the  
historic environment.  

 
Noted 
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8.30 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-1 
 
SHLAA - No impacts.  
 
HE - notes that there is no Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), or similar assessment information available and 
therefore no assessment has been undertaken of the likely impact of this proposal on heritage assets and their  
settings. The NPPF (para. 190) requires that a positive approach to the historic environment is demonstrated as 
part of the Plan process and since  this is not clear at this time, this raises issues over the soundness of the  
Local Plan document.  
 
The Eastern boundary of site abuts Abbey Conservation Area and the site is within the setting of a SM & LBs – 
less than 250 metres from the Benedictine priory and precinct of St. Mary, Nuneaton Scheduled  Monument, 
and less than 500m from Grade II Church of St. Mary & Grade  
II St. Mary’s Vicarage. In addition, the site includes a local Warwickshire HER record (MWA6318) for medieval 
dam and millpond. Historic mapping  shows this as to the east side of the site with a connecting lead to the 
north.  Located in close proximity to the precinct of the priory there is the  
potential this was a priory mill on the edge of the precinct.  
 
HE therefore considers that rather than the ‘no impacts’ stated in the SHLAA, this should be noted as some 
impacts/amber.    
 
Whilst the remains of the earthworks are probably substantially affected by the current buildings on the site, 
HE considers that the design of the  allocation should be informed by a heritage assessment that considers the  
nearby designated heritage assets, the former extent of the priory precinct  and the known archaeology 
recorded on the site.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment has now 
been carried out for this 
site. 
 
The SHLAA will be 
amended to state "no 
impacts / amber" for 
this site. 
 
In relation to the 
recommendation for a 
heritage assessment to 
be carried out at the 
design stage, applicants 
would need to provide 
this in order to comply 
with Policy BE4 - Valuing 
and conserving our 
historic environment. 

8.31 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-2 
 
SHLAA - no impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.32 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-4 
 
SHLAA - no impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 
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8.33 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-5 
 
SHLAA - some impact on Conservation Area & Designated heritage assets  
& significant impact on non-designated heritage assets  
 
HE – re-iterates previous comments on Site 7 of TCAAP –   
part of site (southern area) lies within Nuneaton Town Centre Conservation  
Area boundary and the rest of the site is therefore within the setting of the  
Conservation Area. HE advises that a Heritage Impact Assessment should  
be undertaken to inform the impact of proposed development on the  
significance of the Conservation Area. In particular, any new development  
needs to respect the setting and connection with the Grade I St. Nicholas  
Parish Church, which lies opposite to this site and new buildings should be  
of a suitable scale & height, which does not over-power existing  
development within the Town Centre Conservation Area. These  
requirements should be included in any policy criteria/development  
principles.  

 
Heritage impact 
assessment has now 
been undertaken for 
this site. 

8.34 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-6 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree but may affect setting of Ashby Canal (no designation) 

 
Noted 

8.35 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-7 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.36 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-3 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

35



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

8.37 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-8 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.38 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-9 
 
SHLAA - some impact on Conservation Area & Designated heritage assets  
& significant impact on non-designated heritage assets  
 
HE – re-iterates previous comments on Site 2 in TCAAP – site is located  
within the setting of the Grade II Listed Ritz Cinema building, which is located  
on the other side of Abbey Street. HE advises that development of the site  
should consider opportunities to enhance the setting of this heritage asset,  
including low rise development so as not to compete with the scale of the  
cinema. These requirements should be included in any policy  
criteria/development principles.  
 
HE – re-iterates previous comments on Site 12 in TCAAP –  
site lies within the Nuneaton Town Centre Conservation Area. HE advises  
that a HIA should be undertaken to inform the impact of proposed  
development on the significance of the Conservation Area, taking into  
consideration the scale and pattern of development in the area, particularly  
the alignment of historic burgage plots. These requirements should be  
included in any policy criteria/development principles.  

 
Policy BE4 - Valuing and 
conserving our historic 
environment will ensure 
opportunities for 
enhancing the setting of 
the heritage asset are 
considered. 
 
A heritage impact 
assessment has now 
been undertaken for 
this site. 

8.39 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-10 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.40 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-11 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 
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8.41 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-11 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.42 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-12 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.43 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-13 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.44 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-14 
 
SHLAA - No impacts.   
 
HE - Site is on opposite side of A444 to the Grade II Listed Ritz Cinema  
building. HE commented on Site 2 of TCAPP (site lies within setting of Grade  
II Listed Ritz Cinema Building) and would advise that development of the  
site should consider opportunities to enhance the setting of this heritage  
asset, including low rise development so as not to compete with the scale of  
the cinema. These requirements should be included in any policy  
criteria/development principles.  

 
Policy BE4 - Valuing and 
conserving our historic 
environment will ensure 
opportunities for 
enhancing the setting of 
the heritage asset are 
considered. 

8.45 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-15 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.46 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-16 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 
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8.47 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-17 
 
SHLAA - some impact on Conservation Area & Designated heritage assets  
 
HE – re-iterates previous comments on Site 11 in TCAAP –   
southern area of site lies within the Nuneaton Town Centre Conservation  
Area, also classified on HAR as vulnerable. HE advises that a Heritage  
Impact Assessment should be undertaken to inform the impact of the  
proposed allocation on the significance of the Conservation Area. This  
requirement should be included in the “Important Considerations for  
Development”.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment has now 
been undertaken for the 
site. 
 
Policy BE4 - Valuing and 
conserving our historic 
environment requires 
the submission of 
heritage impact 
assessments at the 
planning application 
stage where necessary. 

8.48 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-18 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.49 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-19 
 
SHLAA - site not included 

 
The SHLAA assessment 
for this site was missed 
off the published 
version, however this 
will be added to the 
revised SHLAA at the 
next consultation stage. 

8.50 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-20 
 
SHLAA - significant impact on Conservation Area & Designated heritage  
assets.  
 
HE - site contains Grade II Listed Engine House and lies within Hawkesbury  
Junction Conservation Area. HE advises that a Heritage Impact  
Assessment should be undertaken.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment had now 
been undertaken for 
this site. 

8.51 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-21 
 
SHLAA - No impacts   
 
HE - Eastern boundary of site abuts Nuneaton Town Centre Conservation  
Area and it is not clear how any impact has been considered.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment had now 
been undertaken for 
this site. 
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8.52 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-22 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.53 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-23 
 
SHLAA - No impacts   
 
HE - Site is close to boundary of Nuneaton Town Conservation Area &  
Grade II Kind Edward the Sixth College (on opposite side of King Edward  
Road) – it is not clear how any impact on heritage assets and their setting  
has been considered.  

 
A heritage impact 
assessment had now 
been undertaken for 
this site. 

8.54 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-24 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.55 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-25 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.56 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-26 
 
SHLAA - no impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 

8.57 
 

Historic 
England 

  
NSHA-27 
 
SHLAA - No impacts 
 
HE - agree 

 
Noted 
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9.1 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

Local 
Cont
ext 
2.10 

 
As worded, this suggests that the Coventry and Ashby-de-la-Zouch canals are historic legacies of the coal 
mining industry.  Whilst coal was a very important traffic for the canals, they carried a wide variety of goods, 
and would be better described as part of a historic transport network.  Whilst the paragraph goes on to 
acknowledge the canals as green and blue links and wildlife corridors, it could better reference their 
recreational value. 

Reword para. 2.10 as: 
“Historic legacies of the coal 
mining industry are present within 
the borough, along with the 
historic transport network of the 
Coventry and Ashby de-la-Zouch 
canals. The canals are heritage 
assets in their own right as well as 
the buildings and structures that 
are closely associated with them.5 
They form recreational green and 
blue links and wildlife corridors 
along with the disused Nuneaton 
Ashby Railway (Weddington Walk) 
through the centre, east, and 
north of the Borough.”  

Considered a reasonable 
amendment. 

9.2 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 / SHA-
3 – Tuttle 
Hill 
(Judkins) 

It is confusing that Policy DS5 refers to allocation SHA-3 as Judkins whereas Policy SHA-3 is titled Tuttle Hill.  
There is also a nearby employment site named Tuttle Hill (site ref. E43 in Table 12) which adds to this 
confusion. 
The document is ‘unsound’ in this respect. 
IWA commented on Outline planning applications for this site in 2018, and contributed to the SPD Concept 
Plan for HSG11 Tuttle Hill in 2019 which covered the land to the east of the Coventry Canal. 
IWA is generally content that the Key development principles and Form of development for SHA-3 
appropriately recognise the need for protecting and enhancing the heritage, recreational and wildlife value of 
the Coventry Canal through the site, and the potential for the canal and its towpath to enhance the 
development.  However, the requirement that houses along the canal frontage should be limited to 2 storeys 
(Concept Plan 3.5.3) should be carried through into this policy. 

Resolve the inconsistent naming of 
site SHA-3 in Policy DS5 with Policy 
SHA-3. 
Form of Development 
Add paragraph (20): 
“Building heights nearest the canal 
should be limited to 2 storeys in 
order to limit their visual impact 
above and through the canal-side 
woodland corridor.” 

Considered reasonable 
amendments. 
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9.3 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS6 / SEA-1 
– 
Faultlands 
Farm 

The Faultlands strategic employment site was first allocated as EMP1 in the Borough Plan adopted in 2019, and 
its land use, development principles and infrastructure requirements were set out in a Concept Plan SPD 
adopted in 2020. 
The re-allocation of the site through Policy SAE-1 allows for restatement of key development principles for this 
site which will have major visual and other impacts on the adjacent Coventry Canal. 
IWA supports the requirement (12) that development should be set back from the Coventry Canal corridor to 
the east to allow for a landscape buffer and ecological mitigation, with tree and shrub planting, and for new 
development to address the canal (15). 
IWA also supports use of the canal turnover bridge for a cycle path link and enhancement of the canal towpath 
(3 & 4), development to be set back from the northern boundary with a landscape buffer and improved access 
to the Griff Arm of the Coventry Canal (11 & 14) 
However, Outline consent (034901) was given in 2020 for development with indicative plans for 6 large and 
medium sized warehouse style sheds that would be visually intrusive and with large water attenuation basins 
alongside the canal which severely limit the space available for screen planting. 
The plans were then amended to 4 large sheds, and an application (038542) for a higher percentage of B8 use 
has just been approved along with a Reserved Matters application (038687) for just 2 sheds, of which Unit 2 
conflicts with all the approved and proposed development principles. 
 
The Unit 2 warehouse is a massive, and massively intrusive, building which extends further east and closer to 
the canal than the previously consented scheme, and the protruding office block extends even further to the 
east and very close to the canal.  This does not comply with the adopted Borough Plan requirement for the 
development to be set back from the Coventry Canal corridor or for it to address the canal. 
The size, scale and largely featureless appearance of the warehouse, and its location on elevated ground, 
would have a major adverse visual impact on the canal environment, as well as on housing on the other side of 
the canal.  The protruding layout of the office block, with a blank end wall unrelieved by any fenestration or 
architectural merit, is particularly offensive.  It would dominate views from the canal for boat and towpath 
users approaching the site from the south, and its height and elevated position would overshadow any existing 
or new planting along the entire canal frontage.  It would also be extremely intrusive for the new houses on the 
Gipsy Lane site on the other side of the canal, which have been designed to face the amenity corridor of the 
canal and what was previously assumed would be a significant landscaped buffer zone to the nearest industrial 
unit.  A large Attenuation Pond is proposed alongside the Coventry Canal, occupying most of the area between 
the building and the canal.  Its presence severely limits the space available for any effective screen planting, 
which does not comply with the Borough Plan requirement to provide a landscape buffer.   
This reprehensible decision makes a mockery of this Preferred Options consultation and undermines the 
integrity of the whole Local Plan consultation and approval process. 

It is understood that the decisions 
to grant approval for Unit 2 are 
conditional, although the planning 
website does not show what those 
conditions may be. 
The decision should not be 
confirmed prior to completion of 
this consultation and the 
subsequent submission and 
examination of the Borough Plan 
Review.  If the examination finds 
that the application consent is in 
major conflict with the adopted 
and emerging Plan, as it logically 
must, then the application 
approval should be rescinded. 
  

Comments noted. 
Previous approvals 
cannot be rescinded.  
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9.4 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS6 / SEA-4 
– Coventry 
Road 

IWA notes that the allocation of this employment site provides an opportunity to finance the reopening of the 
culverted Griff Brook and maintain an open corridor with appropriate planting along the public right of way to 
the south of the site, creating habitat linkages with the Coventry Canal. 
IWA also fully endorses the proposal at para. 8.108 to re-establish the canal branch through the site and link it 
to the remaining portion to the east.  This imaginative proposal will recover the Griff Arm Canal as part of the 
Borough’s canal heritage as an amenity and biodiversity asset.  

 
Comments noted.  

9.5 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
CEM-1 – 
Land north 
of Marston 
Lane, 
Bedworth 

IWA notes the safeguarding of this site as cemetery burial grounds or alternative green-belt compatible uses, 
and that the key development principles include: 
2. Provision of a suitable stand-off zone/buffer from the Coventry Canal  
IWA suggests that an appropriate stand-off/buffer zone would be 10 metres in width, free from any significant 
built development and with native species landscape planting. 

 
No modifications are 
recommended but 
considers the buffer 
should be 10m.  

9.6 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
NE1 – 
Green and 
blue 
infrastructu
re 

IWA notes and supports the various canal-related proposals in this policy including: development support for 
blue infrastructure; providing new habitat links to the Coventry Canal; upgrading the Coventry Canal towpath 
and restoring the canal vernacular; and strengthening greenway links to the Coventry Canal and Ashby Canal. 

 
Comments noted.  
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9.7 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
BE4 – 
Valuing and 
conserving 
our historic 
environme
nt 

Policy BE4 recognises canals as heritage assets, and para. 15.55 references the unique private canal system at 
Arbury Hall within the Listed park and garden. 
The Coventry Canal and the Ashby Canal are historic waterways and valuable amenity and recreational 
corridors, providing leisure boating, walking, angling, cycling and nature conservation benefits to the area.  
They are part of the national waterway system which attracts millions of visits each year from local people and 
holidaymakers from home and abroad, and is a major component of the nation’s tourism industry.   
Some individual canal bridges and other structures are Listed but the waterway itself with its earthworks, 
water channel, towpath and hedgerow is a linear heritage asset that merits the protection of Conservation 
Area status.  Many other waterways around the country are so designated, including the whole of the Ashby 
Canal within Leicestershire. 
The Hawkesbury Junction Conservation Area includes a small part of the Coventry Canal, but the Coventry 
Canal and the Ashby Canal throughout the Borough are major heritage, amenity and recreational assets 
warranting Conservation Area status. 
The Coventry Canal and Ashby Canal conservation areas should include adjacent heritage assets and a buffer 
zone of 10m on either side within which any development would be restricted to waterways-related or high-
quality proposals. 

The text to Policy BE4, under 
Conservation Areas as 15.64 or 
15.65 should include: 
“The designation of additional 
Conservation Areas along the 
Coventry Canal and the Ashby 
Canal within the Borough will be 
progressed.” 

The modification seems 
reasonable.  

9.8 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 Non-
strategic 
site NSHA-4 
(BAR-1) 

Former Manor Park School Playing Field, Nuneaton. 
Also known as the Tomkinson Road Recreation Ground, this is a valuable green space alongside the Coventry 
Canal and its loss would be most regrettable.  It would reduce the attractiveness of the canal corridor through 
Nuneaton for recreational walking and boating, impacting local people and diminishing the amenity and 
tourism value of the whole canal as part of the historic national waterways system. 
Whilst possibly redundant as a school playing field, alternative long term public sports, recreation and/or 
parkland uses for the site that would preserve its essentially open space character should be considered, in 
accordance with policies HS6, NE1 and NE2 in this Plan. 
IWA therefore objects to its allocation for housing. 
If, however, this allocation is confirmed, then the design and layout should respect the amenity value of the 
Coventry Canal corridor.  Canalside housing should be of traditional design and no more than 2 storeys high, 
facing the canal across gardens, access drives and canalside landscaping, to provide a 10 metre building-free 
buffer zone along the canal frontage. 

Delete the Policy DS5 Non-
strategic site NSHA-4 (BAR-1) 
housing allocation. 
If this allocation is retained, then 
the policy should require canalside 
housing to be of traditional design 
and no more than 2 storeys high, 
facing the canal across gardens, 
access drives and canalside 
landscaping, to provide a 10 metre 
building-free buffer zone along the 
canal frontage.  The allocation of 
72 dwellings should be reduced if 
necessary to meet these 
objectives. 

The Outline application 
has already been 
approved subject to the 
signing of a S106 
agreement therefore 
the site cannnot be 
deleted.  Inland 
Waterways will be 
consulted upon on any 
formal Reserved 
Matters planning 
application.   
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9.9 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 Non-
strategic 
site NSHA-
18 (WEM-
1) 

Land at Donnithorne Avenue, Nuneaton. 
Known locally as Knebley Crescent Woodland, this site is a valuable amenity and wildlife asset alongside the 
Coventry Canal and its loss to any form of built development would be unacceptable.  It would significantly 
reduce the attractiveness of this section of the canal corridor through Nuneaton for local recreational use and 
diminish the heritage, amenity and tourism value of the whole canal as part of the historic national waterways 
system. 
The site should be retained as an amenity woodland and managed for improved biodiversity and public access, 
in accordance with policies NE1 and NE3 in this Plan. 
IWA therefore objects to its allocation for housing.  

Delete the Policy DS5 Non-
strategic site NSHA-18 (WEM-1) 
housing allocation. 

Comments noted. An 
Ecological Assessment 
of the site will be carried 
out as part of the 
evidence base and will 
provide the basis on 
whether this site can be 
developed or not.   

9.10 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 Non-
strategic 
site NSHA-6 
(BED-3) 

The name given this site is misleading.  Firstly, there is only one Charity Dock, so the use of the plural is 
incorrect.  Secondly, the site does not include Charity Dock.  Thirdly, the area is named Wharf Meadow on 
several notice boards on the site. 
This is a valuable green space alongside the Coventry Canal and its loss would be most regrettable.  It would 
reduce the attractiveness of the canal corridor through Nuneaton for recreational walking and boating, 
impacting local people and diminishing the amenity and tourism value of the whole canal as part of the historic 
national waterways system. 
As an extensive area of meadow land and woodland bordering the canal, this site is also a valuable informal 
public open space amenity for the local community, with significant wildlife value.  The site should be largely 
retained as an amenity area and managed for improved biodiversity and public access, in accordance with 
policies NE1, NE2 and NE3 in this Plan. 
IWA therefore objects to its allocation for 62 dwellings.  It may be acceptable to accommodate a small number 
of dwellings in the areas furthest from the canal, accessed off Beechwood Road, whilst retaining the greater 
part of the public open space including a continuous buffer zone along the canal, but the size of the allocation 
needs to be significantly reduced. 
It should also be noted that the inevitable noise from boat maintenance work at the historic Charity Dock 
boatyard means that the areas closest to the Dock may not be suitable for residential use. 

Delete the Policy DS5 Non-
strategic site NSHA-6 (BED-3) 
housing allocation. 
Failing that, correct the name of 
NSHA-6 (BED-3) to “Wharf 
Meadow, Bedworth” and reduce 
the allocation to, say, no more 
than 10 dwellings. 

Comments noted. An 
Ecological Assessment 
of the site will be carried 
out as part of the 
evidence base and will 
provide the basis on 
whether this site can be 
developed or not.   
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9.11 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 Non-
strategic 
site NSHA-
24 (POP-4) 

Acacia Crescent, Bedworth. 
This site includes land alongside the Coventry Canal used as boat moorings in conjunction with the adjacent 
Charity Dock.  The Acacia car park occupies most of the remaining area and provides essential access to the 
moorings which are in part used residentially.  Its development for the indicated quantity of housing (7 
dwellings) would be likely to severely limit access to the current boating residents and could make their tenure 
unsustainable. 
It should also be noted that the inevitable noise from boat maintenance work at the historic Charity Dock 
boatyard means that the area closest to the Dock may not be suitable for residential use. 
It is acknowledged that the adjacent Charity Dock, whilst ‘quirky’, is perceived as somewhat of an eyesore to 
many, due to the large quantities of disused vehicles and materials retained on site.  However, it is a historic 
boatyard providing essential boat maintenance facilities for the canal community and this allocation would 
significantly hamper its operation whilst not directly addressing the visual amenity issues. 
IWA considers that this housing allocation should not proceed without an overall plan for the retention of the 
working boatyard and the associated residential and leisure boat moorings, in conjunction with environmental 
improvements to the boatyard premises to reduce its intrusive visual impact.  

Policy DS5 for Non-strategic site 
NSHA-24 (POP-4) should make 
clear that any housing 
development should enable 
retention of the current canal boat 
moorings with sufficient adjacent 
land and vehicle access to 
maintain their viability. 

The impact to existing 
businesses and 
residents and noise will 
be considerations with 
any submitted planning 
application.   Inland 
Waterways will be 
consulted upon on any 
formal planning 
application.   
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9.12 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS5 Non-
strategic 
site NSHA-
20 (POP-2) 

Hawkesbury Pump House, Heritage Drive, Hawkesbury. 
This site includes the Engine House (or Pump House) which is a Grade II Listed Building and part of the 
Hawkesbury Junction Conservation Area, as described in the Appraisal and Management Plan SPD (2022).  The 
Engine House dates from 1837 and formerly housed a Newcomen beam engine which itself dates from round 
1725 and is the world’s oldest surviving steam engine.  It was moved to Dartmouth for preservation in 1963.  
The construction of early engines was integral with their engine house, and the building at Hawkesbury is a 
rare survival from the industrial revolution of national and international importance. 
Preservation of the Engine House is essential, and maintaining open views of its setting at the side of the 
Coventry Canal is important for the proper appreciation of its heritage value within the wider Conservation 
Area.  It is of concern that this site allocation includes the Engine House and the canalside land that is an 
essential part of its setting.  It should be made clear that any new housing must be set well back from the 
engine house and the canal, outside the Conservation Area on the open space immediately adjacent to 
Heritage Drive.  Whether this provides sufficient space for the allocated 12 dwellings is doubtful, and if 
necessary the target allocation should be reduced to avoid undue visual impact on the setting of the historic 
Engine House. 

Policy DS5 for Non-strategic site 
NSHA-20 (POP-2) should require 
that the housing be set well back 
from the Engine House and the 
Coventry Canal, outside the 
Conservation Area, and the 
number of dwellings should be 
reduced to ensure this. 

The setting of the Pump 
House will need to be 
considered as part of 
any planning 
application.  
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9.13 PS Inland 
Waterways 
Association, 
Lichfield 
Branch 

 
DS6 / SHA-
6 
Hawkesbur
y Golf 
Course 
(remaining 
land) 

This is a very large site with a long frontage to the Coventry Canal, formerly a golf course which helped 
preserve the essentially open green setting of this section of the canal.  Further loss of this green space would 
reduce the attractiveness of the canal corridor through Nuneaton & Bedworth for recreational walking and 
boating, impacting local people and diminishing the amenity and tourism value of the whole canal as part of 
the historic national waterways system. 
It is noted that a key development principle (12) is that dwellings should address the canal and make use of the 
opportunities the canal can provide.  The canal provides leisure boating, walking, angling, cycling and nature 
conservation benefits to the area as part of an amenity corridor that should be protected from intrusive 
development. 
In order to address the canal, the canalside housing should be of traditional design and no more than 2 storeys 
high, facing the canal across gardens, access drives and canalside landscaping, to provide a 10 metre building-
free buffer zone along the canal frontage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Policy SHA-6 should require 
canalside housing to be of 
traditional design and no more 
than 2 storeys high, facing the 
canal across gardens, access drives 
and canalside landscaping, to 
provide a 10 metre building-free 
buffer zone along the canal 
frontage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

This wording is 
considered appropriate. 
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10.1 AC National 
Highways 

  
Consultation on the Borough Plan Review – Preferred Options 2024 - 2039 
National Highways welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Borough Plan Review – Preferred Options. 
National Highways has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company 
under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street 
authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN). It is our role to maintain the safe and efficient operation of the 
SRN whilst acting as a delivery partner to national economic growth. In relation to this consultation, our 
principal interest is in safeguarding the operation of the M6 and M69 Motorways and the A5 Trunk Road which 
route through the area. 
In responding to Local Plan consultations, we have regard to DfT Circular 02/2013 - Strategic Road Network and 
the delivery of sustainable development (‘the Circular’) which sets out how interactions with the Strategic Road 
Network should be considered in the making of local plans. Paragraph 16 of the Circular sets out that: 
“Through the production of Local Plans, development should be promoted at locations that are or can be made 
sustainable, that allow for uptake of sustainable transport modes and support wider social and health 
objectives, and which support existing business sectors as well as enabling new growth.” 
In addition to the DfT Circular 02/2013, the response set out below is also in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other relevant policies.  
We understand that this Borough Plan review is as a result of publication of the updated National Planning 
Policy Framework 2021. We previously reviewed the Issues & Options Consultation where we commented that 
consideration needs to be made for meeting the Housing Need for the Borough and wider Warwickshire 
County, and therefore a review of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) should be 
undertaken. We note the SHLAA identifies 98 potential sites for development of which 34 were deemed 
suitable and available. We welcome the fact that the Strategic Transport Assessment which forms part of this 
evidence base is also currently under review. 
We previously raised concerns regarding Option 2 and 3 relating to the location of future employment areas. 
However, we welcome the preference towards Option 1 which focusses on the extension of existing 
employment estates within Policy E2.  
Strategic Policy DS4 identifies the need for 9,690 dwellings to come forwards in the Plan period. Additionally, a 
total of 82.5 ha of employment land is set to come forwards. It is noted that this may be subject to change 
when the HEDNA 2022 is published. We would welcome ongoing engagement regarding the location of these 
sites to fully understand any impact that there may be on the SRN. 
We note various strategic housing allocations have been identified in the Plan these include: 
• Policy SHA-1 Top Farm – 1700 dwellings 
• Policy SHA-2 Arbury – 1525 dwellings 
• Policy SHA-3 Judkins – 400 dwellings 
• Policy SHA-4 Hospital Lane – 398 dwellings 
• Policy SHA-5 West of Bulkington – 348 dwellings 
• Policy SHA-6 at Hawkesbury – 176 dwellings 
Additionally, several strategic employment allocations have been identified these are: 
• Policy SEA-1 Faultlands Farm – 26ha 
• Policy SEA-2 Wilsons Lane – 18ha 
• Policy SEA-3 Prologis Extension – 5.3ha 
• Policy SEA-4 Coventry Road – 9ha 
• Policy SEA-5 Longford Road – 2ha 
• Policy SEA-6 Bowling Green Lane – 19ha 
We know that a number of these strategic development sites are located in close proximity to SRN junctions 
and are likely to impact on the capacity of our network. This in-turn can create potential congestion and safety 

 
Comments noted. 
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issues. Therefore, we would welcome early discussions with the Council on sites which would interact with the 
SRN to consider their appropriateness. 
We have no further comments to provide and trust the above is useful in the progression of the Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Plan. We welcome continued engagement with Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 
as the local plan is developed, particularly in terms of assessing the impacts of proposed growth on the 
operation of the SRN.  

11.1 MJ Network Rail 
  

Strategic Planning welcomes the opportunity to comment on the above Plan. 
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (Network Rail) is the owner and operator of the rail network in Great 
Britain and is responsible for its safe operation, maintenance, renewal and enhancement for the benefit of 
passengers and freight users. Network Rail Strategic Planning plans the future development of Britain's railway 
system, so that the needs of passengers are balanced to support economic and sustainable growth. In the 
North West & Central Region, the long-term strategic objectives include alleviating overcrowding and 
accommodating growth on the rail network; facilitating regional growth by reducing journey times; and 
encouraging modal shift, fitting into three broader categories: Capacity, Connectivity and Carbon.   
To deliver these objectives, Strategic Planning continues to support and promote rail schemes in conjunction 
with industry partners. These projects are either directly funded by Network Rail, by third parties, or jointly 
funded with Train Operating Companies, Local Authorities and Transport Bodies. Strategic Planning works with 
its partners to establish priorities for rail investment within their economic region and builds strategic cases, 
within the constraints and limits of the transport funding available. 
Strategic Planning is responsible for ensuring strategic fit with the current network and will look at any 
proposed developments for potential: 
• alignments or conflicts with current plans  
• impact on the current timetable  
• performance impact (based on current commitments for the Region), and  
• any impact on the rail network, both physically (engineering disruption) and on operating the timetable.  
Where new employment, housing or station developments are being considered, we continue to engage with 
developers as early as possible in the process, particularly to discuss any challenges related to the location and 
size of development.   
As you will be aware, Network Rail is working closely with key stakeholders on the current phase of the NUCKLE 
project and continues to promote the benefits of an improved level of service between Coventry and 
Nuneaton. Network Rail will continue to work with West Midlands Rail Executive, Midlands Connect and rail 
industry partners to investigate ways to integrate local train services on the Nuneaton to Coventry corridor, in 
support of the wider connectivity objectives outlined in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
Network Rail is currently continuing the development of the Midlands Rail Hub project to deliver improved 
frequencies and generalised journey times across the whole of the West Midlands and towards the East 
Midlands.  
Additionally, Network Rail is working with industry partners to establish the optimal use for capacity on the 

 
Comments noted. 
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West Coast Main Line, following the commencement of services on High Speed Two, enabling better 
opportunities for improved access to Rail in the Nuneaton area.   
We look forward to discussing these opportunities further with our industry partners, in order to improve 
services for passenger and freight customers. 
Thank you for consulting us on the Nuneaton and Bedworth Preferred Options Borough Final 9.6.22.  
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12.1 AC NHS 
Coventry & 
Warwickshir
e Integrated 
Care Board 

  
NHS Coventry and Warwickshire Clinical Commissioning Group was statutorily dissolved at the end of June 
2022 and from 1st July 2022 has been subsumed into the NHS Coventry and Warwickshire Integrated Care 
Board (ICB). The ICB is responsible for commissioning health and care services on behalf of people in Coventry 
and Warwickshire. It plans the delivery of services in a way that both meets local health and care needs and 
reduces inequalities between different groups in consultation with local partners. 
The ICB is pleased to see that comments submitted by CWCCG on the Issues and Options document have been 
noted and that the key health factors for the location of new housing will be considered at the next stage of 
the review. The development of community health infrastructure is key to ensuring that the NHS England Long 
Term Plan is delivered and therefore the ICB welcomes the opportunity to work with local partners to ensure 
that: 
- the impact of strategic housing developments on healthcare delivery is considered, 
- the local evidence base and health and wellbeing strategy informs the local plan.  
The ICB welcomes the Council’s approach to sustainable development. In October 2020, the NHS became the 
world’s first health service to commit to reaching carbon net zero, in response to the profound and growing 
threat to health posed by climate change. The Health and Care Act 2022, further underscores the importance 
of the NHS’s robust response to climate change, placing new duties on NHS England, and all trusts, foundation 
trusts, and integrated care boards to contribute towards statutory emissions and environmental targets. 
The ICB notes the levels of housing development planned for within Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough 
between 2024 and 2039 and welcomes the development of policies for each of the strategic site allocations to 
outline the specific requirements including infrastructure delivery. The publication of progress monitoring 
reports against the housing delivery trajectory will also support the ICB with estate and primary care service 
planning.  
The ICB notes that the number of older people both in absolute numbers and as a proportion of the population 
is increasing significantly and is expected to continue to do so and that the development of extra care housing, 
residential care homes and other housing options which allow older people to stay in their own homes will be 
approved where a local need can be demonstrated. The ICB would ask the Borough Council to share as much 
information as possible with it at the earliest stage as regards the likely profile of the population arising from 
any planned retirement housing development due to the increased demand on GP practices to ensure that this 
is managed correctly. This cohort of patients has a greater need for services compared with the total 
population. 

Reference to contributions to the 
CCG to be amended to NHS 
Coventry and Warwickshire 
Integrated Care Board (ICB) in 
relation to strategic housing sites. 

Comments noted.  
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13.1 DB North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 
Council 

  
The Consultation Statement that accompanies the Preferred Options of the Borough Plan Review (2019) as 
required by the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended) is fairly 
limited in its reference to the wider consultation with stakeholders, including the adjoining Local Authorities.  
There are therefore some concerns that the statutory ‘Duty to Co-operate’ has not been adequately addressed 
and the wider sub-regional and regional development issues and implications for NBBC have not been fully 
considered or taken into account.  The Duty to Co-operate is a statutory duty which lies at the soundness of a 
Local Plan.  Although NBBC has been involved with officer meetings, with the wider Warwickshire Local 
Authorities and Hinckley and Bosworth Borough, it is not considered the duty to cooperate has been fully dealt 
with.  Although there is a proposal within the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill to have this duty changed it is 
still in place and must be complied with. 
It is noted that paragraph 1.9 has a brief, limited section on the Duty to Cooperate which does not address how 
this engagement will occur, or how the legal requirement for the Duty to Cooperate will be appropriately, fully 
addressed. 
Previously, NBBC were, and still are, signatories to a Memorandum of Understanding with Coventry and all 
other Warwickshire Local Authorities to jointly agree measures to help address cross border issues and sub-
regional needs or potential shortfalls.  However, arising from the Consultation on the earlier Issues and Options 
stage, the Preferred Option in Chapter 5 (Outcome to the Issues and Options stage) makes a specific 
commitment to revoke the Memorandum of Understanding with Coventry City Council (paragraph 5.6 point 2), 
once the emerging ONS/CENSUS figures are checked and the Housing and Employment Development Needs 
Assessment (HEDNA) is finalised and published. 
NWBC is very disappointed that NBBC is withdrawing from the Coventry & Warwickshire MoU.  Withdrawal 
from the MoU without consideration of a replacement MoU or agreed stance is not acceptable and does not 
deal with the wider than local issues. 
   

It is noted that paragraph 1.9 has a 
brief, limited section on the Duty 
to Cooperate which does not 
address how this engagement will 
occur, or how the legal 
requirement for the Duty to 
Cooperate will be appropriately, 
fully addressed. 
This can be rectified by fully 
engaging and being part of the 
discussion in terms of needs from 
Coventry.  Clearly setting out how 
NBBC is “positively engaging with 
all the relevant bodies during the 
plan making process” (see 
paragraph 1.9). It is noted that the 
brief, limited section on the Duty 
to Cooperate does not address 
how this engagement will occur, 
or how the legal requirement for 
the Duty to Cooperate will be 
appropriately, fully addressed. 
A new Memorandum of 
Understanding is required to assist 
in complying with the legal Duty to 
Cooperate which will give 
confidence and re-assurance to 
other adjoining local authorities 
that measures to address cross 
border issues and sub-regional 
needs have or will be agreed. 
(A meeting has now been 
arranged with officers from both 
local authorities) 

NBBC recognise that the 
Duty to Co operate is an 
essential part of the 
process and will be  
working with other 
stakeholders to ensure 
this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited 
in order to finalise the 
numbers of residential 
units and employment 
required. The 
Consultation Statement 
will be updated as part 
of the Review 

13.2 DB North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 
Council 

 
Employme
nt 

The Borough Review is not sound as it has not been positively prepared to deal with a number of issues.  The 
Borough Council notes and supports the N&BBC objectives to widen and diversify their employment base. But 
little reference is made to wider cross border issues and sub-regional pressures that are already impacting on 
N&BBC at sites such as Padgett Farm in adjoining Rugby Borough, alongside Nuneaton and the A5 Hinckley 
Island.  

Suggested modifications to be 
discussed with officers from both 
local authorities. 

Comments noted.  
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13.3 DB North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 
Council 

 
Housing The Borough Review is not sound as it has not been positively prepared to deal with a number of issues.  It is 

noted that the Preferred Options Housing Section makes reference to the emerging findings of the HEDNA and 
is supported in so far as it seeks to provide “appropriate local housing options”.  However, the wider sub-
regional needs implications are not noted or referred to in any significant way. In terms of the documents 
reference in the N&BBC Settlement hierarchy the preferred options do note the wider context in which the 
borough is located, with particular reference to the close proximity of other settlements outside the borough 
boundary such as Coventry, but provides no clear options to address this issue, which as the closest neighbour 
to Coventry and having a close functional relationship with the Borough is unsatisfactory. 
There are also significant concerns over the timing of the Preferred Option being published prior to the 
completion of the joint Warwickshire Authorities  HEDNA, which is currently still in progress, addressing growth 
pressures/needs across the sub-region and intends to address the latest CENSUS Population data that is also 
currently being released over summer this year. The potential implications of both the emerging HEDNA and 
the CENSUS data may well result in further changes or work being necessary to the Plan and Preferred Options, 
as highlighted above in Strategic policy DS4 and Chapter 5, paragraph 5.6 dealing with the “Outcome to the 
Issues and Options stage”. 

Suggested modifications to be 
discussed with officers from both 
local authorities. 

Comments noted.  
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13.4 DB North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 
Council 

 
Scope of 
the Local 
Plan 

The Borough Review is not sound as it has not been positively prepared to deal with a number of issues.  These 
includes the scope of the Preferred Options.  The Preferred Options are considered to be too inward looking 
dealing primarily only with local needs, with insufficient account taken, or reference made, to wider 
development pressures and cross border issues. This concern was specifically raised by North Warwickshire at 
the Issues and Options Stage, (highlighted in N&BBC’s Consultation statement appendix - summary of 
responses to the Issues and options) where the Borough Council noted; 
“There are some significant concerns regarding the approach to the provision of housing and the strategic 
approach that is necessary to address wider housing needs and pressures. North Warwickshire Borough notes 
the concerns raised by the issues and options document but would urge Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough to 
acknowledge the need to potentially address wider than local housing need and reflect that in the assessment 
of housing requirement in the Plan and the relationships with and cross-boundary cooperation with adjoining 
Local Authorities and the wider sub-region, there may be the necessity and need to address cross border issues 
such as housing need through joint working partnerships”. 
It is considered that these concerns have not been sufficiently addressed in the preferred options consultation, 
although it is noted that Strategic Policy DS4 states that strategic needs are ‘to be reviewed when the HEDNA 
2022 is published’. 

Suggested modifications to be 
discussed with officers from both 
local authorities. 

Comments noted.  
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13.5 DB North 
Warwickshir
e Borough 
Council 

 
Transport The Borough Review is not sound as it has not been positively prepared to deal with a number of issues.  This 

includes cross border transport.  
One of the main cross border issues impacting on all development proposed is the highway infrastructure, 
network capacity and traffic levels. This is noted in Chapter 5 again, dealing with the Issues and Options 
responses (see Point 4 in Paragraph 5.6), and in paragraphs 7.7 and 8.13 to 8.16 of the document.  Any 
development in Nuneaton and Bedworth will potentially impact on the transport system and infrastructure in 
North Warwickshire.  As NBBC grows these impacts are escalating and need to be considered when sites are 
both allocated or brought forward outside of the Local Plan process.   
A strategic transport assessment must consider the cross-border issues.  NWBC is not aware that this is yet 
available and seeks to be informed as soon as it becomes available and then be party to the discussion as to 
the items for inclusion in the IDP. 
There are particular highway issues the Borough Council would like to draw NBBC’s attention to: 
1 Any major development in Nuneaton & Bedworth should seek S106 monies to deal with cross border issues.  
The money should then be spent on dealing with that cross-border issue even if the impacted infrastructure 
lies within North Warwickshire. 
2. Where other transport infrastructure network capacity constraints are impacted by development within 
Nuneaton, such as noted in criterion 9 of Strategic housing allocation SHA-2, and criterion 10 of Strategic 
housing allocation SHA-4, these should also be highlighted as needing to address the infrastructure needs of 
the Borough and adjoining authorities through CIL and S106 funding.  These transport infrastructure 
points/allocation criteria would benefit from greater stress and identification, where known, of the network 
constraints and issues that will be directly impacted by the strategic development allocations, or specific 
inclusion in a supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
For example, S106 monies should be secured on any further planning permissions to the north of Nuneaton to 
assist in the improvements to the A5.  The A5 is a major constraint to future growth along its whole corridor 
from junction 10 M42 to junction 3 of the M69.  Given the current transport issues impacting the A5, it is 
considered that the Preferred Options should note that any development along the A5 or to the north of 
Nuneaton should seek S106 monies for highways improvements.   
3 The junction of Plough Hill Road and Camphill Road is a major constraint to growth in North Warwickshire 
especially in the Hartshill, Ansley Common and Ansley areas as well as any future growth in and around Galley 
Common.  Junction improvements or a relief road to the west to avoid the junction should be part and parcel 
of any IDP/STA requirements.  
4 Further consideration of a northern relief road to address traffic and road infrastructure constraints in 
Nuneaton and linking to the development along the A5, such as Strategic housing site SHA-1, should also be 
considered/included. and work needs to be done to develop a relief road to address traffic and road 
infrastructure constraints in the whole of the northern Nuneaton area. 
5 The reference to a new distributor link road through Strategic housing site SHA-1, to include primary access 
points from Higham Lane through to Weddington Road is not considered sufficient to address and 
accommodate the wider network constraints and traffic growth as well as impacts on and flows through 
Nuneaton Town Centre.   
6 Rat running is a problem in North Warwickshire caused by lack of infrastructure investment especially on new 
or improved highways as a result of growth in NBBC.  The issue needs to be investigated and solutions 
discussed / drawn up to avoid and mitigate these impacts. 

Suggested modifications to be 
discussed with officers from both 
local authorities. 

The IDP is to be updated 
as part of the Review. 
Look at contributions on 
Policies SHA-4 and SHA-
2. Any contributions 
required for the A5 will 
be requested from 
National Highways who 
will be continually 
consulted as part of the 
Review including 
updates to the IDP. 
review. An STA is to be 
carried out.  
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14.1 PH Rugby 
Borough 
Council 

 
General Thank you for consulting Rugby Borough Council setting out your preferred options for your local plan review. 

In addition thank you for holding a meeting with my officers that gave both sides the opportunity to have a 
fuller discussion to help our understanding of how your plan has evolved. 
Through the work of the A5 Partnership all Authorities on the A5 are aware of the capacity issues so we would 
be keen to see your Strategic Transport Assessment currently being undertaken by County Highways on the 
impact of your potential allocations on/near the A5.  
While you Review has much to commend it RBC finds it difficult to make any meaningful comments on your 
plan.  The jointly commissioned Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (HEDNA) had not been completed 
when your plan was published. Coventry City Council are not yet in a position to be able to advise any of the 
Warwickshire Authorities on how much growth they would be looking for neighbouring authorities to take. As 
such the numbers set out in DS4 may need to be revised leading to a further increase in of the level of new 
dwellings required above the level envisaged in paragraph 7.27. An upward revision could require a Green Belt 
review which, in turn, may have implications for Rugby BC. 
We are keen to participate in the ongoing discussions around the development of your Local Plan.   

 
The HEDNA data is 
awaited in order to 
finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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15.1 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
General  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your consultation, we have some specific comments to make on 

your plan. We have answered the questions that we felt most applicable to interactions with Severn Trent. In 
addition to this document we have attached the results of a high level risk assessment on the potential impact 
of the proposed allocations on the sewer network – ‘L1SCA PrO_NB_2022’. Please keep us informed when your 
plans are further developed when we will be able to offer more detailed comments and advice and if you have 
any questions please let us know.  
Position Statement  
As a water company we have an obligation to provide water supplies and sewage treatment capacity for future 
development. It is important for us to work collaboratively with Local Planning Authorities to provide relevant 
assessments on the impacts of future developments and to provide advice regarding policy wording on other 
relevant areas such as water efficiency, Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS), biodiversity, and blue green 
infrastructure. Where more detail is provided on site allocations, we will provide specific comments on the 
suitability of the site with respect to the water and sewerage network. In the instances where there may be a 
concern over the capacity of the network, we may look to undertake modelling to better understand the 
potential risk. For most developments there is unlikely to be an issue connecting. However, where an issue is 
identified, we will look to discuss in further detail with the Local Planning Authority. Where there is sufficient 
confidence that a development will go ahead, we will look to complete any necessary improvements to provide 
additional capacity.  

 
Noted 
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15.2 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
Responding 
to 
questions 
asked in 
the Issues 
and 
Options 
stage 

Question 1 
Yes, we agree that a plan period 2023-2039 is appropriate. Although we would note that some local planning 
authorities are planning to 2041 and we appreciate a longer term view for our strategic planning.  
Question 4 
In general Severn Trent has no preference between the employment options, however we would prefer 
focussing employment growth in one or two locations, therefore if capacity improvements are needed on the 
network they can be focussed on a smaller number of locations rather than disparate.  
Question 7 
In general, we would prefer Option 3 – prioritise in the most sustainable locations regardless of designation. 
However, we would strongly encourage the redevelopment of brownfield land as a priority as there is the 
potential for including surface water betterment through new design of drainage of brownfield sites which 
could release spare capacity in the sewer network to accommodate population growth.  
Question 8 
In general, we would prefer Option 3 – prioritise in the most sustainable locations regardless of designation. 
However, we would strongly encourage the redevelopment of brownfield land as a priority as there is the 
potential for including surface water betterment through new design of drainage of brownfield sites which 
could release spare capacity in the sewer network to accommodate population growth.  
Question 9 
We would encourage brownfield re-development as highest in the priority and would encourage any hierarchy 
to consider suitability to sustainable surface water drainage following the concepts of the drainage hierarchy 
(see the ‘Surface Water’ section below for more information on this) .  
Question 10 
No preference, we think this should be the decision of the Borough Council. We would note that we are 
planning a Strategic Growth scheme to undertake infrastructure improvements in the Nuneaton-Hartshill 
catchment considering the existing planned growth, so we would encourage you to let us know promptly 
regarding any changes to the allocated sites so that customer funding is not spent unnecessarily in the wrong 
locations. 
Question 11 
No preference based on these criteria, however we would encourage you to use our high level sewer capacity 
assessment document attached ‘L1SCA PrO_NB_2022’ as a guide as to suitable site specific locations. We have 
highlighted where there may be future risks to the sewer network and based on surface water connections 
based on a RAG system.  
Question 13 
Not sure whether a targeted approach is the right thing to do, however we are supportive of tree planting as 
part of a blue green infrastructure approach to a site due to the potential benefits to surface water 
management.  
Question 14 
Not sure, however we are supportive of tree planting as part of a blue green infrastructure approach to a site 
due to the potential benefits to surface water management.  
Question 24 
We believe there is opportunity in Local Plan documents to include some useful and important design criteria, 
for example water efficient design and SuDS criteria that is important at policy level to be included.  

 
Noted 

15.3 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
DS1  Severn Trent is supportive of this policy, it is in line with our advice regarding water efficiency and development 

of blue green infrastructure that can have multiple sustainable benefits including flood risk, water quality 
protection, biodiversity and amenity.  

 
Noted 
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15.4 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
DS3 Severn Trent is supportive of this policy, we presume that within this there is the understanding that climate 

change adaptation includes building new developments in line with water resource efficient design to 110 
litres/person/day, as well as environmental mitigation includes sustainable urban drainage SuDS.  

Climate change adaptation 
includes building new 
developments in line with water 
resource efficient design to 110 
litres/person/day, as well as 
environmental mitigation includes 
sustainable urban drainage SuDS.  

Consider reviewing 
wording on Policy 

15.5 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
DS5 and 
DS6 

Please see the attached document ‘L1SCA PrO_NB_2022’ which is a high level desktop assessment of the 
potential impacts of each proposed allocation on the sewerage network as well as the potential impact from 
surface water connections. A RAG assessment has been undertaken which identifies areas of higher risk, a 
number of sites have been identified as Medium Risk, this indicates that there may be some constraints with 
accommodating this site.   
In addition, it is worth noting that for sites within Nuneaton - Hartshill catchment there is a strategic growth 
scheme which is due to be undertaken in two phases. The first phase due for completion by 2025 will provide 
capacity for the current planned developments in the North East of the catchment in particular i.e Top 
Farm/Weddington area, it will also accommodate growth to the east of the catchment. Other planned growth 
will be targeted in the 2nd phase of the scheme likely to be undertaken between 2025-2030.  

A RAG assessment has been 
undertaken which identifies areas 
of higher risk, a number of sites 
have been identified as Medium 
Risk, this indicates that there may 
be some constraints with 
accommodating this site.  

Noted.  

15.6 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
SA1 Severn Trent is supportive particularly of sub-section 2 the retention of landscape features including trees, 

hedgerows and habitat corridors, this is because of the benefits that green permeable area can have on 
managing surface water runoff. We encourage you to go further here by including protection of existing 
watercourses and drainage ditches which can provide vital corridors for wildlife and also be useful in providing 
available outfalls for surface water connections, to avoid future connections into the combined sewer network.   
We are supportive of sub-section 4 and the encouragement to incorporate green roofs into design.  
We are supportive of sub-section 11 and encourage you to include water efficient design within this scope of 
mitigation for climate change.  

Encourage you to go further here 
by including protection of existing 
watercourses and drainage ditches 
which can provide vital corridors 
for wildlife and also be useful in 
providing available outfalls for 
surface water connections, to 
avoid future connections into the 
combined sewer network.   
Encourage you to include water 
efficient design within this scope 
of mitigation for climate change.  

Consider reviewing 
wording on Policy 

15.7 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
TC2 We are supportive of this policy and would encourage you to get in touch with Severn Trent where there may 

be opportunities to support with retro-fit SuDS and public realm improvements that could have multiple 
benefits to reducing the impact of sewer flooding from the impacts of new development and climate change.  

Encourage you to get in touch with 
Severn Trent where there may be 
opportunities to support with 
retro-fit SuDS and public realm 
improvements that could have 
multiple benefits to reducing the 
impact of sewer flooding from the 
impacts of new development and 
climate change.  

This would be 
negotiations between 
the Developer and STW 
rather than any specific 
policy wording.  
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15.8 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
NE1 We are supportive of this policy. These align with Severn Trent’s ambition to Get River Positive. More 

information on this can be found on our website here - https://www.stwater.co.uk/get-river-positive/   

 
Noted. 

15.9 RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
NE2 We are supportive of this policy and especially the last point regarding utilising new open space as multi-

functional flood storage. We would however encourage you to take out the reference to ‘expect for children’s 
play areas’ as it has been demonstrated that SuDS can work well alongside or incorporated into play area 
design e.g https://www.susdrain.org/delivering-suds/using-suds/benefits-of-suds/recreation.html   

encourage you to take out the 
reference to ‘expect for children’s 
play areas’ as it has been 
demonstrated that SuDS can work 
well alongside or incorporated into 
play area design e.g 
https://www.susdrain.org/deliveri
ng-suds/using-suds/benefits-of-
suds/recreation.html   

Suds would not be 
adopted by NBBC Parks 
and some Suds would 
be a potential safety 
issue in proximity to 
play areas.  

15.1
0 

RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
NE4 We are supportive of your policy, in particular reference to the drainage hierarchy, see our section on Surface 

water below for supporting wording for your evidence base. We encourage you to include the following:  
• Inclusion of sewer flooding as a source of flooding  
• Inclusion of encouragement of developers to contact Severn Trent regarding sewer capacity at an early stage 
of planning to ensure we have adequate time to assess the risk and develop any network improvements should 
they be required.  

Encourage you to include the 
following:  
• Inclusion of sewer flooding as a 
source of flooding  
• Inclusion of encouragement of 
developers to contact Severn 
Trent regarding sewer capacity at 
an early stage of planning to 
ensure we have adequate time to 
assess the risk and develop any 
network improvements should 
they be required.  

Consider reviewing 
wording on Policy 

15.1
1 

RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
BE3  We are supportive of this policy particularly sub-section 5 relating to water and energy efficiency and the 

inclusion of the 110 litres/person/day standards.   
  

 
Noted. 
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15.1
2 

RM Severn Trent 
Water 

 
General 
guidance 
on policy 
wording 

 For your information we have set out some general guidelines and relevant policy wording that may be useful 
to you.  
Wastewater Strategy  
We have a duty to provide capacity for new development in the sewerage network and at our Wastewater 
Treatment Works (WwTW) and to ensure that we protect the environment. On a company level we are 
producing a Drainage and Wastewater Management Plan covering the next 25 years, which assesses the future 
pressures on our catchments including the impacts of climate change, new development growth and 
impermeable area creep. This plan will support future investment in our wastewater infrastructure and 
encourages collaborative working with other Risk Management Authorities to best manage current and future 
risks. Where site allocations are available, we can provide a high-level assessment of the impact on the existing 
network. Where issues are identified, we will look to undertake hydraulic sewer modelling to better 
understand the risk and where there is sufficient confidence that a development will be built, we will look to 
undertake an improvement scheme to provide capacity.  
Surface Water  
Management of surface water is an important feature of new development as the increased coverage of 
impermeable area on a site can increase the rainwater flowing off the site. The introduction of these flows to 
the public sewerage system can increase the risk of flooding for existing residents. It is therefore vital that 
surface water flows are managed sustainably, avoiding connections into the foul or combined sewerage system 
and where possible directed back into the natural water systems. We recommend that the following policy 
wording is included in your plan to ensure that surface water discharges are connected in accordance with the 
drainage hierarchy:  
Drainage Hierarchy Policy  
New developments shall demonstrate that all surface water discharges have been carried out in accordance 
with the principles laid out within the drainage hierarchy, whereby a discharge to the public sewerage system 
is avoided where possible. 
Supporting Text:   
Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph 80 (Reference ID: 7-080-20150323) states:  
“Generally the aim should be to discharge surface water run off as high up the following hierarchy of drainage 
options as reasonably practicable:  
1. into the ground (infiltration);  

We recommend that the following 
policy wording is included in your 
plan to ensure that surface water 
discharges are connected in 
accordance with the drainage 
hierarchy:  
Drainage Hierarchy Policy  
New developments shall 
demonstrate that all surface water 
discharges have been carried out 
in accordance with the principles 
laid out within the drainage 
hierarchy, whereby a discharge to 
the public sewerage system is 
avoided where possible.  
Supporting Text:   
Planning Practice Guidance 
Paragraph 80 (Reference ID: 7-
080-20150323) states:  
“Generally the aim should be to 
discharge surface water run off as 
high up the following hierarchy of 
drainage options as reasonably 
practicable:  
1. into the ground (infiltration);  
2. to a surface water body;  
3. to a surface water sewer, 
highway drain, or another 
drainage system;  
4. to a combined sewer.”  

Consider reviewing 
wording on relevant 
Policies. 

61



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

2. to a surface water body;  
3. to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system;  
4. to a combined sewer.”  
 Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)  
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) represent the most effective way of managing surface water flows whilst 
being adaptable to the impact of climate change and providing wider benefits around water quality, 
biodiversity, and amenity. We therefore recommend that the following policy wording is included within your 
plan regarding SuDS:  
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) Policy  
All major developments shall ensure that Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) for the management of surface 
water run-off are included, unless proved to be inappropriate.  
All schemes with the inclusion of SuDS should demonstrate they have considered all four areas of good SuDS 
design: quantity, quality, amenity and biodiversity. Completed SuDS schemes should be accompanied by a 
maintenance schedule detailing maintenance boundaries, responsible parties and arrangements to ensure the 
SuDS are managed in perpetuity.  
Supporting Text:   
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be designed in accordance with current industry best practice, The 
SuDS Manual, CIRIA (C753), to ensure that the systems deliver both the surface water quantity and the wider 
benefits, without significantly increasing costs. Good SuDS design can be key for creating a strong sense of 
place and pride in the community for where they live, work and visit, making the surface water management 
features as much a part of the development as the buildings and roads.  
Blue Green Infrastructure  
We are supportive of the principles of blue green infrastructure and plans that aim to improve biodiversity 
across our area. Looking after water means looking after nature and the environment too. As a water company 
we have launched a Great Big Nature Boost Campaign which aims to revive 12,000 acres of land, plant 1.3 
million trees and restore 2,000km of rivers across our region by 2027.   We also have ambitious plans to revive 
peat bogs and moorland, to plant wildflower meadows working with the RSPB, National Trust, Moors for the 
Future Partnership, the Rivers Trust, National Forest and regional Wildlife Trusts and conservation groups.   
We want to encourage new development to continue this theme, enhancing biodiversity and ecology links 
through new development so there is appropriate space for water. To enable planning policy to support the 

 Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS)  
 We recommend that the 
following policy wording is 
included within your plan 
regarding SuDS:  
Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) Policy  
All major developments shall 
ensure that Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS) for the 
management of surface water run-
off are included, unless proved to 
be inappropriate.  
All schemes with the inclusion of 
SuDS should demonstrate they 
have considered all four areas of 
good SuDS design: quantity, 
quality, amenity and biodiversity.  
Completed SuDS schemes should 
be accompanied by a maintenance 
schedule detailing maintenance 
boundaries, responsible parties 
and arrangements to ensure the 
SuDS are managed in perpetuity.  
Supporting Text:   
Sustainable Drainage Systems 
(SuDS) should be designed in 
accordance with current industry 
best practice, The SuDS Manual, 
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principles of blue green Infrastructure, biodiversity and protecting local green open spaces we recommend the 
inclusion of the following policies:  
Blue and Green Infrastructure Policy  
Development should where possible create and enhance blue green corridors to protect watercourses and 
their associated habitats from harm.  
Supporting Text:   
The incorporation of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) into blue green corridors can help to improve 
biodiversity, assisting with the wider benefits of utilising SuDS. National Planning Policy Framework (2018) 
paragraph 170 States:  
“Planning policies and Decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner 
commensurate with their Statutory Status or identified quality in the development plan);  
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital 
and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural 
land, and of trees and woodland;  
c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access to it where appropriate;  
d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological 
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures;”  
 Green Open Spaces Policy  
Development of flood resilience schemes within local green spaces will be supported provided the schemes do 
not adversely impact the primary function of the green space.  
Supporting Text:   
We understand the need for protecting Green Spaces, however open spaces can provide suitable locations for 
schemes such as flood alleviation schemes to be delivered without adversely impacting on the primary function 
of the open space. If the correct scheme is chosen, the flood alleviation schemes can result in additional 
benefits to the local green space through biodiversity and amenity benefits.  
Water Quality and Resources  
Good quality watercourses and groundwater is vital for the provision of good quality drinking water. We work 
closely with the Environment Agency and local farmers to ensure that the water quality of our supplies are not 
impacted by our operations or those of others. Any new developments need to ensure that the Environment 

CIRIA (C753), to ensure that the 
systems deliver both the surface 
water quantity and the wider 
benefits, without significantly 
increasing costs. Good SuDS 
design can be key for creating a 
strong sense of place and pride in 
the community for where they 
live, work and visit, making the 
surface water management 
features as much a part of the 
development as the buildings and 
roads.  
Blue Green Infrastructure  
To enable planning policy to 
support the principles of blue 
green Infrastructure, biodiversity 
and protecting local green open 
spaces we recommend the 
inclusion of the following policies:  
Blue and Green Infrastructure 
Policy  
Development should where 
possible create and enhance blue 
green corridors to protect 
watercourses and their associated 
habitats from harm.  
Supporting Text:   
The incorporation of Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SuDS) into blue 
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Agency’s Source Protection Zones (SPZ) and Safeguarding Zone policies which have been adopted by Natural 
Resources Wales are adhered to. Any proposals should take into account the principles of the Water 
Framework Directive and River Basin Management Plan as prepared by the Environment Agency.  
Every five years we produce a Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) which focuses on how we plan to 
ensure there is sufficient supply of water to meet the needs of our customers whilst protecting our 
environment over the next 25 years. We use housing target data from Local Planning Authorities to plan 
according to the projected growth rates. New development results in the need for an increase in the amount of 
water that needs to be supplied across our region. We are committed to doing the right thing and finding new 
sustainable sources of water, along with removing unsustainable abstractions, reducing leakage from the 
network and encouraging the uptake of water meters to promote a change in water usage to reduce demand.  
New developments have a role to play in protecting water resources, we encourage you to include the 
following policies:  
Protection of Water Resources Policy  
New developments must demonstrate that they will not result in adverse impacts on the quality of 
waterbodies, groundwater and surface water, will not prevent waterbodies and groundwater from achieving a 
good status in the future and contribute positively to the environment and ecology.  
Where development has the potential to directly or indirectly pollute groundwater, a groundwater risk 
assessment will be needed to support a planning application.  
Supporting Text:  
National Planning Policy Framework (July 2018) Paragraph 163 states:  
“Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment… e) 
preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development 
should wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as river basin management 
plans;”  
Water Efficiency Policy  
We are supportive of the use of water efficient design of new developments fittings and appliances and 
encourage the optional higher water efficiency target of 110 litres per person per day within part G of building 
regulations. Delivering against the optional higher target or better provides wider benefits to the water cycle 
and environment as a whole. This approach is not only the most sustainable but the most appropriate direction 

green corridors can help to 
improve biodiversity, assisting 
with the wider benefits of utilising 
SuDS. National Planning Policy 
Framework (2018) paragraph 170 
States:  
“Planning policies and Decisions 
should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment 
by:  
a) protecting and enhancing 
valued landscapes, sites of 
biodiversity or geological value 
and soils (in a manner 
commensurate with their 
Statutory Status or identified 
quality in the development plan);  
b) recognising the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the 
countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and 
ecosystem services – including the 
economic and other benefits of 
the best and most versatile 
agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland;  
c) maintaining the character of the 
undeveloped coast, while 
improving public access to it 
where appropriate;  
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to deliver water efficiency. We would therefore recommend that the following wording is included for the 
optional higher water efficiency standard:  
New developments should demonstrate that they are water efficient, incorporating water efficiency and re-use 
measures and that the estimated consumption of wholesome water per dwelling is calculated in accordance 
with the methodology in the water efficiency calculator, not exceeding 110 litres/person/day.  
  

d) minimising impacts on and 
providing net gains for 
biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological 
networks that are more resilient 
to current and future pressures;”  
 Green Open Spaces Policy  
Development of flood resilience 
schemes within local green spaces 
will be supported provided the 
schemes do not adversely impact 
the primary function of the green 
space.  
Supporting Text:   
We understand the need for 
protecting Green Spaces, however 
open spaces can provide suitable 
locations for schemes such as 
flood alleviation schemes to be 
delivered without adversely 
impacting on the primary function 
of the open space. If the correct 
scheme is chosen, the flood 
alleviation schemes can result in 
additional benefits to the local 
green space through biodiversity 
and amenity benefits.  
Water Quality and Resources  
New developments have a role to 
play in protecting water resources, 
we encourage you to include the 
following policies:  
Protection of Water Resources 
Policy  
New developments must 
demonstrate that they will not 
result in adverse impacts on the 
quality of waterbodies, 
groundwater and surface water, 
will not prevent waterbodies and 
groundwater from achieving a 
good status in the future and 
contribute positively to the 
environment and ecology. Where 
development has the potential to 
directly or indirectly pollute 
groundwater, a groundwater risk 
assessment will be needed to 
support a planning application.  
Supporting Text:  
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National Planning Policy 
Framework (July 2018) Paragraph 
163 states:  
“Planning policies and decisions 
should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local 
environment… e) preventing new 
and existing development from 
contributing to, being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, 
unacceptable levels of soil, air, 
water or noise pollution or land 
instability. Development should 
wherever possible, help to 
improve local environmental 
conditions such as river basin 
management plans;”  
Water Efficiency Policy  
We would therefore recommend 
that the following wording is 
included for the optional higher 
water efficiency standard:  
New developments should 
demonstrate that they are water 
efficient, incorporating water 
efficiency and re-use measures and 
that the estimated consumption of 
wholesome water per dwelling is 
calculated in accordance with the 
methodology in the water 
efficiency calculator, not exceeding 
110 litres/person/day.  
Supporting Text:  
National Planning Policy 
Framework (July 2018) Paragraph 
149 states:  
 “Plans should take a proactive 
approach to mitigating and 
adapting to climate change, taking 
into account the long-term 
implications for flood risk, costal 
change, water supply, biodiversity 
and landscapes, and the risk of 
overheating from rising 
temperatures. Policies should 
support appropriate measures to 
ensure the future resilience of 
communities and infrastructure to 
climate change impacts, such as 
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providing space for physical 
protection measures, or making 
provision for the possible future 
relocation of vulnerable 
development and infrastructure.”  
 This need for lower water 
consumption standards for new 
developments is supported by 
Government. In December 2018, 
the Government stated the need 
to a reduction in Per Capita 
Consumption (PCC) and issued a 
call for evidence on future PCC 
targets in January 2019, with an 
intention of setting a long term 
national target.  The National 
Infrastructure Commission (NIC) 
has already presented a report 
including recommendations for an 
average PCC of 118 l/p/d.  In 
Wales, the 110 l/p/d design 
standard was made mandatory in 
November 2018. In 2021 the 
Environment Agency classed the 
Severn Trent region as Seriously 
Water Stressed – link.  
We recommend that all new 
developments consider:  
• Single flush siphon toilet cistern 
and those with a flush volume of 4 
litres.  
• Showers designed to operate 
efficiently and with a maximum 
flow rate of 8 litres per minute.  
• Hand wash basin taps with low 
flow rates of 4 litres per minute or 
less.  
• Water butts for external use in 
properties with gardens.  
  

16.1 RB Sport 
England 

1.8 
 

Following the completion of the Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy the Infrastructure Development Plan should be 
updated to reflect improvements i.e. new pitches, improved pitches and ancillary improvements to meet the 
demand generated from new developments.  

This is currently being updated 
and will be available early 2023. 

This may affect Policies 
and site allocations.  
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16.2 RB Sport 
England 

SA1 
 

Sport England notes Policy SA1 requirement 10, though it is considered that the policy could be more effective 
by making reference to Sport England’s Active Design Guidance. The guidance wraps together the planning and 
considerations that should be made when designing and adapting the places and spaces we live in, to 
encourage activity in our everyday lives, making the active choice the easy choice.  
The use of the Active Design Guidance Checklist would assist in the decision maker in assessing whether the 
proposal would meet requirement 10.  

Requirement 10. Community, 
sport, physical activity, play and 
open space facilities should relate 
well to each other and to existing 
areas, and the new facilities and 
spaces should be safe, convenient, 
accessible, well designed, easy to 
maintain, and function well.  
Proposals shall be assessed against 
Sport England’s Active Design 
Guidance and its checklist.  

Consider adding to 
Policy. 

16.3 RB Sport 
England 

8.19 
 

Sport England seeks clarity as to whether playing pitches (and ancillary provision) is considered within the 
scope of Community, sports and physical activity facilities. If so, reference should be made to Council’s Playing 
Pitch Strategy alongside the Open Space Strategy.  

Should playing pitches being 
considered within the scope of 
Community, sports and physical 
facilities then reference should be 
made to the Council’s Playing Pitch 
Strategy.  

Reasonable request. 

16.4 RB Sport 
England 

 
SHA-1  Sport England welcomes Policy SHA-1 investment to enhancing indoor and sports provision through the 

development principle of financial contributions towards; community use sports facilities at the new secondary 
school located off Higham Lane; Bedworth Physical Activity Hub; Pingles athletics; rugby provision at Nicholas 
Chamberlaine School and community centre and outdoor tennis facilities at the Pingles.  
However, the prioritisation for contributions for pitch sports should be revisited upon the completion of the 
Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy in line with NPPF paragraph 98. Further to this clarity is sought as to works 
envisaged at Nicholas Chamberlaine School site.  

Please see comments.  Top Farm has already 
been approved subject 
to the signing of a S106 
Agreement and 
therefore no further 
S106 contributions can 
be requested. 

16.5 RB Sport 
England 

 
SHA-2 Sport England notes the key development principle of financial contributions towards sport and physical 

activity, though clarity is sought as to what the priorities are for indoor sports facilities (note specific sites 
identified within SHA.1). Further to this any playing pitch priorities should be informed by the Council’s Playing 
Pitch Strategy in line with NPPF paragraph 98, which could result in the need for onsite provision as opposed to 
offsite contributions.  
 
  

Please see comments.  The S106 contributions 
will be considered when 
the planning application 
is submitted and will be 
based on the most up to 
date Playing Pitch 
Strategy available at 
that time.   
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16.6 RB Sport 
England 

 
SHA-4 Sport England notes the key development principle of financial contributions towards sport and physical 

activity, though clarity is sought as to what the priorities are for indoor sports facilities (note specific sites 
identified within SHA.1). Further to this any  
playing pitch priorities should be informed by the Council’s Playing Pitch Strategy in line with NPPF paragraph 
98, which could result in the need for on site provision as opposed to off site contributions (sites should be 
reviewed as to whether identified proposed pitch improvements are still relevant).  

Please see comments.  The Outline application 
has been submitted and 
is currently being 
considered and the S106 
contributions will be 
based on the most up to 
date Playing Pitch 
Strategy available at the 
time of the 
determination.   

16.7 RB Sport 
England 

 
SHA-5 Sport England notes the key development principle of financial contributions towards sport and physical 

activity, though clarity is sought as to what the priorities are for indoor sports facilities (note specific sites 
identified within SHA.1). Further to this any playing pitch priorities should be informed by the Council’s Playing 
Pitch Strategy in line with NPPF paragraph 98, which could result in the need for onsite provision as opposed to 
offsite contributions (sites should be reviewed as to whether identified proposed pitch improvements are still 
relevant).  

Please see comments.  The S106 contributions 
will be considered when 
the planning 
applications are 
submitted for each parts 
of the allocation and will 
be based on the most 
up to date Playing Pitch 
Strategy available at 
that time.   

16.8 RB Sport 
England 

8.11
5 

CEM-1 It is noted that Policy CEM1 allocates the land for the extension of the existing cemetery and that the allocation 
could also be used for playing pitch provision where it will facilitate the development of the wider land 
allocation for burial space.  
However, it is unclear what is meant by the wider land allocation for burial space with the existing playing field 
site falling outside the allocation. For clarity, it is recommended that the playing field site is incorporated within 
the allocation alongside a requirement for the playing field site to be retained in situ or replacement provision 
being provided within the allocation site prior to the loss of the existing playing field site.  

It is recommended that the 
playing field site is incorporated 
within the allocation alongside a 
requirement for the playing field 
site to be retained in situ or 
replacement provision being 
provided within the allocation site 
prior to the loss of the existing 
playing field site.  
 
  

The land may include 
the previously used 
playing pitch so further 
consultation with the 
stakeholders will be 
required.  

16.9 RB Sport 
England 

12.4
0 

HS4 Sport England objects to the proposal as it is not consistent with NPPF paragraph 99. The scope of NPPF 99 
relates to open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields. Whilst the supporting 
text of Policy HS6 highlights that the policy does not seek to replicate NPPF paragraph 99 in relation to playing 
pitches it does not cover indoor sports provision and open spaces, which appears to be covered by Policy HS4.   
As such, it is considered that the HS4 in relation to open space, sports and recreational buildings, is not 
consistent with NPPF paragraph 99. The proposed policy does not require the replacement to be equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location (NPPF paragraph 99b). The policy as 
currently drafted also fails to set out how bullet point 4 will be assessed. 

Should open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land be 
retained within the scope of the 
policy then it should be amended 
to reflect NPPF paragraph 99.  
Set out within the supporting text 
as to how bullet point 4 will be 
assessed by the decision maker.  

12.40 already refers to 
sports centres and 
multi-use halls and 
green spaces/parks and 
states the list is not 
exhaustive. However, 
open space, indoor 
sports and recreational 
buildings and land, 
including playing fields 
could be included to 
make the list clearer.   
Policy HS4 point 2 does 
state local alternative 
facilities need to be 
enhanced  
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16.1
0 

RB Sport 
England 

12.6
2 

HS6 Sport England supports the positive approach of utilising up to date evidence base to inform sports, leisure, 
and recreation facilities requirements from developments. However, Sport England objects to the wording of 
12.62 as NPPF paragraph relates to  
playing field and not playing pitches as worded. Sport England also considers that clarity should be provided 
that open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, also falls within the scope of NPPF paragraph 99.  
   

To ensure consistency with NPPF 
paragraph 99 the following 
amendment is proposed:  
12.62 Paragraph 99 of the NPPF 
contains detailed planning 
application requirements 
associated with playing pitch  open 
space, sports and recreational 
buildings and land, including 
playing fields  losses. These are 
identified below:   

This seems a reasonable 
amendment.   

16.1
1 

RB Sport 
England 

13.1
7 

NE2  Sport England objects to supporting text of 13.17 related to Policy NE2 due to the muddled approach as to how 
losses to existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, will be 
assessed. The supporting text in one hand acknowledges NPPF paragraph 99 and then continues to state HS4 
sets out the local approach to the loss of such facilities. It then continues to state where losses are proposed, 
the Council will consider the criteria in the NPPF.   
Given that HS4 is not consistent with the NPPF Sport England would not be supportive of the policy being 
utilised for the assessment of the loss of open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields. Sport England therefore considers that policies HS4, HS6 and NE2 are consistent that proposed 
losses are assessed against NPPF paragraph 99.  

Given that HS4 is not consistent 
with the NPPF Sport England 
would not be supportive of the 
policy being utilised for the 
assessment of the loss of open 
space, sports and recreational 
buildings and land, including 
playing fields. Sport England 
therefore considers that policies 
HS4, HS6 and NE2 are consistent 
that proposed losses are assessed 
against NPPF paragraph 99.  

It is assumed that this is 
reference to NE2 . Add 
playing pitches to 13.17.  
As the paragraph refers 
to HS4 which is 
proposed to be in line 
with Sports England 
request then it is 
considered that this will 
address their objections. 
A separate consultation 
and discussion will be 
carried out with Sport 
England once the 
amendments are carried 
out. Sport England are a 
statutory consultee and 
would be consulted on 
any individual planning 
application received and 
incur potential call in by 
the Secretary of State if 
their objections were 
ignored.  
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16.1
2 

RB Sport 
England 

 
DS5 Sport England objects to a number of the non-strategic housing allocations (listed below) which are sited on 

playing field sites, with it not being demonstrated that the sites are surplus to requirement or replacement 
provision is to be provided in line with  
NPPF paragraph 99. The loss of playing field sites is also not mentioned as an issue within the policy unlike 
biodiversity and heritage issues.  
Sport England would expect any loss of playing field sites should be informed by an up to date Playing Pitch 
Strategy (PPS) to ascertain whether the sites should be retained to meet existing/future demand (in line with 
NPPF paragraph 99a). Where it has been  
demonstrated that there is not a quantitative need for the playing field land there still might be need for 
mitigation to fund qualitative improvements (pitch improvements and ancillary facilities) to help address 
identified shortfalls in demand.  
NSHA-1 contains a redundant  playing pitch.  
NSHA-2 Site previously contained 2no rugby pitches, 2no bowling greens, clubhouse and car parking.  
NSHA-3 Site historically marked out for football pitches and artificial cricket wicket.  
NSHA-8 Site contained a football pitch (varying pitch sizes) and car parking  
NSHA-13 Site allocation does not appear to incorporate playing field land though it should be made clear that 
any re-provisioned car parking on the playing field site.  
Proposed residential development should also not prejudice the use of the playing field site. 

Sport England considers that the 
policy is inconsistent with national 
planning policy as currently 
drafted. It is therefore 
recommended that the policy 
should make reference to playing 
field sites needing to demonstrate 
compliance with NPPF paragraph 
99 (as there is no protection policy 
contained within the Plan).  

The loss of playing 
pitches would be 
considered with any 
application and would 
work with Sport England 
to ensure any loss 
would be compensated 
and would be reliant on 
the most UpToDate 
planning pitch 
assessment at the time 
of the application. It is 
anticipated that the 
assessment need will be 
updated in the near 
future and these sites 
can then be 
reconsidered in terms of 
viability and potential 
loss.  
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17.1 PS Stagecoach 
 

General 
Introductor
y 
Comments 

1. Introductory Comments 
Stagecoach Midlands is the largest bus operator within the Borough of Nuneaton and Bedworth. Most of our 
services are operated commercially, sustained directly by patronage. We run a much smaller number of local 
services supported in part by the County Council, which cannot be sustained otherwise. 
Stagecoach has maintained a consistent and active interest in and engagement with the Borough’s Local Plan. 
We are keen to provide as much input as we can at this Regulation 18 stage to help shape the emerging plan in 
a manner that maximises the opportunities for us - and potentially other bus operators - to provide a relevant 
service to existing and new residents.  
This is even more crucial if the plan is to be delivered without unsustainable increases in car use and traffic 
pressure on a highways network that is obviously approaching or at saturation across many parts of the 
Borough, notwithstanding some recent improvements, for example at Coton Arches. Much of the most serious 
congestions lies around the town centre of Nuneaton and on its immediate approaches, as well as around the 
Long Shoot junction on the far northern edge of the Borough.  
Ongoing delivery of development – much of which was consented outside of the currently adopted planning 
policy framework – continues to add additional pressure. As we warned during the gestation of the current 
Local Plan, there are great and rising risks that without a properly conceived strategy to achieve a substantial 
mode shift of currently car-borne journeys to more sustainable modes, operating conditions for bus will 
continue to deteriorate, leading to slower, less reliable and less attractive services. This in turn increases both 
unit bus operating costs, as well as eroding patronage and revenue. We ned to make very plain that these 
trends need to be reversed in the short term, to first protect the existing level of service and then provide the 
basis for buses to play their fullest possible role in meeting mobility needs. 
Quite apart from the need to rebuild after the serious disruption caused by COVID, to make the best use of 
existing local finite highway capacity, and support social exclusion and public heath, national policy is now 
formed on the basis that a mode shift to public transport is unavoidably required to meet the legally binding 
trajectory to “net zero” greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. This is expressed in the National Decarbonisation 
Plan for Transport, which underlines that walking cycling and public transport need to be much more 
consistently and strongly prioritised in all local strategies, so that they become “the natural first choice” for 
local trips. The Decarbonisation Plan is explicit in Section 5 that land-use planning is a key mechanism to 
support evolution of paters of development and built form to support a very challenging transport 
decarbonisation agenda. 
This response has been prepared at a particularly challenging time for our industry and business. For that 
reason, it comes a short time after the close of the consultation, for which we apologise. However, we take our 
responsibility to input seriously and we hope that notwithstanding this small delay, the following comments 
are helpful in shaping the plan and its policies. We hope they can be given due weight.   

 
Contents noted. 
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17.2 PS Stagecoach 3.5 
 

2. Issues the Plan must address 
This is covered in section 3.5. 
The Plan identifies stubborn challenges surrounding employment, accessibility, inequality, social inclusion and 
peripherality. As is typical these tend to reinforce one another and these causative links unsurprisingly have a 
profoundly spatial expression. Therefore, it is within the power of the Council to seek to address them through 
planning policy, and its links with transport and accessibility. 
The issues identified do not include the contribution of excessive car dependency to the Borough’s emissions. 
The National Decarbonisation Plan for Transport (July 2021) makes explicit that proper alignment of Local Plan 
strategies and policies to support radically more sustainable patterns of access and movement are an essential 
component  in the Strategy – which focuses on the largest single source of domestic emissions.   
While car use and ownership the Borough is lower than much of Warwickshire and the surrounding areas, this 
does not in any way reduce the importance of properly aligning the Plan to accelerate a wider transition to 
walking cycling and public transport. First, it is essential that in seeking to secure higher prosperity and 
productivity – including more skilled and better paid employment – this does not translate into higher levels of 
car ownership and use.  
There serious problems that arise from exactly this are clearly evident at MIRA, just outside the Borough, all 
but adjacent to the northern edge of Nuneaton, which by virtue of its location and design, simply cannot 
sustain a relevant high quality public transport offer despite the revenue support that has been applied to this 
end since 2013. 
While the Borough’s urban spine is clearly broadly aligned north-south – including links to Hinckley to the 
immediate north east and Coventry to the South – it is unhelpful to conflate this with a single public transport 
corridor – whether rail or road. The attractiveness of car use stems ultimately from the completely seamless 
single-mode journeys it offers, which are not dependent on a timetable, and the direct routes that can be 
taken. A spatial strategy that maximises the attractiveness of walking cycling and public transport has to 
recognise the need to support and enhance a network of services that effectively penetrates neighbourhoods 
and efficiently links them to key destinations.  
While simple and direct public transport corridors are of the essence in anchoring such a network, the ongoing 
rapid evolution of the man urban areas, much of this already committed and under construction in the adopted 
Local Plan 2031, and their expansion, needs to respond to the best possible opportunities to consolidate the 
most attractive and relevant public transport corridors, and, then, ensure that this kind of network can be 

 
Excessive car 
dependency is an issue. 
The need for alternative 
forms of transport is 
recognised and 
reference to other 
forms of transport have 
been included 
throughout the Borough 
Plan.  
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extended judiciously to serve as may existing as well as new journey demands as effectively as possible. 
In particular, tying the most deprived western wards much better into a frequent public transport network, 
also extending to key destinations outside the Borough such as at Keresley/Exhall, Atherstone/Birch Coppice, 
parts of south and west Hinckley, and even the Birmingham International area, needs to be looked at very 
urgently. This will also demand much more rapid and reliable cross-town public transport connectivity in 
Nuneaton, and on the edges of the Borough at The Long Shoot, and towards the Coventry urban area around 
Exhall and Hawkesley. 
For any of this to happen bus productivity and reliability must radically improve. The congestion around the 
town centre – which also forms the main public transport node in the Borough but around which a great deal 
of cross town and longer-distance traffic must also circulate is now an urgent and serious threat to maintaining 
the bus service offer – as we warned at the time of the preparation of the last Local Plan. Again, as was 
foreseeable at that time, there is no realistic way of “building your way out” of unconstrained traffic growth in 
the Borough. As the Review seeks to add further allocations to meet longer-term development needs, 
perpetuation the previous approach is neither justifiable nor possible. 

17.3 PS Stagecoach 4.1  
 

3. The Plan Vision 
This is covered in Section 4.1. 
Stagecoach welcomes the placing of sustainable transport quality and connectivity at the heart of the Plan’s 
Vision. Specifically the Council is seeking as follows through the Plan: 
 “The environment of the Borough will be improved through greater sustainable transport options…” 
This is essential to direct the logic and evidence base of the Plan towards achieving such an outcome, as well as 
the much wider range of policy goals that are the focus of national policies, and reflecting an appropriate 
response to the wider challenges also identified in the Issues. 

 
Comments noted.  
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17.4 PS Stagecoach 4.1 
 

4. The Plan Objectives 
However, the Vision is not properly driving the eight Objectives.  
Specifically, while active travel is mentioned, public transport is not, at any point. Without the Plan expressly 
aiming to facilitate radically improved public transport, the kind of transport mix and choices available to 
residents, visitors and employees in the Plan area, both existing and future, cannot develop positively. In fact, 
most likely, it will go backwards. 
We would add that Stagecoach buses in the Borough in 2019 alone accounted for about x,x00,000 annual 
boardings in the Borough. The total estimated number of rail boardings at the three passenger stations in the 
Borough – two of which have only opened within the last few years – was about 742,000 in 2019-20. Bermuda 
Park had just 19,000 boardings, Bedworth about 51,000. As is quite typical, but accounts for more than an 
order of magnitude more journeys than rail. There has been a  great deal of policy attention and investment 
directed at local rail services and facilities in the County and Borough for at least 30 years, with demonstrably 
modest impact on traffic generation, or on the wider socio-economic challenges that continue to be faced by 
the Borough. The correspondingly minimal of attention paid to bus, by comparison, to a great extent explains 
why we are struggling to maintain the quality and relevance of the service we offer to existing communities in 
the Borough – much less offer a much relevant choice to serve new developments. 
The spatial strategy chosen is crucial to this. However, master planning and development control policies and 
processes are scarcely less important. It is fair to say that the incremental and at times highly disjointed 
manner in which strategic allocations have been brought forward – for a number of reasons not all in the 
Council’s control– has hugely mitigated against us being able to provide  meaningful service of any kind that is 
conveniently accessible to residents. The situation at the largest allocation in the current Plan – HSG 1 – 
exemplifies this to a degree that is quite extreme.  
Subsequent to the HSG1 allocation being confirmed, additional sites have been consented as Departures to the 
Plan. These adjoining parcels if anything compound the problems, as they cannot be penetrated by bus services 
and, worse, do not allow residents to walk through to existing or committed future adjoining development that 
might potentially offer a public transport route at any stage in the foreseeable future. 
Many of the draft Objectives of the Plan could usefully be “tightened up”.  
From our perspective, the most important change we would urge is Objective 6 which to make the Plan 
compliant with and in conformity with NPPF Paras 104-105, should read: 
Objective 6 
To locate and design new development, and direct investment priorities in support of development to  improve 
public transport, cycling and walking networks… 

From our perspective, the most 
important change we would urge 
is Objective 6 which to make the 
Plan compliant with and in 
conformity with NPPF Paras 104-
105, should read: 
Objective 6 
To locate and design new 
development, and direct 
investment priorities in support of 
development to  improve public 
transport, cycling and walking 
networks… 

Public Transport is 
important 
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17.5 PS Stagecoach 5.5 
 

5. The Plan’s Evidence Base 
This matter is covered in section 5.5 Stagecoach welcomes the recognition that the transport evidence base 
needs update. This exercise appears to be a Strategic Transport Assessment.  
We note the commentary at point 4 of this section at pages 18-19, and equally that even existing Local Plan 
Policy seeks to achieve mode shift at Policy HS2. Thus far, there is no evidence that any such mode shift has 
been achieved. Thus, it is clear a more ambitious, focused and effective strategy is required. This in turn needs 
a change in the approach to the evidence base. 
Accordingly, we would object to simply re-running the methodology used by the County Council for the last 
Local Plan. This was a traffic-based exercise, using a fairly traditional traffic forecasting and assignment model, 
though we would certainly agree that the use of a micro-simulation approach using PARAMICS was much more 
robust and appropriate than a much more crude Strategic Traffic model such as SATURN. As is well recognised 
through the transport policy community, and beyond, if you plan only with increased traffic in mind, that is all 
you will see. It would be highly imprudent for NBBC as LPA, to assume that national planning policy will permit 
this kind of approach to be perpetuated. During the lifetime of this Local Plan preparation process, NPPF and 
supporting Planning Practice Guidance is certain to change to reflect national decarbonisation and transport 
policy objectives. 
In any event it should be obvious by now even from the evidence within the Plan area, that in practical terms 
the approach that “predicts and provides” (for traffic and unconstrained car use) is spent and discredited. By 
contrast, we would expect and urge in the strongest terms that a modelling approach that robustly supports 
mode shift to active travel and public transport is employed. Such a model should be able to assign travel 
demands by mode depending on relative attractiveness of modes – such that specific improvements to walking 
cycling and public transport level of service can be evaluated for their impact.  This will require a clear and 
transparent definition of key improvements to these networks. That in turn would flow through to the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, once a suitable packages of demonstrably effective and deliverable interventions 
are identified. 

 
WCC Highways are the 
statutory consultee and 
will be carrying out the 
STA.  
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17.6 PS Stagecoach 
 

DS3 6. The Strategic Policies 
6.1. Strategic Policy DS3 Development Principles 
NPPF is to be reviewed and its intent is to rationalise planning policy to remove the need for Local Plans and 
policies to duplicate national policy and standards. It is likely that this draft policy will need substantial review 
to reflect this in any event, for example in the light of the publication and implementation of the Future Homes 
Standard. 
In this regard, substantial changes are taking place in the transport environment that have a wider impact on 
built form and urban design. Manual for Streets 3 is on the point of publication and this will carry much greater 
weight than its predecessors, that were not promulgated as formal policy. This follows the publication of DfT 
Local Transport note LTN01/20 (July 2020) and a pending review of LTN 01/97 “Keeping Bus Moving”, 
publication of which is expected by the time the Plan is submitted for examination. 
The text should reflect explicitly these, at the very least making reference to “national standards for highways 
design and sustainable transport infrastructure”.  

The text should reflect explicitly 
these, at the very least making 
reference to “national standards 
for highways design and 
sustainable transport 
infrastructure”.  

This point seems 
reasonable.  

77



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

17.7 PS Stagecoach 
 

DS4 6.2. Strategic Policy DS4 - Overall development needs 
We note that the Plan anticipates the need to deliver 9,690 homes based on 646 dwellings per annum (15 
years starting in 2024). 
Current Local Plan involves a delivery rate and quantum based on 735 pa including an agreed contribution to 
meeting Coventry’s unmet need, under the Duty to Co-operate binding on the Council.  
We note that “The updated 2021 Census information will need to inform the updated sub-regional HEDNA 
work which will propose housing need requirements for each of the six local planning authorities. Where any 
authority in the housing market area is able to demonstrate that they are unable to meet their housing or 
employment land requirement figure and can quantify the unmet need, the Council will cooperate with such 
authorities in order to fulfil its obligations under the Duty to Co-operate”. We strongly endorse this approach, 
notwithstanding possible changes under the Levelling up and Regeneration Bill to the legal Duty to Cooperate 
found in the Localism Act 2011. 
The approach to calculating the capacity and availability of land already committed for development is critical 
to establishing the residual figure that will need to be accommodated. Given that so many of the strategic sites 
in the current Local Plan are yet to commence, this is especially critical.  
However we are sceptical that only about 1100 additional units will need to be identified to meet the housing 
needs of the area, even accepting that the latest interim figures from Iceni work can be relied upon, and also 
that there will be no need to accommodate unmet needs from Coventry. Thus, we think it inevitable that 
further site will need to be accommodated for the Plan to be positively prepared at the point of submission.  
Thus, the Council and wider stakeholders are currently in a somewhat difficult position, as it is impossible to be 
confident that  the plan strategy as a whole is sound, alongside its supporting mitigations (transport in 
particular), until a robust basis to establish the housing and other development quanta is established. 

 
The HEDNA data is 
awaited in order to 
finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

17.8 PS Stagecoach 
 

DS7 6.3. Strategic Policy DS7  - Green Belt 
We agree that there is no clearly demonstrable set of Very Special Circumstances that require another Green 
Belt Review. In fact to do so in the current context of the Borough implies a pattern development that would 
tend to take new housing and employment further away from the key public transport routes and nodes, and 
would be unsustainable for that reason. 

 
Comments noted.  
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17.9 PS Stagecoach 
 

DS5 6.4. Strategic Policy DS5 - Residential allocations 
Stagecoach notes that the vast majority of proposed strategic allocations reflect those in the existing Local Plan 
that have yet to secure consent. Thus, the strategy is to “roll forward the Local Plan without identifying 
material new development. This is in essence an approach driven by arithmetic but it certainly greatly 
diminishes the risks that a great deal more or different transport infrastructure is required to support the Plan 
Review, from first principles. 
Leaving aside the question of how far the Plan is “positively prepared” in the sense of NPPF, it would erroneous 
to assume that the existing traffic impacts arising from the current development commitments, and these 
unconsented allocations, has been fully or quite satisfactorily addressed. On the contrary, the previous 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan suffers from many initiatives that are neither defined nor costed, much less 
funded. 
Thus it is vital that the opportunity is taken to properly review the wider transport mitigation strategy having 
regard to the latest transport modelling evidence, such that the Review strengthens greatly the achievement of 
a net improvement in the relevance and attractiveness of bus services across the Borough, and especially to 
and near the allocated sites.  
This is about a great deal more than simply morphing an existing pattern of service to go “closer to new 
homes”.  
A decisive break with the past approach to transport needs to be taken to ensure that all the mobility demands 
of the Plan strategy can be properly accommodated, on a more sustainable basis, substantially reducing net 
carbon emissions form transport as well as mitigating the impact of additional demand on the network, which 
has been the sole driver previously. 
By the time this plan is examined it is certain that NPPF will mandate transparent carbon reduction, including 
from the transport impacts of the spatial strategy. Thus, even if little additional land is identifiable, the wider 
supporting Plan mitigation strategy is likely to come under significant scrutiny on this basis, and is likely to need 
some substantial re-examination from first principles to be found sound. 

 
Comments noted. 
Awaiting the STA. 

17.1
0 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SA1 7. Strategic Allocations Policy SA1 
There is no reference whatsoever to ensuring that all Strategic Allocations will be conveniently served by and 
thus accessible to public transport. This is unacceptable and out of conformity with NPPF Chapter 9 at 
paragraphs 104-105 and 113. To progress the Plan on this basis would therefore obviously be unsound. 
The lack of reference to public transport anywhere in paragraphs 8.11-8.15 is deeply troubling and quite 
unsound given the need for the plan to conform to the requirements of NPPF Chapter 9. We note that specific 
reference to walking and cycling infrastructure has been added. 
We therefore propose the following text for insertion in Draft Policy SA1 
TBC 
We especially welcome point 12 
“12. In the event of a part submission of a strategic site, the proposal will need to illustrate that the applicant 
has worked with owners of the other parts of the allocation in order to ensure the entire site will ultimately 
provide a cohesive scheme including contiguous linkages without ransom strips to ensure the allocation can be 
provided in their entirety. Any infrastructure provided within a staged submission such as road widths and 
visibility splays must be suitable for the provision of the entire allocation.” 

Awaiting wording from 
Stagecoach.  

Chased Stagecoach for 
wording.  
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17.1
1 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA1 8. Site Specific allocations 
8.1. Strategic Allocation SHA1 Top Farm 
We note that this allocation is reconfirmed to accommodate 1700 dwgs, and a new Secondary School. We also 
note that the site benefits from a resolution to grant application 035279 in May 2022 for what we understand 
to be a nominal 1390 dwellings and can be expected to move forward in the fairly foreseeable future. We are 
unclear where the residual capacity of about 300 dwellings will be provided. 
Draft policy to support the site coming forward includes: 
“15. Provision of a strategic access road / spine road through the site, with integrated footway and cycleway 
provision across the strategic site. 
16. Provision of on-site bus infrastructure and contribution to secure diversion of local bus services to access 
the strategic housing site based on dialogue with Warwickshire County Council and bus operators. 
17. Transport improvements/upgrades required to alleviate impacts of the development including along 
Higham Lane, A47 Hinckley Road, Weddington Road, the A5 and the Long Shoot. 
18. Financial contributions towards Borough-wide strategic highway infrastructure works identified within the 
Nuneaton area.” 
This is supported. 

 
Comments noted.  
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17.1
2 

PS Stagecoach 8.30 
 

We note the additional comments in Para 8.30.  
The Council’s position on the land outwith the allocation to the north, subject to a current planning application 
for up to 700 dwellings (NBBC Ref 038602), is nevertheless unclear. This grounds to resist this seem to be 
challengeable. Irrespective, as far as this Plan is concerned, the strip between the proposed 
allocation/development and the A5 needs to be properly integrated in some manner and covered by an 
appropriate policy with the existing allocated land to create a comprehensive development, even if it can be 
robustly evidenced that built development should not take place on these parcels.  
Given that to the east the existing development north of current LP allocation HSG 1 has established the 
principle that the A5 should be taken as defining the northern edge of the BUA, it seems irrational and 
imprudent not to consider the appropriateness of this being consistently applied as a principle here. This is 
especially relevant as there appears to be a quantum of about 400 dwellings that the current Top Farm 
application may struggle to accommodate?  
In these circumstances, including the evidence submitted as part of the planning application, and in the 
absence of compelling contrary evidence, the current policy approach appears to be arbitrary, inconsistent and 
capricious. Worse, it risks a short-term development management decision in advance of the Review Plan 
being adopted, that perpetuates and reinforces the already problematic balkanisation of an extensive tract of 
built development within the current allocation HSG1. This is evident in the development currently being 
constructed east of Higham Road, The worst impacts of this have been the creating of fragmented suburban 
form where walking and cycling links are few and exceptionally indirect, and public transport provision and 
therefore use is practically impossible.  

 
Comments noted.  

17.1
3 

PS Stagecoach 8.31 
 

Para 8.31 The timing of delivery as well as the alignment of the spine road to be used by a bus service/s is 
crucial. The phased delivery of the site referred to in paragraph 8.30 must have critical regard to this matter, to 
avoid replicating the problems evident across the Borough and beyond. Well over 1000 occupations having 
taken place on HSG1. However, with the exception of Lower Farm, Weddington, it is impossible to penetrate 
the developments with a relevant bus service and this looks likely to be the case until close to or after the final 
occupation of over 2000 units between The Long Shoot and Higham Road. Were good walking and cycling links 
to be available to adjoining development and facilities and services, this would be less problematic. However, 
this is simply not the case.  
Unsurprisingly, then, current development on HSG1 east of Higham Lane is exceptionally and car-dependent, 
directly and seriously aggravating problems on the local network and SRN in the near vicinity. It is vital that this 
situation is not aggravated and perpetuated on land to the west of Higham Lane.   

 
Comments noted.  

81



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

17.1
4 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA2 8.2. Strategic Allocation SHA2 Arbury 
We note that this existing strategic allocation is re-affirmed with a quantum of 1525 dwgs. We are not aware 
that an allocation has yet been forthcoming. 
Policy continues to make specific requirements explicit to support sustainable delivery of this allocation 
including: 
“5. Provision of a distributor link road through the site with integrated footway/cycleway provision in 
accordance with the concept plan. The distributor link road will need to secure a connection that links the site 
to the A444. 
8. Provision of on-site bus infrastructure and contribution to secure diversion of frequent local bus services to 
access the strategic housing site, based on dialogue with Warwickshire County Council and bus operators.” 
The above measures are necessary, rational and supported by Stagecoach. 
We must point out that there are no bus services, run by Stagecoach or any other operator, that run in the 
immediate vicinity of this site. Further, the alignment of the spine road means that a bus route will not align 
well with any existing bus corridor, and as such, a simple diversion of bus services cannot occur. 
Rather, a major bus service intervention will be required having regard to robust evidence of the actual desired 
destinations for which such a service should provide a relevant and indeed “natural first choice” for residents, 
to quote the National Decarbonisation Plan for Transport.  
The scale of the development will on its own be entirely insufficient to support such a service in the longer 
term. Accordingly, as well as substantial developer funding, the package must be designed to synergise as far 
as possible with the existing commercial bus network on the one hand, and identifiable needs arising across 
extensive existing development both adjoining the allocation and nearby. We would strongly urge and 
recommend that discussions on this a matter take place to inform the IDP and the Regulation 19 stage sooner 
rather than later. 

 
Discussions with 
Stagecoach will be 
carried out as part of 
the IDP review.  

17.1
5 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA3 8.3. Strategic Allocation SHA3 “Judkins”/Tuttle Hill 
This site is an existing allocation for at least 400 dwgs, as HSG 11 in the Local Plan of which at least 200 in 
NBBC. It is supported by current application 036826 awaiting determination, for 382 units. The nomenclature 
of the site in the text is inconsistent. We are also aware of another application lying in North Warwickshire 
Borough, that is also under determination to the west. It is not clear how an increased site capacity of 400 units 
within NBBC has been arrived at. 
The site lies north of the main existing bus corridor between Nuneaton and Atherstone. The topography and 
ground conditions are exceptionally challenging in places, but the allocation does not well lend itself to 
diversion in of bus services from Tuttle Hill, nor are we aware that this is proposed. Maximising walking and 
cycling accessibility to adjoining bus stops will therefore be of the essence and this should be reflected in site-
specific policy. 
9. Financial contribution towards local bus services, including new bus infrastructure if required, based on 
dialogue with Warwickshire County Council and bus operators. 

 
WCC Highways have 
requested that bus 
access is provided and is 
to be added to the 
Policy.  
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17.1
6 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA4 8.4. Strategic Allocation SHA 4 Hospital Lane, Goodyers End  
This re-allocates current HSG5 for an identical quantum of 398 dwgs. We are not aware of any application 
having been either lodged or determined, or even if the site is actually under promotion and thus “available”. 
We note proposed policy includes the following: 
“8. Provision of on-site bus infrastructure and contribution to secure diversion of frequent local bus services to 
access the strategic housing site based on dialogue with Warwickshire County Council and bus operators.” 
We welcome the principle of this.  
Significant caution nevertheless should be applied regarding assumptions about the diversion of our 
commercial services to serve so small a quantum of development. The way the site is accessed, and the master 
plan will determine if this is feasible or even desirable. Extension of Anderton Road into the site linking directly 
south to Hospital Lane, preferably reorienting the junction to avoid a change of priority, could be well worth 
examination as part of a wider bus routing strategy. However the existing primary school and nursery would 
probably make it necessary to make the link only passable by buses, and active travel modes through the 
creation of a CCTV controlled mode filter, probably at the northern access point. 

 
Comments noted, the 
Outline application has 
been subsequently 
received and it is 
assumed that 
Stagecoach have 
entered into discussions 
with NBBC and WCC 
Highways in relation to 
bus access to the site.  

17.1
7 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA5 8.5. Policy SHA-5 – West of Bulkington 
This land reconfirms existing Local Plan Allocation HSG 8 that was anticipated to accommodate 490 dwellings. 
Applications for some of this have been lodged and determined. We note this allocation is for “at least 348 
dwgs”; thus we assume this is net of consents already issued including 036491 for 190 dwellings. The lack of 
transparency on this site and several others as to what is accounted for within and without proposed renewed 
allocations is quite unhelpful. 
The site is alongside a commercial bus service. We note and welcome Para 8.73: 
“Contributions towards highway improvements and bus infrastructure will be sought.”   

 
Comments noted.  
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17.1
8 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SHA6 8.6. Policy SHA-6 – Land at former Hawkesbury Golf Course 
We note that this accounts for 176 dwgs (net of accounting for approval 036870) and is in and of itself not of 
strategic scale. 
This land was introduced at a late stage to the Plan during the Examination process and confirmed during 
Public Examination as HSG12 for 380 dwellings. It is now entirely covered by two outline planning applications, 
the first of which is consented for 204 dwgs. An application for this second phase has been lodged as 037807. 
We note at Paragraph 8.80 
“Financial contributions towards strategic highway improvements and bus infrastructure will be sought 
recognising that the implications for the wider highway network will involve consideration of relevant junctions 
within the wider B4113 Longford Road corridor. This will require dialogue with Warwickshire County Council 
and Coventry City Council as the relevant authorities responsible for the corridor.” 
This is welcome and necessary as this land forms part of a significant emerging growth location that lies on the 
far eastern flank of the built up area somewhat distant from established public transport corridors. Significant 
bus service contributions are likely to be required, given the weak baseline position in this locality. 

 
Comments noted.  

17.1
9 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-1 8.7. Policy SEA-1 – Faultlands 
This 26 ha employment site lies east of the main service 48 corridor on Coventry Road. It confirms an existing 
LP allocation and covered by a current approval in Outline 034901 for about 93,000 sqm of employment. It is 
not clear if this permission has in fact been issued alongside a made developer obligation deed. 
We note and welcome the site specific policy for this site and in particular: 
“7. A proportionate financial developer contribution towards Gipsy Lane canal bridge strengthening / widening 
works, in order to enhance local bus service accessibility to the employment site from Griff Roundabout, 
Coventry Road, etc.”.  
This is especially relevant and necessary as this site stretches a considerable distance east of the existing bus 
corridor, beyond which a alive consent for 575 dwellings (LP HSG ref 035037) is now moving to 
commencement. Bus service penetration to this area and existing residential beyond that is currently poor. 

 
Comments noted.  
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17.2
0 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-2 
Wilsons 
Lane  

8.8. Policy SEA-2– Wilsons Lane Exhall 
This is a substantial mixed use employment-led allocation for 18 Ha plus 73 dwellings closely related to the 
Coventry Urban Fringe south of the M6 and near junction 2. About 550,000 sq ft B class uses is proposed, 
which is substantial. We made observations on application 037237 on its submission. 
The main public transport corridor is the B4114 Bedworth Road and this is some distance to the east. The 
employment site to the west is still further distant and provision for bus access is required, if only to facilitate 
buses to serve shift changes. 

 
Comments noted.  

17.2
1 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-3 8.9.           Policy SEA-3 – Prologis extension, Keresley 
Stagecoach has no specific comments to make on this allocation for 5.3 Ha which is a rounding out. 

 
Comments noted. 

17.2
2 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-4  8.10. Policy SEA-4 – Coventry Road 
This 9 Ha sites is bounded on its east by the main Coventry Road route which is one of the main public 
transport corridors in the plan area. The site is also within walking distance of Bermuda Park Station. This is 
certainly a highly sustainable location. The biggest question surrounds whether this land is best dedicated to 
employment or residential use. 

 
Comments noted. 

17.2
3 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-5 8.11.          Policy SEA-5 – Longford Road, Exhall 
This 2 Ha is a rounding out directly west of the B4114 which is the main bus corridor in the area, and north of 
the M6. This is a sustainable location and certainly a range of employment sites to meet different needs is both 
appropriate and justified. However, is this realistically a “strategic allocation”? 

 
Comments noted. 

17.2
4 

PS Stagecoach 
 

SEA-6 8.12. Policy SEA-6 – Bowling Green Lane Exhall 
This is a mixed use employment-led allocation for 19 Ha and 150 dwgs lying west of the A444 and north of the 
M6 which forms an enduring southern boundary to the built-up area. 
While adjoin the M6 and being in very close proximity to junction 2, HGV access to what would be a substantial 
amount of employment is a question that is begged, This would require the use of extensive lengths of 
residential streets, and multiple turns and changes of priority, involving articulated vehicles in all probability. 
We are thus surprised that this allocation is being advanced for consultation. This site is likely to be greatly 
more appropriate for residential development, even having regard to the amenity issues presented by the M6, 
which have not prevented development south of School Lane a short distance to the east. 
There are a number of bus routes in the area, the two most frequent of which, 55 and 56, pass the site 
frontage at this writing. However, diversion of any service to serve the School Lane allocation (SHA4) to the 
northwest would tend to “rob” this site. There is also an argument that a single consistent route running more 
frequently would be greatly more relevant to most people. 

 
Comments noted. 
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17.2
5 

PS Stagecoach 
 

TC1 9. Policy TC 1 Town Centres 
Stagecoach is directly exposed as a business to the changes in the retail landscape, as trips to meet shopping 
and leisure needs are a significant part of our business. 
It bears re-emphasising that one key reason that town centres have explicit and strong protection polices 
within NPPF is because, among other things, they can host uses that generate significant demand to travel in a 
place which is most accessible by public transport in particular. However, the market pressure for extensive 
out-of-town retail and leisure sites is obviously entirely a response to the ability to maximise accessibility only 
by car, and to accommodate large amounts of parking on extensive surface lots. This has many deleterious 
consequences, which apart from a direct contribution to car-dependency also presents attendant wider issues 
surrounding the promotion of sedentary lifestyles, and also pose issues for social inclusion as those who aren’t 
motorists often struggle to access these sites conveniently, safely, or at all.  
The clear requirements in national policy that have posed a sequential test for the location of town centre uses 
have clearly failed across Warwickshire. If real progress is to be made in halting increasing level of energy 
intense car-dependency, the formulation and application of these policies needs to be significantly tightened 
up. 
We recognise that the retail landscape has changed, and it will no doubt continue to evolve. We note too that 
the share of retail accounted by on-line has stalled and even fallen back, indicating that a ceiling may have 
been reached.  
Nuneaton in particular has been especially challenged by the loss of comparison and fashion retailers over the 
last 5 years. We recognise that consolidation of uses and a flexible approach to E-classes, intended by the 
reform of the Use Classes Order for this very reason, needs to be pursued.  
This flexibility need to be applied to some town centre streets which clearly no longer form part of the “prime 
pitch” and have been, essentially abandoned. The very widespread pedestrianisation of these streets at times 
actually contributes to their blight, as there is no passing trade. However, in Nuneaton, over the last 20 years, 
buses have been displaced by pedestrianisation out of the main retail core, to a single bus station, on the 
fringes of the centre. Buses are condemned to sit in serious traffic congestion in a ring road system that despite 
its high level of engineering to facilitate high volumes of car-borne traffic, cannot manage the flows it must 
accommodate. 
As we have been urging for many years, the opportunity should therefore be taken not just to review the retail 
frontages, but the way this affects the use of these streets to circulate to and through the centre by sustainable 
modes. The current approach has clearly had its day, if it ever worked properly. Introducing buses into Abbey 
Street and potentially Coton Street/Coventry Street even on a limited basis, could transform the reliability 
productivity and attractiveness of many of the Borough’s bus services. Such an approach would provide a bus 
only crossing of the Ring Road.  
However, irrespective, much more rigorous control, of retail and leisure uses in car-dependent locations needs 
to be applied, with strongly-worded policies. Where such developments are considered to be warranted, there 
needs to be hugely greater emphasis on provision of direct and attractive walking, cycling and public transport 
links into and through them.  

 
Comments noted. 
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17.2
6 

PS Stagecoach 
 

Concluding 
comments 

10. Concluding Comments 
Stagecoach Midlands welcomes this opportunity to comment on the emerging Local Plan Review. We trust that 
the foregoing is of direct assistance in further refining the approach to be taken as a draft is worked up for pre-
submission consultation. 
The text of the current draft makes explicit a need to discuss a number of site specific requirements with the 
County Council and Bus Operators. We would urge this dialogue to start well before the pre-submission draft is 
finalised. 
However, there is a great deal more that need to be discussed on a more strategic basis if the Review is to be 
found sound. This kind of input is explicitly required by NPPF at paragraphs 15 and 16, most pointedly at 16 c):  
“Plans should be shaped by… be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-
makers and communities, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and operators and statutory 
consultees..”.  
 
Again, we would urge that these conversations commence as soon as is reasonably possible to ensure that the 
Plan can move forward in an especially dynamic national policy environment. This is one where it is reasonable 
to anticipated that climate change mitigation and carbon reduction will play a hugely greater role in steering 
policy approaches This means that perpetuating many aspects of previous approaches to plan making and 
decision taking is highly unlikely to be considered acceptable, including where transport is concerned. 
We look forward to continuing our engagement with NBBC and the County Council to this end and we would 
like to discuss the best means of facilitating this. In the meantime, do not hesitate to contact the Commercial 
Director, Patrick Stringer, or the undersigned to discuss any of the matters raised. 

 
Comments noted. 

18.1 SW WCC  Flood 
Risk 
Managemen
t Team 

  
The LLFA would highlight that historic flooding records should be taken into consideration for some of the sites 
highlighted as amber in the SHLAA spreadsheet. The link below is to our historic flood records, these have also 
been provided to NBBC as part of the update to the SFRA evidence base document.  
https://maps.warwickshire.gov.uk/historical-flooding/ 

 
A SFRA Level 2 of each 
of the sites will be 
carried out as part of 
the evidence base. 
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18.2 SW WCC  Flood 
Risk 
Managemen
t Team 

 
NE4 The LLFA strongly support this policy outlining that all sources of flood risk must be taken into account. In 

paragraph 2, whilst we appreciate that not every site will be required to have an FRA by national policy, every 
application must have a drainage strategy which demonstrates how surface water will be managed and flood 
risk will not be increased downstream. WCC Local Guidance for Developers should also be reference for 
drainage design and guidance on discharge rates. We strongly support outlining that all developments should 
reduce discharge rates to greenfield Qbar. It could also be added that a 50% betterment should be provided on 
brownfield sites given the number proposed in Nuneaton. We strongly support the policy encouraging SuDs to 
be dispersed throughout the site. We strongly support the Water Quality section of the policy.  

 
The wording of the 
Policy was originally 
provided by WCC FRM 
Team.  WCC FRM 
recognise that not all 
sites will require a FRA 
and requests that every 
application must have a 
drainage strategy which 
demonstrates how 
surface water will be 
managed and flood risk 
will not be increased 
downstream.  However, 
WCC FRM are the 
specialists consultee on 
Flood Risk but will only 
respond on major 
applications. Therefore 
this can be added to the 
Policy but will be reliant 
on WCC FRM 
responding to the 
information provided at 
the time of the 
application. An SFRA 
level 2 will be carried 
out for all of the sites 
during the Review 
process.  

18.3 SW WCC  Flood 
Risk 
Managemen
t Team 

13.1 NE1 The LLFA strongly support this policy and the inclusion of ordinary watercourses requiring an 8m easement as 
well as main rivers.  
The LLFA would highlight that the paragraph below could be expanded to include mention of retro-fit 
Sustainable Drainage features such as rain gardens, bi-retention areas and tree pits which can also help with 
urban cooling and biodiversity, water quality and surface water flooding to give climate resilience. Examples of 
these features can be seen at the link below:  
https://www.susdrain.org/case-studies/case_studies/bridget_joyce_square_london.html 

Create spaces for people in town 
centres and microclimates to 
adapt to climate change by: a. 
Planting trees and install retro-fit 
SuDs such as rain gardens, bio-
retention and tree pits within 
Nuneaton and Bedworth town 
centres to create urban cooling as 
well as visual connections to green 
spaces. b. Restoring a strong 
landscape structure to 
development in the north of 
Nuneaton in order to create a 
sense of place, improve habitat 
connectivity, achieve urban 
greening, integrate development 
into its context and maintain 
separation between Nuneaton and 
Hinckley. 

The modifications seem 
acceptable.  

88



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

19.1 TL WCC 
Regeneratio
n & Place 
Shaping via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

  
Comments in relation to “Employment: 10” 
Policy E2 – existing employment sites 
Evidence base is 2016 (Employment Land Study: Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Final Report.) 
Protection of identified existing employment sites (table 11) question the limitations this places on these sites 
to remain wholly employment focussed. e.g. Weddington Terrace employment area: existing status maintain as 
employment area – this site’s proximity to the train station opens up opportunities for the site to be used for 
wider development uses which could greatly benefit the town centre and wider are including leisure, 
residential, transport facilities and mixed use schemes. By limiting its uses, this area cannot maximise on 
proximity to the train station and town centre. 

 
Policy E2 does not 
preclude other uses at 
Weddington Terrace, as 
long as it can be 
demonstrated that 
there is no current need 
of the site for 
employment. 

20.1 TL Warwickshir
e Fire and 
Rescue 
Service via 
WCC Policy 
Team 

  
Warwickshire Fire and Rescue Service is keen to open dialogue with the Borough Council to ensure that the 
service is able to continue to respond effectively to meet the needs of those within the Borough. It is possible 
that the service might look to relocate or repurpose their fire stations and this is something we would be keen 
to discuss with you when you feel it is appropriate. Janet Neale in her role within Strategic Growth and 
Infrastructure should be you contact point with regards to Warwickshire Fire and Rescue Service and the 
Borough Plan.  

 
NBBC would be happy 
to open dialogue with 
Warwickshire Fire and 
Rescue Service about 
relocation or 
repurposing of their 
assets. 
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21.1 TL WCC 
Education via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

  
We are grateful to Officers at the Borough taking the time to talk through some of the key changes proposed in 
the Plan and how these might impact thinking in respect of School Place Planning. The removal of site HSG4, 
Woodlands, would remove land identified in the current plan for a new primary school. However, the need was 
linked to the Woodlands development rather than to meet wider growth and so the remove of the allocation 
site and land is not seen as being problematic. Secondary school places were to be provided through expansion 
of existing schools if needed and that remains unchanged.   
We believe it would be helpful to make some reference within the Borough Plan about the need for 
development to enable safe routes to schools. Also, the need for contributions towards the provision of home 
to school transport in areas where it isn't possible to provide school places within the recommended maximum 
safe walking distances.  
Ensuring a sufficient supply of school places is complex and we have to consider when and where to provide 
additional places. The current growth to the north of Nuneaton , has seen the delivery of a new primary school 
at Lower Farm with further primary schools planned at Callendar Farm and Top Farm. We also expect to see a 
new secondary school at Top Farm. If the Borough needs to consider an increase in the number of new 
dwellings, we suggest that from a school places planning point of view, further growth in north Nuneaton 
would support the longer term sustainability of the new schools and have the least impact on existing schools.  
The County Council provides guidance on the type of developer contributions we would look to secure from 
growth and a link to that in the Borough Plan might prove helpful.  

We believe it would be helpful to 
make some reference within the 
Borough Plan about the need for 
development to enable safe routes 
to schools. Also, the need for 
contributions towards the 
provision of home to school 
transport in areas where it isn't 
possible to provide school places 
within the recommended 
maximum safe walking distances.  

Reference can be made 
to this within the 
Borough Plan. Any 
further S106 
requirements will need 
to be assessed to ensure 
CIL compliancy and 
included within the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which will be 
updated alongside the 
Review.  

22.1 TL WCC 
Archaeology 
Information 
and Advice 
via WCC 
Policy Team  

 
BE4 We are pleased to note, and support, the inclusion of Policy BE4 and that it refers to applicants consulting this 

office prior to any submissions. 
 Whilst we are pleased that it refers to evaluation by trial trenching, we would recommend that it be amended 
as follows to take into account that evaluation may also include geophysical survey – recommended additional 
text included in bold: 
 ‘Where there are likely to be valuable archaeological remains, archaeological evaluation, which may include 
geophysical survey and/or trial trenching, trench surveys are likely to be required prior to the determination of 
any planning application’. 
 We would also recommend that any references to ‘WCC Archaeology’ in the various plan documents be 
changed to our team name ‘WCC Archaeological Information and Advice’. ‘WCC Archaeology’ does not exist 
and could be confused with the County Councils commercial field unit, Archaeology Warwickshire. 

we would recommend that it be 
amended as follows to take into 
account that evaluation may also 
include geophysical survey – 
recommended additional text 
included in bold: 
 ‘Where there are likely to be 
valuable archaeological remains, 
archaeological evaluation, which 
may include geophysical survey 
are likely to be required prior to 
the determination of any planning 
application.’ 
We would also recommend that 
any references to ‘WCC 
Archaeology’ in the various plan 
documents be changed to our 
team name ‘WCC Archaeological 
Information and Advice’. ‘WCC 
Archaeology’ does not exist and 

Amendments seem 
appropriate 
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could be confused with the County 
Councils commercial field unit, 
Archaeology Warwickshire. 

22.2 TL WCC 
Archaeology 
Information 
and Advice 
via WCC 
Policy Team  

 
Strategic 
Allocation 
Site Policies 

Many of the proposed strategic sites have significant archaeological potential. As such it is probable that pre-
application archaeological evaluation will be necessary to ensure that sufficient archaeological information is 
available to enable a reasoned and informed planning decisions to be made (see also Policy BE4). 
 Whilst this is referred to in the overarching Policy BE4, we would recommend that the need for pre-application 
assessment, including evaluative fieldwork if necessary, be referred to into the individual site policies where 
appropriate. We would be happy to provide further advice on which sites this should apply to and 
recommended wording on request. 

We would recommend that the 
need for pre-application 
assessment, including evaluative 
fieldwork if necessary, be referred 
to into the individual site policies 
where appropriate. We would be 
happy to provide further advice on 
which sites this should apply to 
and recommended wording on 
request. 

Amendments seem 
appropriate 

22.3 TL WCC 
Archaeology 
Information 
and Advice 
via WCC 
Policy Team  

 
Heritage 
Assessment 
evidence 
base 

We understand that a Heritage Assessment of the proposed strategic sites is underway (Borough Plan Review 
Preferred Options, pg. 189). We would request that we, as archaeological advisors to the Planning Authority, 
are given opportunity to review and comment on that document before its formal publication. 

 
Reasonable request 

23.1 TL WCC 
Transport 
Planning via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

  
Not had a chance to adequately be consider the issues fully, partly because of the differing timescales, which 
are explained below. He has commented that that “We (WCC) are working with NBBC on the development of a 
new STA, however this will not be completed prior to 22nd July. Clearly any response to the consultation will 
be based on the outcome of the STA work.”  
So, from his point of view, he would obviously welcome the opportunity to comment further once he has seen 
the results of the STA work and then make a more considered comment at a later stage. I trust this is 
acceptable but would welcome confirmation this is acceptable please?  

 
The STA work will be 
carried out shortly and 
will require ongoing 
discussions with WCC 
Transport at the same 
time.  
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24.1 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
SHA-1  Policy SHA-1 - point 7 & para 8.13 - WCC will expect any transport/highway proposals that are to be on the 

adopted network or to be dedicated for highway adoption to accord with WCC's Design Guide, and where safe 
to do so reflect the design guidance within Local Transport Note 1/20 (Cycling), and make suitable provision to 
accord with WCC's Cycle Network Development Plan for Nuneaton and Bedworth. Para 8.13 - should be re-
phrased to say that 'the delivery of infrastructure or contributions, as agreed with WCC will be required....' 

Para 8.13 - should be re-phrased 
to say that 'the delivery of 
infrastructure or contributions, as 
agreed with WCC will be 
required....' 

Seems reasonable 
request 

24.2 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

8.15 
 

para 8.15 - some of the non-strategic residential sites may also require Transport Assessments to be submitted. 
 

Seems reasonable 
request 

24.3 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

8.16 
 

para 8.16 - suggest remove ' and subsequent planning obligation' - as written it suggests all infrastructure may 
be converted to a planning obligation. It may be that the infrastructure should be delivered by way of a section 
278 highway agreement 

suggest remove ' and subsequent 
planning obligation 

Seems reasonable 
request 

24.4 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

8.32 
 

para 8.32 - comments received during planning consultation process to the Top Farm application referred to 
improving access options into the railway station - whilst not part of this application, should this be considered 
as part of the Nuneaton Area Improvement Schemes (Transforming Nuneaton)? 

 
Unclear how this would 
be carried out. Need to 
have discussions with 
WCC Highways  

24.5 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
SHA-2 Policy SHA-2 - 5 - concept plan shows a link along Griff Lane to Walsingham Drive - why is this required as a 

vehicle link? 

 
Need to understand 
point raised.  

24.6 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
SHA-2 Policy SHA-2 - 6 - primary school is shown on concept plan as adj to distributor route, does the SPD make it 

clear that access should not be from the distributor link road as WCC previously advised? 

 
Need to understand 
point raised.  

24.7 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
SHA-2 Policy SHA-2 -27 - does that route continue on a publicly accessible route to Seeswood Pool? 

 
Need to understand 
point raised.  

24.8 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

8.44 
 

 para 8.44 - specifies access to Walsingham Drive - is this at the northern end? if so currently unadopted with 
developer to progress, if to south at Griff Lane (see prev comment), should it ref A444 roundabout with 
Walsingham Dr? 

 
Need to investigate 
point raised.  

24.9 TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SHA-
3 

 
Policy SHA-3 - 6 - red line changed from previous local plan, but submitted as part of 035595 August 2020, for 
additional number of dwellings, will require 2 separate points of access, scope for bus public access may be 
required if all dwellings not within 400m walk distance of existing stops. Alan Law wanted 3 access points as 
existing modelling showed queuing. 

 
This has been discussed 
recently and modelling 
has possibly been 
carried out.  
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24.1
0 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SHA-
3 

 
 Policy SHA-3 - 5 - is the land to deliver the bridge and connection to the towpath within the developers 
control? 

 
Amendments close to 
the canal will require 
the consent of the Canal 
and River Trust who 
have already requested 
links to towpath.  

24.1
1 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SHA-
3 

 
Policy SHA-3 - 9 - with the additional site area and numbers of dwellings provision may be required for bus 
service to enter the site to meet walk distance criteria, this should be specified as will require development to 
provide bus stop infrastructure and access roads to design guide specification 

 
Seems reasonable 
request 

24.1
2 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.51  para 8.51 - 2 or possibly 3 accesses may be required to serve the larger residential proposal. An access strategy 

where the residential uses mix with the HGV/LGV traffic associated with the quarry and the Waste Recycling 
Centre is not appropriate, particularly for residential and cycle movements that the residential proposal will 
generate. 

 
This has been discussed 
recently and modelling 
has possibly been 
carried out.  

24.1
3 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.52 para 8.52 - given the additional dwellings proposed there may be other improvements that will be required via 

section 278 agreement, this is separate to contributions towards the Transforming Nuneaton improvement 

 
Review Policy wording.  

24.1
4 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.53 para 8.53 - are CRT in agreement? 

 
Need to discuss with 
Canal and River Trust.  

24.1
5 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SHA-
4 

 
 Policy SHA-4 - 10 - does this description also include the improvement works at M6 jct 3? 

 
Review Policy wording.  

24.1
6 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.63 para 8.63 - ref should be made to primary accesses this scale of development will require a minimum of two 

vehicle accesses which are capable of accommodating and new or diverted bus services as well as refuse 
vehicles, Jeffrey Close and Maynard Ave are not suitable for use as two-way vehicle accesses but could provide 
ped/cycle access subject to confirmation of highway adoption extents, Mavor Drive has potential to provide a 
secondary access subject to confirmation of access strategy as this is a 5m wide road and the footway may 
need to be widened. 

 
Review Policy wording.  

24.1
7 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SHA-
5 

 
Policy SHA-5 - Removed northern parcel - more access points. Key development principle 10 (para's 8.68 & 
8.69) still cannot be achieved - ransom strip. Land currently split into 6 parcels. Four plots currently being 
applied for 038375 x 89 dwellings, 038448 x 3 dwellings, 037425 x 42 dwellings & 038856 x 149 dwellings. Pre-
app for larger section of southern plot x 110 dwellings. Access issues. Leaving a small plot that can only be 
accessed from application 038856 unless a house on Coventry Road is demolished. 

 
Need to investigate 
point raised.  
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24.1
8 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

HEA-
1 

 
 resi area added, will need Transport Assessment to support any planning application, access arrangements (all 
modes) will need to consider existing school on-street parking arrangements and boundary trees/hedges 

 
Seems reasonable 
request.  

24.1
9 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
2 

 
Policy SEA-2 - concept plan shows additional housing area not included in recently approved planning 
application, and this area has been included within employment area for employment buildings and to provide 
footway/cycleway connections to Wilsons Lane - should it be shown on this policy and ref at para 8.90 & 8.93? 

 
Policy will need to be 
relooked at to bring in 
line with submitted 
Outline application.  

24.2
0 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.94 para 8.94 - should also ref M6 jct 3 improvement that is required 

 
Seems reasonable 
request but need to 
check with Highways 
England.   

24.2
1 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

Rem
oved 
site 
HSG-
7 

 
Removed from the existing Local Plan but required to contribute towards necessary infrastructure also 
associated with HSG8, including combined cycleway / footway and junction improvements. S106 contributions 
based on both HSG7 & HSG8 being constructed and that process has started with applications being approved, 
implications for IDP infrastructure will need to considered by NBBC 

 
IDP will be updated 
during review 

24.2
2 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
2 

 
Policy SEA-2 - 3 - should this also ref Pickards Way? 

 
Seems reasonable 
request.  

24.2
3 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
4 

 
Policy SEA-4 - 2 - which existing point of access is intended to be upgraded? if B2/B8 proposed can the access 
accommodate HGVs swept paths? 

 
Need to discuss with 
WCC Highways. This is 
likely to be considered 
within the STA. 

24.2
4 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
4 

 
Policy SEA-4 - 8 - which crossing on Coventry Road? if the toucan crossing ref to in Policy SEA-1 -3 then state 
toucan, if other required it would be s278 infrastructure delivery by the development 

 
Need to discuss with 
WCC Highways. This is 
likely to be considered 
within the STA. 

24.2
5 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
6 

 
 Policy SEA-6 - 3 - ref to development site on School Lane, this has already been approved and is under 
construction so no additional land for improvements (other than that agreed for the cycle connection to the 
toucan crossing outside that site) can be negotiated. Use of CPO powers by the LHA may not be appropriate to 
enable other third party development. Concerns over two-way HGV movements along School Lane particularly 
where there is frontage housing with no alternative to on-street parking 

 
Need to discuss with 
WCC Highways. This is 
likely to be considered 
within the STA. 

24.2
6 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
6 

 
 Concerns over two-way HGV movements along School Lane particularly where there is frontage housing with 
no alternative to on-street parking - would advise this site be considered as a residential allocation only 

 
Need to discuss with 
WCC Highways. This is 
likely to be considered 
within the STA. 
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24.2
7 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

SEA-
6 

 
 Policy SEA-6 - 6 - add to read Developer delivery, or contribution, as agreed with WCC, to secure provision of 
bus infrastructure to complement the point above 

 
Seems reasonable point.  

24.2
8 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
8.113 para 8.113 - include ref to M6 jct 3 improvement and need to contribute to that too 

 
Seems reasonable 
request but need to 
check with Highways 
England.   

24.2
9 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

CEM-
1 

 
 Policy CEM-1 - para 8.115 - should the playing field provision increase in size and/or be used for formalised 
sports facilities eg. pitches, consideration should be given to visitor parking 

 
Seems reasonable point.  

24.3
0 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

Non 
strat
egic 
sites 

Non 
strategic 
sites 

For all of the Non-Strategic Residential allocations - in order to provide comments on these sites, we will need 
to understand what the access arrangements are intended to be. Some area already the subject of submitted 
planning applications and those will be responded to. We would expect any planning applications for these 
sites to be accompanied by either a Transport Assessment or Transport Statement depending on the scale of 
impact - that should be agreed with WCC as part of pre-application advice, the submission to be in accordance 
with the published highway design guide and other national guidance as appropriate. As a minimum 
consideration should be given to swept path tracking for a range of vehicle types, visibility splays (pedestrian 
and vehicular), requirement for emergency access separate to the vehicle access point, providing convenient 
access to local facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, and provision for public transport access - within or near to 
the site as appropriate, further advice is provided in the design guide. Land ownership and the extent of 
adopted highway should also be checked to ensure all access infrastructure is deliverable. 

 
This is all part of the pre 
application process.  

24.3
1 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
General The key development principles state 'provision of at least X dwellings' - this has led to developers submitting 

applications for more dwellings, and assuming that the STA modelling work carried out allows them to do this. 
Usually the modelling work will be carried out for the number specified - therefore it should be made clear that 
if more dwellings are subsequently applied for, transport and other mitigation infrastructure will potentially be 
in excess of that identified as part of the IDP 

 
Noted but the wording 
of 'at least' was required 
by the Inspector for the 
previous Borough Plan. 
It would seem 
reasonable to add as a 
caveat to each site.  

24.3
2 

TL WCC 
Highways via 
WCC Policy 
Team  

 
General  Where ref made to cycle links, it should be made clear that if requiring the use of existing adopted highway or 

to be offered for highway adoption, these should accord with WCC's design guide and current national 
guidance eg. LTN 1/20 

 
Seems reasonable 
response  
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25.1 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
General It is a shame there is no specific standalone climate change policy and clear link to delivery in line with the 

Climate change emergency.  

 
Comments noted. 
Consider introducing 
climate change policy 

25.2 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
Vision In terms of the ‘Vision’ WWT is pleased to see increased tree planting, but the Vision need more mention of 

protecting the natural environment and biodiversity.  

 
Comments noted.  

25.3 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
Evidence 
Base 

We agree that the landscape character assessments and GI studies need updating. To be able to deliver real 
benefits on the ground. WWT are also working in collaboration to put together a ‘Nature Recovery Network’ 
which should feed into future versions. 

 
Comments noted 

25.4 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

6 
 

Regarding the comment that ‘Local Wildlife Sites need to be regularly reviewed’. This should be within reason 
and not be used to reduce their status. As they are designated by specialist ecologists, and their ecological 
status shouldn’t be allowed to fall in to decline, in line with monitoring requirements. We do agree that further 
sites should be reviewed for addition protection though.  Also we are glad to see that ecology assessments are 
being carried out.  

 
Comments noted 

25.5 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

8 
 

WWT suggests that more needs to be done for climate change, in line with an Action plan, not just the required 
flood risk assessment.  

 
Comments noted  

25.5 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

18 
 

We are concern regarding the inclusion of the river, as this is an important wildlife habitat.  
 

Comments noted. Point 
18 relating to 
considering the river in 
Nuneaton Town Centre 
was raised in responses 
to the Issues and 
Options consultation. 
Policy NE1 seeks to 
protect, manage and 
enhance the boroughs 
green and blue 
infrastructure assets.  

25.6 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
DS1 Policy DS1 climate change needs to also include protection of grasslands as well as tree planting. As these are 

important environments for cooling and flood risks management as well. 

 
Comments noted. 
Consider reviewing 
policy  

25.7 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
General  Warwickshire Wildlife Trust Supports that the Green belt won’t be further released. As this is an important tool 

to help protect the wider countryside and ecological habitats.  

 
Comments noted.  

96



Responses from Statutory Consultees and Local Authorities 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Para Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

25.8 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SA1 Point 2 Should also state blue infrastructure. It’s also not just about tree planting, but protection of important 

grassland which is in decline in the county and a BAP priority. We also note that busy cycle routes aren’t 
beneficial to important habitats and protected species so should be separate. Stepping stones should also 
include more than just trees and wooded areas, but grassland as well.  
It would also be appropriate to provide such habitats away from busy housing/ employment sites to ensure the 
preservation of protected species and key habitats. 

 
Comments noted and 
consideration should be 
given to included 
further reference to 
blue infrastructure. The 
site has an approved 
design code.  

25.9 JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SA1 Point 5 Reword that designated LWS should be surveyed for their ecological importance. As these sites have already 

gone through a rigorous process with trained unbiased habitat species. These designated LWS sites should be 
given protection and only the potential sites need to be surveyed. We however support more detailed further 
survey work in order to enhance the biodiversity. This wording currently reads to undermine the designation.  

 
Comments noted. Point 
5 to be reworded 

25.1
0 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

  
Biodiversity should be mentioned and the 10% net gain requirement in the Environment Act. Using the County 
Councils biometric tool at present 

 
This is mentioned on 
Page 48 

25.1
1 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

8.9 
 

Important areas for biodiversity need to be protected and buffered from noise and busy through flow. Rather 
than integrated. In order to fulfil the Council’s legal requirement to protect Protected Species in Wildlife and 
Countryside Act (1981). 

 
Comments noted. 
Review viewing 

25.1
2 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

8.11 
 

Pleased to see a Biodiversity section with net gain and the metric tool mentioned.  
 

Comments noted 

25.1
3 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

8.12 
 

word ‘seek’ to create areas of green space is not strong enough. They should be ‘required to’.  
SUDs may not always be suitable for wildlife and biodiversity as well, if surrounded by busy roads and high 
pedestrian movement 

 
Comments noted. The 
comments relate to the 
supportive text. Point 6, 
7 and 9 set out the 
policy requirements 
relating to biodiversity 
and green space. 

25.1
4 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
Appendix 1 WWT are pleased to see Appendix 1 LWSs these need to be shown on the final proposals map, along with 

nature reserves and SSSIs. 

 
Comments noted 

25.1
5 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SEA6 Hawsbury golf course 

Concern regarding impact on the known wildlife and protected species using the Hawsbury golf course site. We 
previously made detailed objections on this site. 

 
Comments noted 
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25.1
6 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SHA3 Tuttle hill- concern regarding impact on canal water environment. Talk of improving public access, whilst also 

making a wildlife corridor. One side should remain path free for local wildlife.  

 
Comments noted 

25.1
7 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SHA3 16- Remove words ‘where necessary’ and ‘where possible’ from enhance biodiversity. As this weakens the 

policy.  

 
Comments noted 

25.1
8 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SHA2 Arbury- concern regarding impact on Ensor Pool, historically known for crayfish and local wildlife. Surrounding 

fields are currently a wildlife corridor. 

 
Comments noted 

25.1
9 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SEA1 Faultlands  

Concern regarding the impact on Griff brook and Griff hollows Local wildlife Site as well as the Wem brook and 
canal 

 
Comments noted 

25.2
0 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SEA3 Prologes extension  

Impact on woodland which forms part of the site boundary and impact on protected species Great created 
nests. 

 
Comments noted 

25.2
1 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
SEA4 Coventry road  

WWT is concerned regarding the Impact on the Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and broadleaf woodland. 

 
Comments noted 

25.2
2 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
NE1 Appreciate the inclusion of the Wild Belt wording.  

We are also pleased to see the proposed wildlife buffers, these are key to help to preserve important legally 
protected species and important habitats. 

 
Comments noted 

25.2
3 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
NE1 2d Improved access on the canal should also consider the impact on biodiversity. 

 
Comments noted 

25.2
4 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

 
NE3 Should mention 10% minimum net gain in the Environment Act 2021. 

 
Comments noted. 
Reference is given to the 
need to exceed the pre-
development 
biodiversity value of the 
onsite habitat by 10% in 
the supporting text. 

25.2
5 

JJ Warwickshir
e Wildlife 
Trust 

13.3
0 

 
Remove emphasis on word ‘appropriate’ mentioned twice- ‘appropriate protection’ to their status, based on 
‘appropriate weight’, as this gives developers a negotiation tool. Whereas this should not be up for debate. It 
should be based on ecological gains.  

 
Comments noted. This 
text is taken from the 
NPPF and forms part of 
the text supporting the 
policy requirements of 
Policy NE3.  
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26.1 YB Natural 
England 

  
Due to the short consultation deadline we were given and current resource issues in the team, Natural England 
was unable to provide detailed comments on the above consultation. We therefore will aim to comment at the 
next consultation stage of the local plan making process. However we would like to make you aware of the 
emerging evidence outlined below which will need to be considered as part of the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) of the local plan.  
The recent judgement (Case C-461/17 Holohan v An Bord Pleanála 7/11/18) highlighted the importance of 
consideration, as part of the HRA, of potential implications for habitat types and species outside the 
boundaries of European designated sites, those implications being liable to affect the conservation objectives 
of the site.  
The Plan area is located upstream of the Severn Estuary Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar Site 
and is hydrologically linked to the designated sites through the River Sowe tributary of the Warwickshire River 
Avon. The Plan area also located upstream of the Humber SAC and is hydrologically linked to the designated 
site through the River Anker which flows into the River Trent tributary of the River Humber.  
The Severn Estuary migratory fish species (Atlantic salmon, Sea trout, Allis Shad, Twaite Shad, See lamprey, 
River lamprey, European eel) travel upstream through the River Severn and its tributaries, spending part of 
their life cycle in the wider Severn hydrological catchment. Currently the tidal weir at Tewkesbury is believed to 
present an obstacle to most of the migratory fish species, with the exception of the European eel, which has 
been recorded within the Warwickshire Avon. In the last few decades eel numbers have declined 
internationally by as much as 95% and European eel has been listed by the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) on their Red List as critically endangered species. Barriers to their journey 
upstream and degradation of habitat and pollution are some of the contributing factors for the decline. The 
Humber Estuary migratory fish species are the Sea lamprey and River lamprey. The River lamprey has been 
recorded as far upstream as the R. Dove (Staffordshire/Derbyshire). 
The removal or modification of existing weirs to facilitate fish passage is identified as a key action in River Basin 
Management Plans under the Water Framework Directive. In addition to European eel, the Warwickshire Avon 
and its tributaries are believed to offer scope for species such as River lamprey, Sea lamprey, Atlantic salmon 
and Sea trout. Similar scope is believed to exist during the plan’s lifetime for River lamprey to reach the 
Warwickshire tributaries of the Humber Estuary. 
In view of the local plan’s timeframe, the 25 year Environment Plan’s ‘nature recovery’ objectives  (25 Year 
Environment Plan - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)) and in line with the Severn Estuary’s conservation objectives ( 
European Site Conservation Objectives for Severn Estuary SAC - UK0013030 (naturalengland.org.uk) ) and 
Humber Estuary conservation objectives ( European Site Conservation Objectives for Humber Estuary SAC - 
UK00300170 (naturalengland.org.uk)),  Natural England advises that the local plan’s HRA should consider 
ecological linkage in relation to the proposed Plan, the migratory fish theme and the context regarding the 
Holohan judgement. Maintaining or achieving a good standard of water quality (Good Ecological Status under 
the Water Framework Directive is considered an appropriate standard for functionally linked watercourses 
used by migratory fish species 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/307788/r
iver-basin-planning-standards.pdf )and sufficient flows is a necessary consideration when considering the 
potential impact of plans on functionally linked watercourses used by migratory fish species and longer term 
there should be an aspiration to restore connectivity by removing barriers and to improve the quality of our 
freshwater habitats.  

 
The Borough Plan refers 
to the need for 
protecting and 
enhancing the water 
quality. The comments 
will be addressed within 
the updated HRA which 
will need to be provided 
for the Publication 
Version of the Borough 
Plan.  
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101.01 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
Cross Boundary Legal and Procedural Issues - Preferred Options 
Local Plan does not consider any cross boundary need, nor is it 
able to consider the emerging sub-regional Coventry and 
Warwickshire Housing Market Area1 (“HMA”) Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment (“HEDNA”), which 
has yet to be published and requires dissemination of the latest 
Census results before it can be prepared...probable that not only 
the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA will demonstrate a large 
unmet need, but the needs of the Birmingham HMA region will 
also need to be considered. 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

101.02 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
Deficient Evidence Base - The Coventry and Warwickshire sub-
regional HEDNA; An Urban Capacity Study , Updated Housing 
Trajectory; Review of the Settlement Boundary; Local Plan 
Viability Assessment, Landscape Assessment, Strategic Transport 
Assessment, An Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), Other core 
technical reports – which are required to support the Council’s 
site selection strategy, such as Ecology and Geodiversity, 
Heritage and Archaeology and Air Quality. The proposed 
approach to the emerging spatial strategy and land allocations is 
flawed and fundamentally unsound without key elements of the 
evidence base being prepared. The spatial strategy and land 
allocations are comprehensively revisited once this evidence is 
prepared and considered. The LDS is unrealistic. 

 
The evidence base will be 
updated and will inform the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The LDS has been updated to 
reflect the time needed to 
complete the evidence base. 

101.03 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
Supporting Growth and Meeting Need - NBBC should capitalise 
on its strategic location and support the Borough’s potential to 
achieve significant economic growth. ASL consider that the 
relationship between housing and employment should be 
acknowledged and NBBC should plan for a positive economic 
growth scenario, with a spatial strategy that will support the 
sustainable economic growth of the Borough in the long term. 
The Council should also be pro-active in supporting the growth 
potential of the wider sub-region including the Birmingham and 
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA’s. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
employment land required. 

101.04 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
Review of the Settlement Boundaries - If the outcome of this 
evidence is an increase in housing need and a requirement to 
include additional sites in the Local Plan, this should include a 
review of the existing settlement boundaries around Nuneaton, 
as the Borough’s primary location for growth. Sequentially, any 
review should consider deliverable sites within the open 
countryside before any amendment to the Green Belt is 
considered. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence.  
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101.05 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

Key Diagram 
 

The Local Plan Key Diagram requires updating to accurately 
reflect the Nuneaton Urban Area. Land to the east of Plough Hill 
Road at Galley Common is depicted as “rural area”. This area has 
been developed or is being developed by Taylor Wimpey and 
Countryside Properties and should be illustrated as part of the 
“urban area”. 

 
Agreed. 

101.06 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS1 
(Presumption in 
Favour of 
Sustainable 
Development) 

ASL support recognition in Policy DS1 of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development, in accordance with the 
NPPF. 

 
Comment noted 

101.07 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS2 
(Settlement 
Hierarchy and 
Roles) 

ASL fully support the proposed settlement hierarchy in Policy 
DS1 and the identification of Nuneaton as the Borough’s primary 
town where “most growth will be directed”. 

 
Comment noted 

101.08 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS3 
(Development 
Principles) 

ASL support the principle of sequentially prioritising the use of 
previously developed land within the urban area. However, 
Policy DS2 should be explicitly clear that if urban capacity is 
exhausted, then non-Green Belt sites in the open countryside 
should be considered for development in advance of any 
consideration of sites within the Green Belt. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
A Green Belt review and a 
Settlement Boundary review 
have been commissioned to 
support the Publication version 
of the Borough Plan. 

101.09 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS4 
(Strategic Overall 
Development 
Needs) 

Notwithstanding the need to reconsider the overall housing 
requirement in the context of the sub-regional HEDNA and a 
cross boundary duty-to-co-operate, ASL also consider that there 
are other material factors which should support an increase in 
the Borough’s overall housing requirement, including: 
1. Economic growth - there is a significant opportunity to 
capitalise on the strategic location and growth potential of the 
Borough.  
2. Affordable housing provision - the Borough HEDNA identifies 
an overall Borough need of 653 affordable homes per annum.  

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. The issues of 
economic growth and 
affordable housing will be 
considered in further research 
commissioned by the Council. 

101.10 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS5 
(Residential 
Allocations) 

Carrying forward allocations from the adopted Local Plan does 
not provide the quantum or trajectory of housing to meet the 
requirements of the proposed Plan Period. New allocations are 
required to support a balanced approach to housing delivery 
across the Plan Period and ensure that an adequate supply of 
housing is provided to meet identified needs. Additional 
strategic sites and an amendment to the settlement boundary 
should be considered, based on emerging evidence, to ensure 
that the Local Plan is sound and the Borough’s overall strategic 
development needs are met. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. A Settlement 
Boundary review has been 
commissioned to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
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101.11 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS5 
(Residential 
Allocations) 

Non-Strategic Sites - it is critical that the Council undertakes a 
robust urban capacity study and assessment of viability to 
ensure that these sites are available, viable and deliverable at 
the quantum and densities of development proposed. 

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the site selection 
process.. 

101.12 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy DS7 (Green 
Belt) 

Sites within the open countryside should be considered for 
allocation if an amendment to the settlement boundary is 
required, before any amendment to the Green Belt is 
considered. 
It is unclear what will be the designation of sites that were 
removed from the Green Belt in 2019 but have not been “carried 
through” into draft strategic allocations in the Preferred Options 
Local Plan, particularly where these sites do not benefit from 
planning consent or any committed delivery 

 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence.  

101.13 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy H1 (Range 
and Mix of 
Housing)  

ASL support the need for a range and mix of housing across the 
Borough 

 
Comment noted 

101.14 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy H2 
(Affordable 
Housing)  

 ASL support the provision of 25% affordable housing on new 
residential developments in order to address the identified 
affordability issues that are being experienced in the Borough. 
However, in order to ensure that this policy contributes to 
meeting affordable housing needs, it is crucial that viable and 
deliverable sites are allocated in the emerging Local Plan that 
can deliver policy compliant levels of affordable housing. 

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 

101.15 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy HS1 
(Ensuring the 
Delivery of 
Infrastructure) 

Policy HS1 will need to be informed by an up to date 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (“IDP”). 

 
A review of the IDP will be 
undertaken. 

101.16 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy NE1 (Green 
and Blue 
Infrastructure) 
and Policy NE3 
(Biodiversity) 

Strategic sites should be identified that have the capacity and 
scope to provide opportunities for multi-functional green and 
blue infrastructure, as opportunities to create new habitats that 
support increased biodiversity. 

 
Strategic sites will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base.   

101.17 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

 
Policy BE2 
(Renewable and 
Low Carbon 
Energy) and BE3 
(Sustainable 
Design and 
Construction) 

Viable and deliverable strategic sites have the potential to be 
exemplar in the design and construction of low carbon 
developments and should be considered as part of the Council’s 
site selection. 

 
Strategic sites will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies and Viability Assessment  
which form the evidence base.   
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101.18 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
A Development Statement submitted that sets out the 
availability, suitability and deliverability of land at Galley 
Common, which has the potential to provide the type and 
quality of homes and community infrastructure to meet the 
needs the Borough during the forthcoming Plan Period; 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

101.19 JP Asteer Planning 
LLP 

  
A Briefing Note submitted which addresses the unmet housing 
needs of the Coventry & Warwickshire Housing Market Area, 
prepared by Lichfields on behalf of Ainscough Strategic Land and 
a developer Consortium. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

102.01 RM Avison Young 
  

Land East of Callendar Farm, Nuneaton - Jelson purchased this 
land in 2021 and is now looking to bring it forward for residential 
development, as a logical extension to the existing SUE. Jelson 
alerted the Council to the site’s availability through the 
submission it made to its Call for Sites process in October 2021. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

102.02 RM Avison Young 
 

Policy DS2 – 
Settlement 
Hierarchy and 
Roles 

Overall, Jelson agrees that a spatial strategy which focusses the 
majority of development in Nuneaton with proportionate 
growth at other sustainable settlements would be the most 
appropriate and sustainable strategy. 

 
Comment noted 

102.03 RM Avison Young 
 

Policy DS4 – 
Overall 
Development 
Needs 

The Preferred Options document confirms that it is the Council’s 
intention to allocate the southern part of Jelson’s site for 
housing however, the northern part of Jelson’s land holdings 
east of Callendar Farm is not currently included in the list of 
proposed housing allocations identified in the Plan. The omission 
of this land from the Plan should be reconsidered. The northern 
part of Jelson’s site would make a sensible, logical and 
deliverable housing allocation given the land around it (to the 
south, west and east) is allocated for development in the 
adopted Plan and this allocation is proposed to be carried over 
into the new Plan. Moreover, the local authority has already 
granted planning permissions that will see the adjacent land 
developed for housing over the coming years. This includes the 
recent development along the frontage of the site by Midland 
Heart. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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102.04 RM Avison Young 
 

Policies DS3, SA1, 
H1 and H2 

Need for the local authority to properly justify / evidence any 
requirement for new development to deliver a specific mix and 
tenure of house types and achieve the optional space standards 
for accessible and adaptable dwellings 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

102.05 RM Avison Young 
 

Policy BE3. Need for the local authority to properly justify / evidence any 
requirement for new housing proposals to accord with optional 
water efficiency and higher energy efficiency standards 

 
The requirement  will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

102.06 RM Avison Young 
 

Policy NE3 Policy needs to make clear that in such circumstances, off-site 
measures can be provided flexibly and, if necessary / 
appropriate across administrative boundaries. 

 
The policy uses a hierarchal 
order where habitat loss cannot 
be prevented on site. There are 
biodiversity strategic locations 
available within the Borough 
close to development areas 
where this can be 
accommodated..  

103.01 MP AXIS P.E.D 
 

DS3 In overall terms there is a lack of clarity, justification or evidence 
for a number of the requirements within Policy DS3, including: 
• The need for new development to contribute to the national 
need to achieve net zero carbon emissions. 
• where or when tree and orchard planting is appropriate in new 
development. It will not be appropriate for all types of 
development within the Borough. 
• the extent to which new dwellings to comply with the latest 
Nationally Described Space Standards, Building for a Healthy Life 
and Future Homes and Buildings Standard. National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) requires Local Planning Authorities to 
gather evidence to justify the need for such standards. 

 
The policy sets out broad 
development principles. 
Individual policies set out the 
requirements. 
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan.  
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

103.02 MP AXIS P.E.D 7.25 
 

Further updates and information is needed in the HEDNA before 
it can be properly reviewed. 

 
An updated HEDNA has been 
commissioned and will be 
published. The HEDNA data will 
be used to determine the 
amount of housing and 
employment land required. 
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103.03 MP AXIS P.E.D 
 

DS5 We support the allocation of land at Judkins as one of the 
strategic housing allocations within Nuneaton and Bedworth – 
reference SHA-3. It is considered that the site’s allocation would 
contribute towards the soundness of the Local Plan given its 
clear compliance with the Plan’s overarching strategy and 
objectives and its consistency with national policy, specifically: 
 
Whilst supporting the Allocation, we do have specific concerns 
regarding the current drafting of policy SHA-3 and the 
Sustainability Appraisal that has been carried out in support of 
the allocation. The latter contains inaccuracies, a lack of overall 
clarity in terms of how it has been prepared and scored in 
addition to a lack of any formal conclusions on the assessment 
of individual sites. 

The statement that 7.9ha of 
the site is within Grade 3 
agricultural land is incorrect.  
• It is not clear how the 
assessment has arrived at a 
moderate impact in relation to 
landscape character and there 
is no evidence of the 
methodology that has been 
used  
to carry out the assessment. 
• It is not agreed that the site is 
716m from a local centre – 
Abbey Local Centre is situated 
circa 350m from site. 
• There are employment sites 
within 800m, and this should 
not be classified a major 
negative effect in the site 
appraisal, it should be neutral 
at worst 
• It is difficult to see why the 
presence of 7 bus stops within 
800m of the site has been 
classified a moderate negative 
effect in the SA, it is surely a 
positive aspect of the 
development. 
• The fact there are no railway 
stations within 800m is marked 
as a major negative effect. 
However, the station is only 
circa 1000m from the site and 
should only be a minor / 
moderate negative effect. 
• There are 2 primary schools 
within 800m not 1 - both 
Abbey C of E School and Camp 
Hill Primary School are within 
800m of the site. In addition, St 
Annes Catholic Primary is only 
just over that distance. 
• There is more than 1 green / 
open space within 800m of the 
site, this includes but not 
limited to, Weddington 
Meadows (including 
Weddington Walk), the public 
open space  

Comments of support noted. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal will 
be reviewed for inaccuracies.  
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(including MUGA and Skate 
Park) to the rear of Camp Hill 
School, Stanley Road 
recreation Ground, the 
Dumbles Nature Area, and 
Sandon Park 

103.04 MP AXIS P.E.D 
 

SA1 Criterion 1 
This requires development to comply with various standards / 
requirements. However, there is currently no justification for 
doing so and it is unclear whether the standards are appropriate 
and should be applied in Nuneaton and Bedworth. 
Criterion 5 
The wording of Criterion 5 is welcomed. However, it not 
considered that the current wording goes far enough in terms of 
addressing the outcome of any survey associated with the 
ecological importance of a LWS or part thereof. Particularly if the 
survey reveals that the value of the site / part of the site 
included within, or potentially affected by, a strategic allocation, 
is below the thresholds for acceptance as a LWS and does not 
contain the features / species that led to its destination. 

It is recommended that 
criterion 5 is modified to read 
as follows (or similar): 5. 
Designated and potential local 
wildlife sites within or affecting 
the site will be surveyed for 
their ecological importance. 
The results of the survey will 
inform an assessment of the 
impact on or loss of the local 
wildlife site and any associated 
mitigation measures. 

Criterion 1 will be supported by 
evidence or amended 
accordingly for the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan . 
 
Criterion 5 - Policy NE3 
elaborates that existing and 
potential local wildlife sites will 
be protected from 
development. The level of 
protection sought for the site 
will be at an appropriate scale 
to the site’s designation status, 
and the contribution it makes to 
the ecological network. 
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103.05 MP AXIS P.E.D 
  

Criterion 15 asks for strategic developments to comply with the 
relevant Concept Plan SPD and Design Code. However, these 
plans do not form part of the consultation in the context of the 
emerging Local Plan, and they should be if they are to be relied 
upon. In addition, many of the adopted SPD’s / Design Codes no 
longer reflect the proposed allocations. For example, the site 
area associated with SHA-3 differs significantly to the area 
allocated in HSG 11 (it now includes land to the east and west of 
the Coventry Canal). Consequently, the HGS 11 SPD is no longer 
properly reflects the allocated area. 
If reliance is to be placed upon the SPD’s and Design Codes, it 
will be necessary for them to be updated (where required) and 
for them to be the subject of wider public consultation as part of 
the Local Plan evidence base. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 

103.06 MP AXIS P.E.D Final paragraph -  
viability 

 
Site-specific policies should be reviewed and informed by a 
viability assessment 

Flexibility should be added to 
the wording of certain site-
specific policies, to reflect their 
specific circumstances and to 
support the clear ‘brownfield 
first approach that is 
advocated within the 
development plan 

The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan.  

103.07 MP AXIS P.E.D 8.14 
 

The current version of the Strategic Transport Assessment (STA) 
only considers the site allocations that are contained within the 
Adopted Local Plan, and it is not clear whether it has been 
updated to reflect the site allocations that are being promoted 
in the emerging Local Plan. In addition, it does not currently 
feature in the evidence base to the Local Plan. 

 
Warwickshire County Council as 
the highway authority will 
commission an STA which will 
be used to inform the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  

103.08 MP AXIS P.E.D 
 

SHA - Tuttle Hill Requirements appear contradictory, for example-  development  
to address the canal but preserve woodland planting along its 
boundaries. Some further thought is needed as to how these 
requirements are framed. 
 
The form of development also states that the development 
should: 
“Retain views towards the man-made mound (Mount Judd) as a 
feature and landmark within the landscape.  

Whilst it is acknowledged that 
Mount Judd is a local 
landmark, it is not conferred 
any formal heritage or 
landscape status, nor does it 
have any features that make it 
particularly attractive or 
distinctive. In addition, views 
towards Mt Judd would also 
encompass the former quarry 
and operational landfill. With 
this in mind, it is questionable 
whether views should be 
directed towards Mt Judd, 
particularly when there is 
already an imperative of the 
policy to make the Coventry 

The policy is informed by the 
Landscape Assessment which 
recommends that  
development proposal on the 
Site should seek to retain views 
towards the man made colliery 
mound (Mount Judd) as a 
feature and landmark within the 
landscape 
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Canal the focal point of future 
development 

103.09 MP AXIS P.E.D 8.49 
 

Reference to commercial matters is not relevant to the site’s 
allocation 

“The site will deliver 
approximately 400 new 
dwellings in a mix of sizes and 
tenures. The site is understood 
to be in two ownerships, and 
the landowners have an 
agreement but the landowners 
see the value in working 
together to bring the site 
forward in a comprehensive 
and integrated manner. It is 
essential that landowners 
come to a voluntary agreement 
based on sharing the cost of 
off-site and on-site 
infrastructure requirements” 

Infrastructure requirements are 
important in establishing the 
deliverability of the site. It is 
considered relevant to the site's 
allocation. 

103.10 MP AXIS P.E.D 8.53 
 

Improvements can only be made to the Canal and the land 
under the control of the Canal and Rivers Trust (CRT) with their 
agreement. Whilst there have been positive discussions with the 
CRT regarding the redevelopment of the allocated site, we 
suggest the wording of Paragraph 8.53 should be amended to 
reflect the fact that FCC Environment do not have control over 
the canal corridor. The suggested changes to the wording are set 
out below. 

“The development of the site 
will take the should seek to 
improving the setting of the 
canal, and explore 
opportunities of including for 
better public access and 
interpretation. The canal offers 
the opportunity to become 
part of green infrastructure for 
the strategic site and a 
sustainable transport route 
with an existing towpath, 
which should be upgraded to 
encourage access. 

The supportive text does not set 
out any specific requirements, 
but recognises the opportunity 
to improve the canal. 
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103.11 MP AXIS P.E.D 8.54 
 

Whilst there is no objection to the inclusion of the wording on 
flooding, it must be noted that the Coventry Canal is in a cutting 
as it passes through the site and the flood risk assessment 
carried out in support of the existing planning application for 
redevelopment of the site has concluded that the Canal can be 
discounted as a potential source of flood risk for the site. 
Consequently, there is no risk of canal flooding or the need for a 
specific investigation in this regard. 

Perhaps the wording could be 
revised to require a flood risk 
and drainage assessment more 
generally as part of any future 
planning application 

The supportive text makes 
general observations concerning 
the flood risk associated with 
sites  at or below canal bank 
level. The measure seems 
reasonable. 

103.12 MP AXIS P.E.D 13.32 
 

We are concerned that the status and boundaries of the 
designated sites may no longer reflect the actual status of the 
designated sites by the time the Plan is adopted. For example, 
there has been a notable deterioration in the part of the LWS 
that is included within SHA-3 which has been verified through 
ecological assessments carried out over the last 5 years. The 
deterioration in that part of the LWS means that it no longer 
contains the specific features and characteristics that led to its 
designation in 2015 

 
An updated Ecology and 
Geodiversity Assessment has 
been commissioned. Designated 
sites will reflect the status at the 
time of publication. 

104.01 RW Cerda Planning 
 

SHA5 – West of 
Bulkington 

Key development principle 25 - , it should be acknowledged 
within the policy, that this requirement for cohesive working and 
contiguous links can only be progressed as far as reasonably 
possible dependent on the stage of preparation of the adjoining 
landowners and that development on one parcel should not be 
inhibited by another landowner. 

‘Any applications will require a 
concept framework or plan to 
ensure that all the parcels that 
make up the allocation can 
come forward in a 
comprehensive manner and 
cohesive manner. 
Development proposals should 
be in accordance with the 
extant HSG8 Concept Plan SPD 
and ensure access 
arrangements including widths 
of access points and spine 
roads are sufficient to ensure 
the delivery of all of the sites. 
Any links must also be 
contiguous to the adjacent 
development parcel, as far as 
reasonably practicable.’ 

Development principle 25 
ensures the issue of  
connectivity between different 
parcels of land is considered. 
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104.02 RW Cerda Planning 
 

Policy SA1 – 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

Point 1 of the policy seeks to introduce a requirement for 100% 
M4(2) and 5% M4(3) Building Regulations standards, as well as 
consolidating the current SPD requirement for NDSS to be 
specifically stated within policy, where technically and financially 
feasible  
In addition to the above change, point 6 introduces the 
requirement for a 10% biodiversity net gain, in line with the 
Environment Bill.  
There is concern that additional requirements are being 
introduced without due consideration of potential financial 
implications and viability of sites. 
 
Point 11 - there is no supporting text to justify its inclusion nor 
anything to identify how a developer can meet this/what needs 
to be demonstrated to achieve this. Without sufficient detail the 
inclusion is not justified.  
 
Point 12 - Two primary concerns: 1) the requirement to illustrate 
worked with owners of other parts of the allocation, and 2) 
provision of contiguous linkages without ransom strips. The 
retention of a ransom strip does not seek to prohibit 
development but is a mechanism to mitigate adverse impacts 
caused by future phases. 

it should be acknowledged 
within the policy, that this 
requirement for cohesive 
working can only be 
progressed as far as reasonably 
possible dependent on the 
stage of preparation of the 
adjoining landowners. 
 
The additional policy seeks to 
ensure that all ransom strips 
are removed where contiguous 
linkages are required between 
parcels. Vistry has significant 
concerns regarding the 
inclusion of this element of the 
policy and does not consider 
that it is justified. The planning 
process/legislation cannot 
dictate land ownership and 
therefore cannot require that 
ransom strips are removed for 
linkages. 
 
The requirement to remove 
ransom strips should be 
removed from the policy, with 
its inclusion, it is considered 
that the policy cannot be found 
sound. 

It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
Point 11 - Agreed, it is not clear 
how the policy requirement can 
be demonstrated. 
 
Point 12 - The requirements to 
ultimately provide a cohesive 
scheme and ensure future 
phases are not stalled due to 
ransom strips and is considered 
to be reasonable. 

104.03 RW Cerda Planning 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

implications of this de-allocation of HSG7 on provision of 
infrastructure needs to be considered. Where infrastructure is to 
be provided, this should not be at an uplifted cost to the 
remaining allocation; costs must remain proportionate to the 
effect and required mitigation of the proposed homes.  

 
An updated IDP will be prepared 
when the final strategic sites are 
selected. A viability assessment 
has been commissioned to 
support the policies in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

105.01 KM Deeley Group 
 

Policy E2 – 
Existing 
Employment Land 

The research which underpins the policy contains errors 
concerning land use. The site is a viable employment site.  

 
Comment noted, the ELR needs 
to be reviewed. 
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106.01 KM Deeley Group 8.30 Policy SHA-2 
Arbury 

Paragraph 8.30 of the policy states that the site is currently in 
single ownership. However, the allocation in its current form 
also includes a number of industrial units to the southeast end 
that lie within the existing Hazell Way Industrial Estate. The land 
in question, along with the industrial units referred to above, are 
let on long leases in favour of Deeley Group Ltd by the rights 
granted by transfer dated 29 June 1973. The outstanding length 
of the lease is 91 years. In turn, Deeley Group has sold various of 
these industrial units to owner/occupiers on co-terminus long 
leases. 

Acknowledging Deeley Group 
ownership for the length of the 
leasehold, we request that the 
outlined land to be removed 
from the allocation. This will in 
no way prevent council 
aspirations for the site or 
impact housing provision 
within the allocation. 

It is agreed the site is not in 
single ownership. Part of the 
site is currently occupied by 
industrial units and there has 
been a planning application 
which if approved would 
preclude residential use. 

106.02 KM Deeley Group 24 Policy SHA-2 
Arbury 

Paragraph 24 suggests creation of a significant area of grassland 
habitat between Ensor’s Pool and Bermuda Clay Pits. This is to 
be done utilizing the land that is currently in Deeley Group 
ownership. A planning permission for the site outlined below 
was granted in early 1970s for the erection of an industrial unit 
to the east of the site in question, now occupied by IFCO, with 
the outlined land allocated for future expansion. Deeley Group 
has plans for a comprehensive redevelopment of this site in the 
next 5 years to include the safeguarded expansion land.  

Adjoining unconstrained 
greenfield land to the west, 
which is in the ownership of 
the Arbury Estate, can 
accommodate the required 
environmental improvements. 

Part of the site is currently 
occupied by industrial units and 
there has been a planning 
application which if approved 
would preclude the creation of 
grassland habitat.  

106.03 KM Deeley Group 23 Policy SHA-2 
Arbury 

Paragraph 23 proposes a minimum buffer zone of 100 m around 
Ensor’s Pool. We believe that the minimum buffer zone should 
be reduced to 50m due to the buildings already present to the 
east and south of Ensor’s Pool. Furthermore, additional 
ecological mitigations and environmental 
improvements should be accommodated within the greenfield 
area on the western boundary of the pool without 
compromising the current use of adjacent land. 

 
Part of the site is currently 
occupied by industrial units and 
there has been a planning 
application which if approved 
would preclude the creation of a 
100 m buffer zone to the east 
and south of Ensosr's Pool.   

106.04 KM Deeley Group 8.44 Policy SHA-2 
Arbury 

Paragraph 8.44 proposes a new link road through the allocation 
to include a primary access point on Hazell Way which is located 
in Deeley Group ownership. In line with our submission for 
Arbury Design Code Consultation, we are confident that there is 
an excellent opportunity to create a sustainably designed 
'Gateway Area' to the new scheme and we are now considering 
options to improve the area of our land holding to help facilitate 
this. We would like to highlight that we welcome an opportunity 
to discuss options for a new getaway. 

 
Comment noted.  
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107.01 CB First City Limited 
 

DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

We support the inclusion of Ash Green within the settlement 
hierarchy and that the settlement can support residential 
development. 
We support the inclusion of residential development in this area 
and consider our clients land south of New Road would suitably 
accommodate residential development in Ash Green. 
The site is currently located outside of the settlement boundary 
but is effectively an infill site located between a site which has 
recently been developed and The Haven Nursing Home. 
The site would round off the development boundary of Ash 
Green in an obvious and appropriate way. 
We therefore would support additional growth in Ash Green and 
the inclusion of the land south of New Road. 

 
Comment noted.  

107.02 CB First City Limited 
 

DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

We understand the premise of the development principles as set 
out in DS3 and support sustainability being the forefront all 
development. 
We also agree that new development should be directed to 
previously developed land as a priority, however, it is important 
to acknowledge that not all development can be accommodated 
within the existing settlement boundaries or on previously 
developed land. 
it is therefore important to acknowledge that there may be the 
requirement to provide development outside of the settlement 
boundaries that are not limited to agriculture, forestry and 
leisure. In these instances it is important for the plan to be 
flexible and also 
provide the ability for the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development to be implemented when proposals/ applications 
are viewed on their merits. 

 
The Council has commissioned a 
Green Belt review and 
Settlement Boundary 
Assessment which will be used 
to inform the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

107.03 CB First City Limited 
 

DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

It is important to ensure the duty to cooperate has been fully 
taken into consideration to ensure sufficient housing has been 
planned for throughout Coventry and Warwickshire, therefore 
emphasising  any housing figures stated within the Borough Plan 
should be minimum figures in line with the Government 
objectives set out in the NPPF including the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development and to significantly boost the 
supply of housing. 

The following levels of housing 
and employment development 
will be planned for and 
provided within Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough between 
2024 and 2039; 
• A minimum of 9,690 homes 
based on 646 dwellings per 
annum (to be reviewed when 
the HEDNA 2022 is published). 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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107.04 CB First City Limited 
 

DS5 – Residential 
Allocations 

Our clients land is located south of New Road on the edge of the 
settlement of Ash Green. It is currently located outside of the 
settlement boundary and located within the Green Belt. 
However, the site is surrounded to the north, east and west by 
existing development and effectively has the appearance of an 
infill site. 
The site has the ability to accommodate approximately 14 
dwellings of a mix of 2,3 and 4 bedroomed properties and is a 
reasonable size site for the settlement of Ash Green. We note 
there is one other site that has been proposed for Ash Green 
(Land rear of Burbages Lane, Ash Green site ref EXH-8) however, 
the land south of New Road has the ability to provide additional 
dwellings for the settlement in a sustainable location. 
The site is surrounded by residential development on 3 sides and 
effectively is an infill development that would have no impact on 
the wider Green Belt. 
We note that some of the non-strategic sites listed in policy DS5 
have biodiversity and heritage issues including the setting of the 
Coventry Canal. The land at New Road has no constraints that 
would prevent residential development. 
We do not consider there is any material considerations why the 
site should not be allocated for future residential development 
and would contribute to providing a positive residential scheme 
to Ash Green in an obvious and sustainable location. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

107.05 CB First City Limited 
 

DS7 – Green Belt We do not consider the land south of New Road effectively 
performs well against all of the above criteria and should be 
removed from the Green Belt and allocated for future 
development. 
We consider the review of the Local Plan is the optimal time for 
land within the Green Belt to be considered against the NPPF to 
ensure it is fulfilling its role against the key aims, if not 
alternative opportunities should be considered for the site even 
if the site is not previously developed land. 
We also consider that a level of flexibility should be included 
within the Borough Plan to allow for development in the Green 
Belt over the 15 year period should the circumstances of both 
National policy or the characteristics of a site change to a degree 
where its designation of Green Belt no longer applies and 
development would be suitable on the site. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  

107.06 CB First City Limited 
 

DS8 – Monitoring 
of Housing 
delivery 

We are pleased to see the Council have given some thought to 
the possibility of delivery rates falling short of expectations. This 
is especially likely on larger sites that are anticipated to 
accommodate a significant percentage of the overall housing 
supply 

 
Comment noted 
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107.07 CB First City Limited 
 

DS9 – Review We welcome the introduction of a policy focused on the 
possibility of an early review being required. 
This is a real possibility when consideration is given to the 
recently published Regeneration and Levelling Up Bill. 
This again, further reinforces our comments to other policies 
within the Preferred Options where the Council should allow a 
level of flexibility to be built into the plan considering the plan is 
to cover a 15 year period and given the real possibility for 
significant political changes both nationally and locally. 

 
Comment noted 

107.08 CB First City Limited 
 

H1 – Range and 
mix of housing 

We acknowledge the need for a mix of housing and understand 
the type, sizes and tenures will be based on the need and 
demand identified in the most up to date HEDNA. 
We do not object to the suggested mix of housing mix set out in 
paragraph 9.4 on the whole. 
However, we do consider each site should be based on its own 
merits and the particular circumstances of the site as opposed to 
a ‘one size fits all’ across the whole Borough which has 
significantly different characteristics from one area to another. 
It is important to ensure a level of individuality/ uniqueness can 
be achieve and the correct size and types of housing is directed 
to the areas in which it would best serve the population of that 
area. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 

107.09 CB First City Limited 
 

H2 – Affordable 
housing 

We note the Council’s proposals to include 2 affordable 
dwellings on all proposals consisting of between 11 to 14 
dwellings. We do not object to this proposed policy and could 
accommodate 2 affordable dwellings on the land south of New 
Road, Ash Green. 

 
Comment noted.  

108.01 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Strategic Policy 
DS3 – 
Development 
principles 

In stating that development must the Council’s Sustainable 
Design and Development DPD, Nationally Described Space 
Standards, Building for a Healthy Life and Future Homes and 
Buildings Standards, is over prescriptive and does not recognise 
that the principles contained within these documents may 
change or be replaced over the plan period as technology 
advances. 

The word ‘must’ to be replaced 
with the word ‘should’ and the 
policy amended to reflect that 
amended/replacement advice 
may be published/adopted 
during the plan period. It is 
suggested that the following 
wording, which is to be found 
is Policy SA1 (1) be 
incorporated within Policy DS3 
‘where technically and 
financially feasible. Where 
assessment methods are 
changed or superseded, the 
appropriate replacement 
standards should be used.’ 

It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy does not offer 
flexibility to changing industry 
standards.  

114



Responses from Agents and Developers 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

108.02 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Strategic Policy 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs. 

A review of the Local Plan should not commence until the 
updated 2021 Census information is available and the HEDNA 
has been updated only then will there be an accurate 
assessment of housing need for each authority in the Coventry 
and Warwickshire housing market area. A bespoke assessment 
of the borough in isolation from the other authorities within the 
housing market area which is not based upon the 2021 Census 
outputs is unsound. 

The Local Plan review should 
be delayed until the HEDNA 
has been updated. 

An updated HEDNA has been 
commissioned and will used to 
determine the number of 
housing and amount of 
employment land required. 

108.03 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Policy DS5 – 
Residential 
allocations 

There is no justification for the removal of strategic housing 
allocation HSG4. This site has been through Examination and 
found to be available, viable and deliverable. 
Response to SHLAA assessment:  
The submission of a pre-application consultation demonstrates 
an intent to develop within the remaining 9 years of the plan 
period. 
The site is in two separate ownership, this is not a constraint to 
development. 
The scale of development proposed in the strategic allocations 
all will require the provision of new infrastructure including 
schools and local centres. A first phase of development of 170 
dwellings will provide the basis and benefit the viability of the 
scheme going forward. 
Despite the perceived marginal viability of the site the Inspector 
still supported its allocation and considered it to be deliverable. 
The Inspector would have been aware of the site ownership of 
the various strategic sites but still supported their allocation and 
considered them to be deliverable. 
  

Strategic housing allocation 
HSG4 should be reinstated. 

The SHLAA sets out the reasons 
for why HSG4 has not been 
included in the Preferred 
Options version of the Borough 
Plan. An updated HELAA has 
been undertaken by the Council. 
The site will be re-assessed as 
part of the HELAA process. The 
representations received from 
the consultation will be 
considered as part of the 
assessment.  
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108.04 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Policy SA1 – 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

Criterion 1 does not recognise that not all sites will be able to 
meet 100% M4(2) and 5% M4(3) of the Building Regulations due 
to circumstances outside of the Developers control for example 
topography. These standards are quite rightly dealt with under 
the Building Regulations and it not for planning policy to impose 
artificial ‘requirements’ over and above those contained within 
the Building Regulations. 
Criterion 4 green roofs and living walls should be encouraged 
but not necessarily maximised and are considered more 
appropriate to an employment/commercial use rather than 
residential. 
Criterion 12 the Council should be prepared to use its 
compulsory purchase powers to ensure the deliverability of 
allocated strategic sites where one land owner is preventing the 
development coming forward in a cohesive way. 

Criterion 1 – The word ‘must 
‘to be replaced with the word 
‘should’. 
 
 
 
 
 
Criterion 4 new examples of 
sustainable materials more 
appropriate to a residential use 
should be provided. 
 
Criterion 12 The Policy should 
refer to the use of compulsory 
purchase powers to ensure the 
delivery of strategic 
allocations. 

The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
The policy does not set a 
minimum requirement for the 
use of green roofs and living 
walls but requires the use be 
maximised. This will be different 
on each site, the policy wording 
allows a degree of flexibility. 
 
Criterion 12 sets out the 
Council's policy approach to 
ensure sites are planned in a 
cohesive manner. Compulsory 
purchase is a legal mechanism 
and not a matter for policy. 

108.05 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

Para 8.28 
Housing 
densities 

 
An overall net density of 28 dwellings per hectare is very low. The overall net density should 

be increased to a minimum of 
30 dwellings per hectare. 

Noted. The council is 
considering alternative 
densities. 
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108.06 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Policy H1 – Range 
and mix of 
housing 

Policy H1 does not recognise that not all sites will be able to 
meet 100% M4(2) and 5% M4(3) of the Building Regulations due 
to circumstances outside of the Developers control for example 
topography. These standards are quite rightly dealt with under 
the Building Regulations and it not for planning policy to impose 
artificial ‘requirements’ over and above those contained within 
the Building Regulations. 

The words ‘is required to’ 
should be replaced with the 
word ‘should’ 

The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 

108.07 JT Frampton Town 
Planning Ltd 

 
Policy TC3 – 
Hierarchy of 
centres 

Criterion 1 The 1.2km referred to is from the Guidelines for 
Providing for Journeys on Foot which was published in 2000. 
There is an upward trend since the early 2000’s in people 
walking for longer, on a more regular basis. Therefore, the 
guidance stated does not take into account that people are 
more willing to around 1.6km. 

Change 1.2km in Criterion 1 to 
1.6km. 

Research by CIHT 'Planning for 
Walking', shows the period 
between 2002 and 2012 there 
was an increase in journeys 
made by foot for short journeys, 
however as journey length 
increases  there has been a 
decrease in journey made since 
2002. It is considered 1.2km is 
the correct balance to 
encourage journeys on foot. 

109.01 BW Gladman  
  

The figure of 9690  new homes does not include any unmet any 
housing need arising from the wider sub region and so is not 
consistent with national policy. 

1. Accept the 646 dpa figure is 
a minimum justified by the 
current evidence base. 
2. Explore needs of adjoining 
authorities 
3. Explain the outcome and 
whether should increase above 
646 new homes. 
4. Explain the position in 
respect of proposing a buffer 
within the Local Plan Review 
for housing delivery. 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

109.02 BW Gladman  
  

Not possible to tell if the Council will be able to discharge its DtC. Council has a legal duty to co-
operate with neighbouring 
authorities including Coventry's 
potential unmet need. 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.   
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110.01 PC Godfrey Payton 7.51-7.56  Green Belt 
Policies 

A Green Belt review has not been undertaken since 2015, the 
Council claim exceptional circumstances do not exist to remove 
land from the Green Belt. There are small parcels of land in the 
south of the district which should be considered for release from 
the Green Belt. 

As the Green Belt Study is out 
of date it should be reviewed 
and consider releasing small 
parcels of Green Belt for 
development.  

A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence.  

110.02 PC Godfrey Payton 
 

DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

Omission of HSG4 in favour of non-strategic does not serve the 
interests of the residents as they do not provide community 
benefit. 

HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands 
should be reconsidered for 
inclusion in the plan. 

The SHLAA sets out the reasons 
for why HSG4 has not been 
included in the Preferred 
Options version of the Borough 
Plan. An updated HELAA has 
been undertaken by the Council. 
The site will be re-assessed as 
part of the HELAA process. The 
representations received from 
the consultation will be 
considered as part of the 
assessment.  

110.03 PC Godfrey Payton 
 

Policies E1 and E2 There are no strategic employment sites identified other than 
Faultlands which is under construction. Policy should reflect 
need for employment allocations. Improvements to the A45 in 
Coventry City district will provide opportunity for employment 
sites in the vicinity of Ash Green and Kersley in conjunction with 
a green belt review.  

Recommend a more flexible 
approach to identify future 
medium sized employment 
sites where infrastructure 
improvements enable sites to 
come forward in future years.  

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
employment land required. 

110.04 PC Godfrey Payton 7.25 DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The figure of 9690  new homes does not include any unmet any 
housing need arising from the wider sub region and so is not 
consistent with national policy. 

Where future research 
identifies more than 9690 
homes, the site HSG4 should 
be reconsidered as the site was 
examined publicly and pre-
application studies 
demonstrate that HSG4 is 
deliverable.  

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

111.01 SS Heatons 
  

The Council’s latest SHLAA (2021) concludes that ransom strips 
prevent access from Bramcote Close and Lancing Road, and that 
with provision of additional housing to the west of Bulkington 
and other less constrained and deliverable sites in Nuneaton, 
the site should not be taken forward. No further information has 
been provided to substantiate the existence of ransom strips, 
which is factually incorrect. The application demonstrates a clear 
intention to the delivery of a major housing development on the 
site with two possible vehicular access points off Nuneaton Road 
and Bramcote Close. 

HSG7 East of Bulkington should 
be reconsidered for inclusion in 
the plan. 

The outline application for the 
site is still to be determined. The 
adopted concept plan SPD 
shows access for the site off 
Lancing Road and not Bramcote 
Close. The submitted red line 
boundary does not include the 
strip of land which allows access 
to the site off Bramcote Close. 
Based on these concerns there 
is an unresolved policy objection 
regarding the achievability of 
access off Bramcote Close  
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112.01 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy DS1 – 
Presumption in 
favour of 
Sustainable 
Development 

Not required as repeats NPPF  Remove policy Comment noted.  

112.02 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Strategic Policy 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

This policy states that all new development will be sustainable, 
contributing to the national need to achieve net zero carbon 
emissions. 
 
Policy also requires that new development will be prioritised to 
previously developed land. NPPF has no requirement to 
prioritise PDL. 
 
 
 
Requirement to meet the standards set out in any future design 
SPD to do so elevates SPD to the same level of Local Plan 
without same scrutiny. 
 
The Policy goes on to state that new dwellings must comply with 
the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS) - Evidence of 
need required. 
 
Requirement to meet Building for a Healthy Life - may be 
appropriate as a guide for development and to be encouraged in 
new development however, it is not considered appropriate to 
require compliance. 
 
 
Requirement for development to comply with the Future Homes 
and Building Standard. - These will be implemented through 
Building Regulations from 2025 and there is no need for 
planning policies to repeat Building Regulation requirements. 
 
Requirement that new development will be acceptable subject 
to there being a positive impact on amenity, the surrounding 
environment and local infrastructure. - Open to interpretation 
and inconsistent with national policy and the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. 

Need to clarify how this policy 
will be implemented. 
 
 
 
Need to clarify how this 
requirement will be 
implemented. 
 
 
 
Review and amend. 
 
 
 
Evidence requirement or 
amend. 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend. 
 
 
 
Review and amend. 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend. 

The policy sets out broad 
development principles. 
Individual policies set out the 
requirements. 
 
The requirement is supported in 
the NPPF para. 119. 
 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The requirement is supported in 
the NPPF para. 133. 
 
 
It is considered that the higher 
building regulations for energy 
efficiency and Future Homes 
and Buildings Standard should 
be included in the Borough Plan 
review policy making from its 
adoption rather than waiting for 
the new Building Regulations to 
come into force. 

112.03 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Strategic Policy 
DS4 – Overall 
Development 
Needs 

Should use the Standard Method as a starting point and in using 
the most up to date information in line with the requirements of 
the NPPF and PPG to determine the most appropriate housing 
requirement for their area, including consideration of 
circumstances where it is appropriate to plan for a higher figure. 

None suggested The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

112.04 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy DS5 – 
Residential 
allocations 

The Council’s overall Housing Land Supply should include a short 
and long-term supply of sites by the identification of both 
strategic and non-strategic allocations for residential 
development.  

None suggested Comment noted.  
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112.05 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy DS8 – 
Monitoring of 
housing delivery 

The HBF considers that it is appropriate for the Council to 
consider what actions may be appropriate if housing delivery 
rates fall. 

None suggested Comment noted.  

112.06 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy DS9 – 
Review 

The HBF considers that it can be useful to clearly set out when a 
quicker review may be required, and that the circumstances set 
out seem generally appropriate. 

None suggested Comment noted.  

112.07 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy SA1 – 
Development 
principles on 
Strategic Sites 

Requires residential development to meet 100% M4(2) and 5% 
M4(3) standards and must meet the requirements set out with 
the relevant SPDs. - Should be implemented in accordance with 
NPPF requirements.  
 
The policy also refers to NDSS and the Future Homes and 
Building Standards. 
 
Requirement to comply with various SPDs. 
 
The HBF considers that recognition that  requirements may not 
always be viable is appropriate and considers that the 
submission of a viability assessment is an appropriate way to 
address this issue. 
 
  

 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
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112.08 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy H1 – Range 
and Mix of 
Housing 

The HBF recommends a flexible approach is taken regarding 
housing mix which recognises that needs and demand will vary 
from area to area and site to site; ensures that the scheme is 
viable; and provides an appropriate mix for the location.  
 
 
The HEDNA only provides a snapshot in time, which may no 
longer be appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
Question the inclusion of tenure as part of the mix, firstly as this 
policy appears to relate to market housing and secondly as 
Policy H2 provides a policy in relation to the provision of 
affordable housing and alternative tenures. 
 
Optional standards for accessible and adaptable dwellings - see 
earlier point 
 
Homes for Older People and Other Specialised Housing, - the 
need to comply with M4(3) standards as a minimum, and with 
the emerging WCC Technical guidance for Specialised Supported 
Housing and Housing with Care Developments. - Concerns 
regarding viability, the need to evidence M4(3) standards and 
the level of scrutiny the WCC guidance has undertaken.  

it is not clear from this policy 
how all new residential 
developments will be able to 
address the mix of housing 
particularly where this is a 
small site for example, and it 
may be more appropriate for 
the policy to look for 
development to ‘contribute to’ 
the mix of housing. 
 
The policy is amended to 
include a reference to other 
sources of evidence, this could 
include evidence provided by 
an applicant or by the Council 
e.g. the Council Housing 
Waiting List 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary. 

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 
 
 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. Policy H2 requires the 
tenure split and affordable 
housing mix sought will be 
based upon evidence provided 
by the council’s Housing 
Register 
 
Agree tenure is not applicable to 
general market housing. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment. 
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112.09 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy H2 – 
Affordable 
Housing 

The requirement for at least 25% of affordable homes to be First 
Homes and for 10% of homes to be for affordable home 
ownership is appropriate and in line with the requirements of 
the NPPF  and PPG 
 
The requirement for all affordable housing to be M4(2) and for 
5% to be M4(3), as set out previously, the HBF considers that the 
Council will need to ensure it has the evidence in line with the 
PPG. 
 
 
The Council will need to ensure they have an appropriate and 
viable balance between the delivery of homes and the delivery 
of affordable homes. 

 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary. 

Noted. 
 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  
 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 

112.10 JH Home Builders 
Federation (HBF) 

 
Policy BE3 – 
Sustainable 
Design and 
Construction 

Policy requires proposals to adhere to any relevant Concept Plan 
SPD and designed to the principles in the Sustainable Design and 
Construction SPD - SPDS not subject to same level of scrutiny as 
Local Plan. 
 
Requirement to maximise water and energy and efficiency, and 
meet the higher standard for building regulations in regard to 
both water and for energy use - should be supported by 
evidence. 

Review and amend as 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary. 

It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

113.01 IG Land & Planning 
Consultants 
Limited 

Appendix I NE3 The LWS map is not of a legible quality. It’s important that it 
does not contain the former railway land at Weddington Road 
which is devoid of any ecological interest. 

Better quality map and 
removal of land at Weddington 
Road (former railway) if 
included as per attached red 
outlined plan. 

All designated sites will be 
reviewed before publication 

114.01 IG Land & Planning 
Consultants 2 

7.48 DS7, DS5 and 
Appendix A 

Omission of land at Park Lane, Nuneaton for residential 
allocation and removal from the Green Belt. 

Allocation of land at Park Lane 
for residential development 
and removal from the Green 
Belt. 

A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

122



Responses from Agents and Developers 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

115.01 IG Land & Planning 
Consultants 

Appendix I NE3 The LWS map is not of a legible quality. It’s important that it 
does not contain the former railway land at Weddington Road 
which is devoid of any ecological interest. 

Better quality map and 
removal of land at Weddington 
Road (former railway) if 
included as per attached red 
outlined plan. 

All designated sites will be 
reviewed before publication 

116.01 LH Lichfields 
 

DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

Not positively prepared as not informed with agreements with 
other authorities. Not effective as cross boundary matters are 
deferred. 
 
Housing requirement - The HEDNA seeks to attribute a higher 
housing provision to both demographic trends and affordable 
housing need, which would be improper given that it fails to 
explicitly recommend an uplift to overall housing need to assist 
the delivery of affordable housing need. 
 
The HEDNA does not justify why no upward adjustment would 
be necessary to support economic growth. 
 
New housing should be allocated nearby employment sites to 
prevent excess commuting.   
 
Housing Land Supply - Greater flexibility should be built into 
BPR. 
 
Coventry Unmet Housing Need - The issue of unmet need should 
be addressed now rather than deferred under policy DS9. Also, 
the withdraw of the MoU with Coventry is unsound and risks 
that Coventry's future housing need is not addressed and the 
BPR will be unsound. 
 
Green Belt - There is need to review the Green Belt. Exceptional 
circumstances exist due to the unmet housing need within 
Coventry. 

 
 
 
The council increase to overall 
housing need to assist in the 
delivery of affordable housing. 
 
 
 
 
Need to justify why an upward 
adjustment is not necessary. 
 
 
Whitestone Farm would be a 
sustainable location for 
housing and should be 
considered for housing growth. 
 
To ensure there is sufficient 
land available the council will 
need to identify additional 
sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Undertake a Green Belt review. 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence.  

116.02 LH Lichfields 
 

DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

Policy is unsound as it not effective - deliverable over the plan 
period. The council should set out an anticipated annualised rate 
of delivery for strategic sites for the plan period.  
 
Research by Lichfields indicates a protracted delivery rate than 
anticipated in SHA -2  

The council should produce a 
detailed site specific housing 
trajectory and allocate 
additional land to deliver the 
housing requirement.  

The rate of delivery for strategic 
sites is presented in the 
evidence base available on the 
Council's website. 
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116.03 LH Lichfields 
 

DS8- Monitoring 
of housing 
delivery 

The policy is not justified or effective. 
 
The council's evidence in support of the policy, the capacity 
analysis and housing trajectory,  does not set out delivery rates 
per site for the plan period up to 2039.  
 
The mechanism by which under delivery is addressed is not clear 
neither is the term 'bringing forward additional sites'.  

The council should allocate 
additional land to deliver the 
housing requirement and avoid 
potential under delivery. 

The Capacity analysis 
information including trajectory 
is available on the Preferred 
Option Consultation page on the 
Council's website. NPPF 74 
states, all plans should consider 
whether it is appropriate to set 
out the anticipated rate of 
development for specific sites. 
Site delivery rates are set out in 
the Council's 5YHLS. 

116.04 LH Lichfields 
 

DS9 – Review The policy is not positively prepared as it is not supported with 
agreements from neighbouring authorities regarding unmet 
need. 
 
The policy is not justified as it is not an appropriate strategy.  
 
The policy is not effective as it is not based on joint cross 
boundary working. 
 
The Council should not submit the BPR until the issue of unmet 
need is addressed.  

The council should review the 
Green Belt to establish which 
parcels of land could be 
released to assist in meeting 
the council's/unmet housing 
need.  

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence.  

117.01 DF Marrons Planning 
for Bellways 

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The proposed requirement of 646dpa is unjustified. There 
remains considerable uncertainty as to the final requirement 
pending publication of the Coventry and Warwickshire HEDNA 
and addressing the unmet needs of neighbouring authorities via 
Duty to Cooperate discussions. 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

117.02 DF Marrons Planning 
for Bellways 

 
DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

the extant allocations from the adopted BLP – which are 
proposed to be carried forward (eight sites, with capacity for c. 
4,770 homes) – need to be reviewed, assessing their 
deliverability, developability and viability, prior to inclusion in 
the Borough Plan review. The fact that NBBC has committed to 
such a review is supported. 
 
The non-strategic allocations identified in Policy DS5 are 
currently unsound, with many facing overriding constraints to 
their deliverability and developability, constraints which are 
clearly identified in the SHLAA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed change should be 
made to Policy DS5 to add site 
GAL-4 as an allocation for up to 
160 homes (Vision document 
submitted). 

The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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117.03 DF Marrons Planning 
for Bellways 

 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

The settlement limits defined under Policy DS3 are in need of 
review to ensure that they are up-to-date for the purpose of 
future decision-making. A specific review is required to the west 
of Nuneaton, broadly defining Plough Hill Road as the town’s 
western boundary, consistent with recent development that 
took place since the plan’s adoption.  

The proposed change to the 
boundary has been submitted. 

There has been development on 
Plough Hill Road which should 
be reflected in the settlement 
boundary. 

118.01 DP Marrons Planning 
for Richborough 
Estates 

 
DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

The Borough’s settlement hierarchy set out in Strategic Policy 
DS2 has been appropriately informed by a Settlement Hierarchy 
Study and associated evidence base. The recognition of 
Bedworth as having a secondary role for employment, housing, 
town centre, leisure and service provision behind Nuneaton is 
appropriate and reflects the position set out within the adopted 
Borough Plan and strategy. 

 
Comment noted.  

118.02 DP Marrons Planning 
for Richborough 
Estates 

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The NPPF recognises that exceptional circumstances can justify 
an alternative approach to the ‘Standard Method’. The draft 
Plan clarifies that a number of concerns that have been raised 
regarding the accuracy of the Office of National Statistics’ 
population estimates for Coventry (and as recognised by the 
Office for Statistics Regulation), therefore the HEDNA analysis is 
considered to be the best starting point for determining housing 
need over the new plan period. 

We are therefore supportive of 
the use of this alternative 
approach to the Standard 
Method which is considered 
appropriate and justified. 

Comment noted.  

118.03 DP Marrons Planning 
for Richborough 
Estates 

 
DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

See below. 
  

118.04 DP Marrons Planning 
for Richborough 
Estates 

 
SHA -4 Hospital 
Lane 

The retention of Hospital Lane is supported.  
 
Pre-application discussions with the education authority 
confirmed that the Newdigate Primary School has already been 
extended and land is not required within the site (HSG5 / SHA-
4). Policy SHA-4 should therefore be amended to remove 
Principle 6 to reflect these recent changes of circumstances. 
 
An application has been submitted for 455 dwellings which 
makes efficient use of the land. Policy DS5 and Policy SHA - 4 
should be amended to reflect the number in the application. 

 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary.  
 
 
 
 
 
Review and amend as 
necessary.  

 
 
Planning application does not 
include the land for school. 
 
 
 
 
A Planning application has been 
submitted. 
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119.01 BJ Newlands 
  

The Plan period 2023-2039 is appropriate. 
 
Do you agree that the existing evidence base set out above 
needs to be 
updated or replaced? - The evidence based does need updating 
needs to reflect population growth and also address unmet need 
from  Coventry.  
 
Which of the options set out below do you favour for the 
locating of new residential uses? - Housing to meet Coventry's 
needs should be provided on the edge of the city as a 
sustainable location.  
 
The 2021 and 2016 draw conclusions which are contrary to the 
2013 SHLAA and Landscape Character Assessment. 
 
A preliminary green belt appraisal has been undertaken which 
shows site 'Land at Exhall House Farm' makes only a partial 
contribution towards the first three of the five green belt 
purposes in the NPPF. 
 
Are there any other spatial options that need to be considered? - 
Locating housing in the south of the Borough in  proximity to 
Coventry would be a sustainable location and will require land to 
be released from the Green Belt. The approach is supported 
under Policy DS2 which identifies the 'Northern Fringe of 
Coventry ' as providing a supporting role for housing, shopping 
and commercial.  

Review Sustainability Appraisal 
and Strategic Transport 
Assessment to ensure they 
take account of uplift in 
growth. 
 
In relation to Land at Exhall 
House Farm; the site is located 
in a sustainable location in 
relation to  Coventry, 
exceptional circumstances exist 
to release land from the Green 
Belt. Reconsider allocation of 
the site for residential 
development.  

The Council has commissioned a 
HEDNA to consider economic 
growth in the Borough. A STA 
will be undertaken by WCC 
when the final employment and 
housing sites are known.   
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence. 
 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

120.01 MG Green Light 
Developments 

Paragraph 1.2 
 

NPPF paragraph 22 states, "Strategic policies should look ahead 
over a minimum 15-year period from adoption." The Council 
assumes the new Borough Plan will be adopted in February 
2024, hence the period of 2024 - 2039, however, this does not 
factor in any time for slippage. 

A more appropriate period, 
consistent with the current 
Borough Plan (2011 - 2031) 
would be over 20 years, (2024 - 
2044), to allow for any slippage 
in the programme. 

The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
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120.02 MG Green Light 
Developments 

 
Policy DS2 – 
Settlement 
Hierarchy and 
Policy DS5 – 
Residential 
Allocations 

The continued inclusion of the ‘northern fringe’ of Coventry is 
recognised, as part of the Borough's settlement hierarchy. The 
new Borough Plan does not deliver any meaningful housing 
numbers to the 
‘northern fringe’ of Coventry, and therefore the options for 
locating new residential development does not build upon this 
established hierarchy. 
 
The new Borough Plan does not deliver any meaningful housing 
numbers to the ‘northern fringe’ of Coventry, and therefore the 
options for locating new residential development does not build 
upon this established hierarchy. 

The ‘northern fringe’ of 
Coventry, (given its functional 
relationship with Coventry) is 
well positioned to help meet 
potential unmet need. 
Greenlight’s land interest off 
the Exhall Road at Keresley 
would be an ideal location to 
help accommodate this 
additional housing 
requirement in the borough. 
Policy DS5 – Residential 
Allocations will need to be up-
dated appropriately. 

The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

120.03 MG Green Light 
Developments 

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The Council cannot meet the requirements of NPPF paragraph 
65. We fail to recognise how the Council can formulate and 
consult upon credible allocation sites for the future delivery of 
housing, if it does not know the level that needs to be delivered; 
the approach being undertaken is premature in this regard. 

The Coventry and 
Warwickshire HEDNA is clearly 
required, to clarify the unmet 
need for Coventry, and the 
proportion Nuneaton and 
Bedworth should 
accommodate, (given its strong 
functional relationship with the 
City). 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

120.04 MG Green Light 
Developments 

 
Paragraph 7.27 Paragraph 7.27 of the Preferred Options asserts that a higher 

figure, (than 22 dwellings per annum), may be expected. The 
Council has not provided any compelling evidence to justify any 
significant increase in its windfall allowance; simply relying upon 
a generalist approach based on assumption. 

The Council sticks with the 
windfall allowance of 22 
dwellings per year throughout 
the plan. 

Amendments to the windfall 
allowance will be supported by 
available evidence. 

120.05 MG Green Light 
Developments 

 
DS6 - Employment 
Allocations 

The current Borough Plan allocates 26ha of employment land. 
Whereas, across the same sites, the new Borough Plan allocates 
19ha of employment land. The difference being the loss of 7ha 
of employment land at the Bowling Green Lane site (SEA-6); this 
element of the site has been proposed for 150 dwellings instead. 

There is insufficient levels of 
employment land being 
allocated in the new Borough 
Plan. 
Greenlight’s land interest off 
the Exhall Road at Keresley 
would be an ideal location to 
help accommodate additional 
employment requirements in 
the borough. 

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
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120.06 MG Green Light 
Developments 

 
Green Belt Review No new Green Belt Review. Methodological flaws in current 

Green Belt Review: 
 
1. Excessive size of parcels. 
 
2. Methodological concerns about how the criteria for assessing 
purposes have been applied with respect to specific parcels. 
How sprawl has been assessed regarding ‘ribbon development’ 
and ‘openness'. The purpose “to prevent neighbouring towns 
from merging into one another” has been incorrectly applied to 
coalescence of villages. A failure to apply tests in paragraphs 142 
and 143 of the NPPF to the review of Green Belt boundaries in 
the Plan. 
 
In addition, the SHLAA and SA needs up-dating. Greenlight made 
representations at the last Borough Plan examination to ensure 
its land interest was evidenced correctly in the SHLAA and SA. 
The site is within SHLAA site NUN178 and Greenlight will work 
with the Council to ensure the SHLAA assessment for the site is 
accurate. It is of concern that we cannot find site NUN178 in the 
latest SHLAA (2021), included within the evidence base for this 
Preferred Options consultation. 

A new/up-dated Green Belt 
Review is to be undertaken in 
accordance with national 
planning policy, to inform the 
new Borough Plan evidence 
base. Confirmation is required 
from the Council that site 
NUN178 has not been excluded 
from the SHLAA, especially 
given all the previous work 
done by Greenlight to ensure 
its land interest was evidenced 
correctly in the SHLAA and SA. 

A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. Any changes to 
the settlement boundary will be 
supported by evidence. The site 
will be assessed in the Council's 
updated HELAA which will 
support the Publication version 
of the Borough Plan. 
 
NUN178 Land off Exhall Road, 
Keresley End (Fields 1, 2 and 3) 
has been assessed and will 
appear in the updated HELAA as 
EXH-16 Land off Exhall Road, 
Keresley End (Fields 1, 2 and 3). 

120.07 MG Green Light 
Developments 

  
Council cannot form credible spatial options on future housing 
needs without wider HMA HEDNA. The SA concludes that it is 
unnecessary to release land from the Green Belt which is 
contrary to current Borough Plan which identified the need to 
release land from the Green Belt.  

The Coventry and 
Warwickshire HEDNA is clearly 
required, to clarify the unmet 
need for Coventry, and the 
proportion Nuneaton and 
Bedworth should 
accommodate, (given its strong 
functional relationship with the 
City). This will confirm the level 
of housing requirement for the 
borough, and in turn the 
number of sites required to 
deliver this requirement; 
particularly when considering 
the unmet needs of Coventry, 
with the most logical location 
being the ‘northern fringe’, 
(given its functional 
relationship). 

NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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121.01 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

  
Plan period - 15 years is the minimum time for a Local Plan. 
Should increase time period to 30 years to provide certainty. 
Green Belt boundaries should endure for the whole of the plan 
period. 
 
Evidence - All relevant evidence should be updated before 
excluding the option of Green Belt release. 
 
 
 
Duty to Co-operate - Sub-regional HEDNA will need to be 
addressed before the duty to co-operate can be met. 
 
 
 
Vision and Objectives - The vision should extend to cover a 30-
year time period. Objective 8 should be amended to; “To 
address climate change by driving sustainability in all new 
development and supporting proposals for renewable energy 
development”.  

 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
 
The Borough Plan will be 
supported by a range of 
assessment studies which form 
the evidence base. A Green Belt 
study has been commissioned 
to support the publication 
version of the plan. 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out. 
 
Renewable energy is addressed 
in Policy BE2  Renewable and 
low carbon energy.  

121.02 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS1 - 
Presumption in 
favour of 
sustainable 
development 

Duplication of parts of NPPF unnecessary. 
 
Reference to UN sustainable goals not supported as ambiguous. 
 
Measures  to adapt to climate change and delivering net zero 
not sufficient. 

 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan.  

121.03 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

The policy identifies the northern fringe of Coventry as having “a 
supporting role for housing, shopping and local services”. This 
does not fully reflect the important role parts of the northern 
fringe play in the delivery of employment land. 

It is recommended that the 
policy text is altered to reflect 
the role of this area in 
providing employment 
development. 

It is considered the policy text 
reflects the role of the area in 
the settlement hierarchy. 

121.04 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

Supports the aspiration for developments to be resilient to 
climate change. - No mention of renewable energy 
developments to support the overall principles, especially when 
new developments will be prioritised toward previously 
developed land which can be more constrained to provide 
sufficient tree and orchard planting. 
 
The policy also states that new unallocated development outside 
the settlement boundary is limited to rural enterprises, and 
other uses that can be demonstrated to require a location 
outside of the settlement boundaries 

To achieve net zero carbon 
emissions, a more holistic 
approach should be explored 
whereby renewable energy 
developments are encouraged 
as an integrated part of 
responding to climate change. 
 
 
This should be expanded to 
include renewable energy 
developments, which require 
open spaces to operate e.g. 

Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan.  
 
Renewable energy is addressed 
in Policy BE2 – Renewable and 
low carbon energy. 
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solar and wind, and are more 
suited to be located outside of 
a development boundary. 

121.05 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The supporting text to Policy DS4 identifies that “the extent of 
Green Belt restricts opportunities for delivering further 
employment land to deliver strategic warehousing to serve sub-
regional need” and that “further constraints analysis would need 
to be undertaken at sub-regional level to determine the 
potential scope for accommodating strategic warehousing for 
each local authority area”. 

The most appropriate option 
for locating development is to 
prioritise the most sustainable 
locations no matter whether 
these are designated as 
countryside or Green Belt and 
that the Green Belt should not 
be utilised in a way which 
would exclude the 
consideration of the most 
sustainable options for the 
allocation of development. As a 
result the supporting text to 
DS4 should be amended 

Releasing land from the Green 
Belt will only occur where there 
are exceptional circumstances. 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

121.06 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS6 - Employment 
Allocations 

Employment need in allocations is insufficient.  Necessary for NBBC to identify 
additional employment 
allocations to ensure growth 
rate targets can be met and 
that further additional 
allocations will be required 
following the emergence of the 
Sub-Regional HEDNA. The area 
of land around M6 Junction 3 is 
appropriately located on the 
strategic road network within 
the M6 transport corridor, a 
priority area for strategic 
investment according to the 
Coventry and Warwickshire 
Sub-Regional Employment 
Market Signals Study (July 
2019). Additional allocations in 
this location would represent a 
continuation of a strategy 
begun through the adopted 
NBBP, which allocated sited 
EMP2, EMP6 and EMP7 in the 
vicinity of M6 Junction 3 based 

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
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on the NBBP evidence base 
including the 2014 
Employment Land Review. 

121.07 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
DS9 – Review Early review supported  Mechanism to for a quicker 

review should include clear 
evidence of a significant 
change in the Borough’s 
employment need. 

Comment noted.  

121.08 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
SA1 - 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

SA1.13 imposes a requirement for employment sites “to 
demonstrate how the development will encourage like-minded 
uses such as network clusters for similar technology-based 
companies”. The justification and planning purpose of applying 
this requirement to all employment development at the 
strategic allocations is unclear and it is recommended that it 
should be deleted. 
 
The supporting text to this policy includes a number of potential 
requirements of strategic development that are not included 
within the policy itself. It is suggested that NBBC should review 
the supporting text at paragraphs 8.8 to 8.28 and consider which 
of the requirements within it would more appropriately form the 
content of additional policies, to enable developers and decision 
makers to distinguish clearly between development plan policy 
requirements and explanatory information. 

 
Agreed, the policy as worded 
assumes all employment 
development will be technology 
based. 
 
 
 
 
The policy text supports the 
overall approach towards 
development on strategic sites. 
The principles are carried 
forward to the policies  for 
specific strategic site.  

121.09 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
E1 – Nature of 
employment 
growth 

Focus on use classes B2 and B8 is supported. 
 
Favourable consideration should be given to logistics 
development. The inclusion is supported by various studies. 

 
Comment noted.  
 
Employment sectors identified 
are in line with those prioritised 
in the Economic Development 
Strategy. 
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121.10 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
HS1 - Ensuring the 
delivery of 
infrastructure 

The supporting text to Policy HS1 states (at 12.4) that while the 
infrastructure requirements for each of the strategic sites are 
outlined in the site-specific policies, any additional on-site 
infrastructure required for the strategic sites “will be included in 
the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Schedule”. In order to 
avoid ambiguity within the site-specific policies, L&Q Estates 
considers it will be necessary to ensure this updated evidence 
precedes the final version of the Plan and that clear and justified 
expectations with regard to infrastructure delivery and 
contributions are identified within the relevant policies. 

 
Strategic sites will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base, including infrastructure 
requirements. The 
Infrastructure Development 
Plan will be produced  in 
consultation with infrastructure 
stakeholders.  

121.11 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
HS2 - Strategic 
accessibility and 
sustainable 
transport 

Requirement to accord with various SPDs is questioned. 
 
There is a clear direction in this policy to encourage carbon 
neutral transport and be resilient to climate change. The 
necessary infrastructure needs to be provided to achieve these 
goals and this should be from renewable energy developments. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan 

121.12 AG Pegasus Group - 
north of Pickards 
way 

 
BE2 - Renewable 
and low carbon 
technology 

Policy should include that renewal energy developments are 
acceptable outside the  settlement boundary. 

 
The NPPF para 151 states, when 
located in the Green Belt, 
elements of many renewable 
energy projects will comprise 
inappropriate development. It 
would not be appropriate to 
allow renewable energy projects 
outside of the settlement 
boundary, given the Borough is 
constrained by a large amount 
of Green Belt land. 

122.01 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

The site has been approved for development. The two plans at 'SEA-2 
Employment area' and 'SEA-2 
Housing area' should be 
amended to reflect the 
approved Land Use Plan. 
 
Paragraph 8.90 should be 
amended to read, "Residential 
development will be focused to 
the south-eastern part of the 
site, adjacent to the existing 
residential areas. The 
remainder of the site will be 
brought forward for 
employment uses." 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 
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122.02 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

8.90 Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

For the planning application ref: 037237, the Committee Report 
includes Planning Obligations requested, and recognises that the 
County Council Infrastructure team did not seek primary 
education financial contribution as there is forecast to be 
sufficient capacity within the local area, with contributions 
sought for secondary level education instead. 

"8. Financial contribution 
towards primary education at 
local schools in order to meet 
anticipated demand for school 
places, if demonstrated 
through discussions with 
Warwickshire County Council." 
"9. Financial contribution 
towards secondary level 
education in order to expand 
existing secondary provision in 
the area to an additional 3.5 
form entry, if demonstrated 
through discussions with 
Warwickshire County Council." 
14. Larger B2 and B8 uses to 
west of the landscape 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 

122.03 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

14. Larger B2 and B8 uses to west of the landscape corridor -  The wording of this point is too 
prescriptive and is inconsistent 
with the planning application 
ref: 037237, the approved Land 
Use Plan and Illustrative 
Masterplan (refer to Figures 4 
and 5). No landscape corridor 
is proposed and the 
maintenance of this wording 
would potentially jeopardise a 
reserved matters application 
being realised. This point is no 
longer relevant and should be 
deleted. 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 

122.04 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

15. Scale and massing around eastern edge - The wording of this 
point assumes that reduced scale and massing is the only 
solution to prevent undue impact upon existing residential 
amenity, but does not factor other considerations such as 
distance or screening. 

Amend this point to read: 
"Scale and massing of building 
form around eastern edge of 
site should demonstrate that 
there would be no material 
detrimental impact caused 
upon existing residential 
amenity." 

The policy seeks to prevent a 
hard edge to the settlement 
boundary. 

122.05 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

16. Ridge and furrow 
"Retain areas of ridge and furrow within open spaces." 

The loss of ridge and furrow 
has been assessed in detail by 
the County Archaeologist and 
does not have such significance 
to merit preservation, this 
point is no longer relevant and 
should be deleted 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 
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122.06 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

20. Retain Public Right of Way (PRoW) through middle of site 
 
As part of the design development before the application ref: 
037237 was submitted, an option to retain the PRoW (B25) 
within a landscape corridor through the middle of the site was 
considered (although not on its existing alignment). There was 
concern, however, that whilst the policy requirement would be 
fulfilled it resulted in issues of potentially inappropriate amenity 
as well as concerns with regard to surveillance for security. 
Following discussions with the Development Control Officer and 
relevant consultees as part of the application ref: 037237, it was 
agreed that the most appropriate option would be to divert the 
footpath along the southern boundary toward the A444, 

Amend this point to read: 
"The section of public right of 
way routed through the middle 
of the site shall be 
appropriately diverted, as 
necessarily required to allow 
development, along a route 
that does not materially 
inconvenience the public." 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 

122.07 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

 
Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

22. Retain and strengthen central hedgerow This point is in conflict with the 
planning application ref: 
037237 and the type and 
quantum of land use proposed, 
given that the hedgerow splits 
one large strategic site into 
two smaller parcels. It is 
proposed that the hedgerow 
be removed, and compensated 
for through extensive 
replacement planting 
throughout the Site, with 
boundary planting retained 
and strengthened where 
possible, improving the green 
infrastructure network. This 
point is no longer relevant and 
should be deleted. 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 

122.08 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

8.91 Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

This requirement is based upon there being landscape corridor 
through the centre of the Site, and does not consider the 
planning application ref: 037237, which is not brining this 
forward. It is taken that the wording of this paragraph is to 
protect the amenity of neighbouring residential properties, with 
class E(g) being seen as a ‘compatible neighbour’. However, it 
prevents B2 or B8 uses locating towards the eastern end and this 
is not warranted as long as it can be demonstrated that no 
material detrimental impact would be caused upon the amenity 
of the residential properties; as has been demonstrated by the 
planning application ref: 037237 which includes associated 
conditions for noise and landscape mitigation. 

This paragraph should be 
amended as follows: 
"Any proposed B2 or B8 uses 
that are located towards the 
eastern part of the site 
adjacent to existing residential 
properties, should 
demonstrate that there would 
be no material detrimental 
impact caused upon residential 
amenity. Scheme layouts need 
to take into consideration 
potential stand-offs and 
easements associated with the 
overhead power line and early 
discussions with National Grid 
are essential in informing any 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 
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detailed layout, but it is 
considered that parking and 
storage areas will be provided 
in the vicinity of the power 
line." 

122.09 AG Pegasus Group - 
L&Q SEA-2 policy 

8.93 Policy SEA-2 – 
Wilsons Lane 

This point is in conflict with the planning application ref: 037237, 
which proposes the whole residential element to be delivered to 
the southeast part of the Site, and the bus services element 
should be included to reflect point 5. 

This paragraph should be 
amended as follows: 
"Access to the residential area 
will be via a new access point 
onto Wilsons Lane. The existing 
pedestrian access to public 
footpaths B23 and B25 will be 
retained. Contributions 
towards associated 
improvements to Wilsons Lane, 
the B4113 and bus 
infrastructure or bus services 
will be sought." 

A planning application has been 
received. It would be 
appropriate to consider 
revisions, where these are 
approved by consultees. 

123.01 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 - vision 
doc 

  
A Vision Document submitted demonstrating how Land West of 
the A444 and South of M6 Junction 3 could be appropriately 
developed for residential or employment development. This 
Vision Document is submitted in support of L&Q Estates’ 
representations to the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan 
Review Preferred Options consultation and should be 
considered alongside the representations. 

 
Noted. 
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124.01 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 - 

  
Plan period - 15 years is the minimum time for a Local Plan. 
Should increase time period to 30 years to provide certainty. 
Green Belt boundaries should endure for the whole of the plan 
period. 
 
Evidence - All relevant evidence should be updated before 
excluding the option of Green Belt release. 
 
Duty to Co-operate - Sub-regional HEDNA will need to be 
addressed before the duty to co-operate can be met. 
 
Vision and Objectives - The vision should extend to cover a 30-
year time period. Objective 8 should be amended to; “To 
address climate change by driving sustainability in all new 
development and supporting proposals for renewable energy 
development”.  

 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
 
The Borough Plan will be 
supported by a range of 
assessment studies which form 
the evidence base. 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out. 
 
Renewable energy is addressed 
in Policy BE2  Renewable and 
low carbon energy.  

124.02 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

  DS1 - 
Presumption in 
favour of 
sustainable 
development 

Duplication of parts of NPPF unnecessary. 
 
Reference to UN sustainable goals not supported as ambiguous. 
 
Measures  to adapt to climate change and delivering net zero 
not sufficient. 

   
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 

124.03 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

The policy identifies the northern fringe of Coventry as having “a 
supporting role for housing, shopping and local services”. This 
does not fully reflect the important role parts of the northern 
fringe play in the delivery of employment land. 

It is recommended that the 
policy text is altered to reflect 
the role of this area in 
providing employment 
development. 

It is considered the policy text 
reflects the role of the area in 
the settlement hierarchy. 
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124.04 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

Supports the aspiration for developments to be resilient to 
climate change. - No mention of renewable energy 
developments to support the overall principles, especially when 
new developments will be prioritised toward previously 
developed land which can be more constrained to provide 
sufficient tree and orchard planting. 
 
L&Q Estates recommends that the wording in Policy DS3 on the 
use of brownfield land should be reconsidered. 
 
Policy DS3 seeks to afford policy status to the full contents of 
existing (Sustainable Design and Construction SPD) and future 
supplementary planning documents (“SPDs”) in a way that is 
inappropriate and cannot be supported. 
 
The proposed requirement in Policy DS3 for all new dwellings to 
comply with the latest Nationally Described Space Standards is 
not supported, in the absence of clear justification. 
 
The inclusion of compliance with the Future Homes and Building 
Standard within Strategic Policy DS3 is potentially unnecessary 
as these standards will be required by Building Regulations from 
2025. 
 
L&Q Estates recommend that more clarity is added on the 
elements that will be considered in assessing whether new 
development within settlement boundaries will have “a positive 
impact on amenity, the surrounding environment, and local 
infrastructure”. 

To achieve net zero carbon 
emissions, a more holistic 
approach should be explored 
whereby renewable energy 
developments are encouraged 
as an integrated part of 
responding to climate change.  

Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 
 
Prioritising the use of 
brownfield land is accordance 
with the NPPF Para. 120 which 
requires policies to give 
substantial weight to the value 
of using suitable brownfield 
land. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
it is considered that the higher 
building regulations for energy 
efficiency and Future Homes 
and Buildings Standard should 
be included in the Borough Plan 
review policy making from its 
adoption rather than waiting for 
the new Building Regulations to 
come into force.  

124.05 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The most appropriate option for locating development is to 
prioritise the most sustainable locations no matter whether 
these are designated as countryside or Green Belt and that the 
Green Belt should not be utilised in a way which would exclude 
the consideration of the most sustainable options for the 
allocation of development. 
 
The forthcoming Sub-Regional HEDNA is likely to underline 
existing need for employment growth and additional housing to 
meet unmet needs and that exceptional circumstances justifying 
changes to Green Belt boundaries through the Borough Plan 
Review will be demonstrable. 

The most appropriate option 
for locating development is to 
prioritise the most sustainable 
locations no matter whether 
these are designated as 
countryside or Green Belt and 
that the Green Belt should not 
be utilised in a way which 
would exclude the 
consideration of the most 
sustainable options for the 
allocation of development. As a 
result the supporting text to 
DS4 should be amended 

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. A Green Belt review 
will be undertaken to support 
the Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
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124.06 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

Following publication of the sub regional HEDNA more 
residential allocations will be requires. Sustainably located sites 
in the Green Belt should not be excluded. 

 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

124.07 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS6 - Employment 
Allocations 

Following publication of the sub regional HEDNA more 
employment  allocations will likely be required. Sustainably 
located sites in the Green Belt should not be excluded. 

Necessary for NBBC to identify 
additional employment 
allocations to ensure growth 
rate targets can be met and 
that further additional 
allocations will be required 
following the emergence of the 
Sub-Regional HEDNA. The area 
of land around M6 Junction 3 is 
appropriately located on the 
strategic road network within 
the M6 transport corridor, a 
priority area for strategic 
investment according to the 
Coventry and Warwickshire 
Sub-Regional Employment 
Market Signals Study (July 
2019). Additional allocations in 
this location would represent a 
continuation of a strategy 
begun through the adopted 
NBBP, which allocated sited 
EMP2, EMP6 and EMP7 in the 
vicinity of M6 Junction 3 based 
on the NBBP evidence base 
including the 2014 
Employment Land Review. 

The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. The comments 
concerning the site are noted. 

124.08 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS8 – Monitoring 
of Housing 
delivery 

A clear set of actions should be set out within Policy DS8, 
explaining the steps that will be taken by NBBC in the event that 
housing delivery falls below the required standards. 

 
Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 

124.09 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
DS9 – Review Early review supported  Mechanism to for a quicker 

review should include clear 
evidence of a significant 
change in the Borough’s 
employment need. 

Noted. 
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124.10 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
SA1 - 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

Nationally Described Space Standard to all residential 
development would require clear justification. 
 
Concerns regarding the proposed requirement for 100% of 
residential development on strategic sites to meet the M4(2) 
Building Regulations standard and 5% of residential 
development on strategic sites to meet the M4(3) Building 
Regulations standard. Needs to be evidenced. 
 
Requirement to comply with SPDs - not appropriate. 
 
SA1.13 imposes a requirement for employment sites “to 
demonstrate how the development will encourage like-minded 
uses such as network clusters for similar technology-based 
companies”. The justification and planning purpose of applying 
this requirement to all employment development at the 
strategic allocations is unclear and it is recommended that it 
should be deleted. 

 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
Agreed, the policy as worded 
assumes all employment 
development will be technology 
based. 

124.11 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
H1 – Range and 
mix of housing 

Policy should allow for deviation from HEDNA where appropriate 
for a site. 
 
Optional technical standards M4(2) and M4(3) should be 
justified through evidence. 
 
Compliance with WCC Technical Guidance not supported as not 
subject to same level of scrutiny as plan policies. 
 
Policy H1 includes references to issues that might better be 
addressed within policies. This includes, for example, the 
Council’s approach to self-build and custom housebuilding. It is 
suggested that NBBC should review the supporting text at 
paragraphs 9.1 to 9.17 of the BPR PO and consider which of the 
requirements within it would more appropriately form the 
content of additional policies, to enable developers and decision 
makers to distinguish clearly between development plan policy 
requirements and explanatory information. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The evidence which supports 
the WCC Technical Guidance will 
need to be examined. 
 
The Policy text contains detailed 
evidence which could contribute 
towards clearer policy 
requirements. 
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124.12 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
H2 – Affordable 
housing 

First Homes should be addressed in the Local Plan policy and not 
through the IPS. 
 
The requirement for 10% of the number of homes to be 
allocated for affordable home ownership unless the proposal 
meets one of the exemption tests in the NPPF does not align 
entirely with NPPF paragraph 65. 
 
Regarding the remainder of the affordable home ownership that 
is to be delivered, that the tenure sought should be based on up-
to-date evidence rather than specifically based on the latest 
Affordable Housing SPD. 
 
There should be flexibility for an alternative tenure mix which 
should include the submission of a Housing Mix Statement.  

 
First Homes is an evolving 
national policy which will 
require local clarification 
through an IPS. Nonetheless, 
the Publication version should 
include a policy which features 
the most up to date 
understanding of First Homes.  
 
The policy aligns with the NPPF 
and the WMS and guidance 
covering First Homes. 
 
The Affordable Housing SPD is 
based on evidence from the 
Council's Housing Register. 
 
The  council’s Housing Register 
and HEDNA are an evidence 
based approach towards tenure 
mix. 

124.13 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
E1 – Nature of 
employment 
growth 

Focus on use classes B2 and B8 is supported. The Borough Plan 
Review must recognise the importance of logistics and 
warehousing development locally and sub-regionally and ensure 
that such development is appropriately supported. 
 
Favourable consideration should be given to logistics 
development. The inclusion is supported by various studies. 

 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
The policy is supported by the 
HEDNA 

124.14 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
HS1 - Ensuring the 
delivery of 
infrastructure 

The supporting text to Policy HS1 states (at 12.4) that while the 
infrastructure requirements for each of the strategic sites are 
outlined in the site-specific policies, any additional on-site 
infrastructure required for the strategic sites “will be included in 
the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Schedule”. In order to 
avoid ambiguity within the site-specific policies, L&Q Estates 
considers it will be necessary to ensure this updated evidence 
precedes the final version of the Plan and that clear and justified 
expectations with regard to infrastructure delivery and 
contributions are identified within the relevant policies. 

 
Strategic sites will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base, including infrastructure 
requirements. 

124.15 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
HS2 - Strategic 
accessibility and 
sustainable 
transport 

Requirement to accord with various SPDs is questioned. 
 
There is a clear direction in this policy to encourage carbon 
neutral transport and be resilient to climate change. The 
necessary infrastructure needs to be provided to achieve these 
goals and this should be from renewable energy developments. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
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supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 

124.16 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
HS6 - Sport and 
exercise 

The term 'where justified' requires further clarification in which 
delivery will be considered justified. 
 
The supporting text to Policy HS6 states that “developers will be 
expected to collaborate on the provision of infrastructure which 
is needed to serve more than one site”. It is recommended that 
the Plan includes further detail on the forum for such 
collaboration and the role that will be played by NBBC and other 
relevant bodies. 

 
Infrastructure requirements are 
set out in the IDP and detailed in 
the policies for strategic sites. 

124.17 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

 
BE3 - Sustainable 
design and 
construction 

Nationally Described Space Standards to all development 
proposals, needs to be evidenced. 
 
point 5 requires all development proposals to meet the higher 
standard for Building Regulations in regard to water (110 litres 
per person per day), needs to be evidenced. 
 
Policy BE3 residential point 9 seeks to apply requirements that 
100% of market housing must meet M4(2) and 5% M4(3) 
Building Regulations standards, needs to be evidenced. 
 
Requirement to comply with current and future SPDs not 
appropriate. 

 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
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124.18 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

  
Following analysis, it is anticipated that additional allocations are 
likely to be required as a result of further evidence arising, and, 
as set out in Section 5 of these representations, the Land West 
of the A444 and south of M6 Junction 3 is considered an 
appropriate location for removal from the Green Belt and 
allocation for residential or employment development. To not 
consider Green Belt sites s to prejudge the conclusions of yet to 
be submitted evidence. L&Q Estates questions some aspects of 
the scoring of the Site within the schedule to the SA Interim 
Report: 
• The red score for access to a GP surgery within 800 m is 
incorrect – the nearest GP surgery to the Site is 712 m away (as 
noted within the SA). 
The Site is categorised as red with regard to Tree Preservation 
Orders due to the presence of the St Giles Church and Land 
Adjacent Bedworth TPO. This categorisation conflicts with the 
SHLAA, which finds that development at the Site would have 
“no/minor impact” on TPOs. 
• Whilst the Site is categorised as red for impacts on a local 
wildlife site, due to Breach Brook cutting through the Site, this is 
the lowest category of wildlife designation (the Site score green 
for all higher categories) and the submitted Vision Document 
demonstrates how development can come forward sensitively 
incorporating the brook and avoiding any impacts. 
• The loss of Grades 1, 2 and 3 Agricultural Land is provided an 
aggregate score, which does not distinguish between those sites 
which include the highest grades of agricultural land and those 
which only contain Grade 3. The Site comprises only Grade 3 
Agricultural Land • The use of an 800 m yardstick to gauge 
accessibility to facilities and public transport masks the overall 
accessibility of the Site. The Site scores red for access to built up 
centres, being only 812 m from the nearest built up centre – the 
SHLAA identifies the Site as “all facilities reasonably accessible”. 
The scores green for its distance from the nearest railway station 
(1,167 m) but nevertheless also receives a red score as the 
distance is greater than 800m 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. A Green Belt review 
will be undertaken to support 
the Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal will 
be reviewed for accuracy. 

124.19 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

  
Neither the quantum of employment land nor the quantum of 
housing land required during the plan period is yet known. Once 
the quantum is known, L&Q maintains that the most appropriate 
option for locating development is to prioritise the most 
sustainable locations no matter whether it is designated as 
countryside or Green Belt – which corresponds to Option 3 for 
the location of residential development and Option C for the 
location of employment development under the Issues and 
Options Plan. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required.. A Green Belt review 
will be undertaken to support 
the Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
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124.20 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

  
The site receives an amber score (some impact) on a number of 
categories. Several of these scores relate to factors that can be 
successfully mitigated through design. 
 
The Site scores red on three criteria, namely access to public 
transport services, Public Rights of Way and the site’s location in 
the Green Belt. Public transport is within close proximity; the 
PRoW could be incorporated into the design; a proposed 
landscape strategy would create a new Green Belt boundary. 
 
The SHLAA states that there are a number of constraints which 
make the site unsuitable for development and that noise/air 
pollution, sensitive landscape and flooding constraints would 
need to be considered in the northern part of the site. - the 
emerging proposals for the Site have been informed by a 
number of technical disciplines and there are no suitability 
constraints to the site coming forward for residential or 
employment development. 
 
The land is under option to a developer and there are no 
identified constraints. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

124.21 AM Pegasus Group - 
L&Q sw of M6 J3 - 
EXH-10 

  
Plan period - 15 years is the minimum time for a Local Plan. 
Should increase time period to 30 years to provide certainty. 
Green Belt boundaries should endure for the whole of the plan 
period. 
 
Evidence - All relevant evidence should be updated before 
excluding the option of Green Belt release. 
 
Duty to Co-operate - Sub-regional HEDNA will need to be 
addressed before the duty to co-operate can be met. 
 
Vision and Objectives - The vision should extend to cover a 30-
year time period. Objective 8 should be amended to; “To 
address climate change by driving sustainability in all new 
development and supporting proposals for renewable energy 
development”.  

 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
 
The Borough Plan will be 
supported by a range of 
assessment studies which form 
the evidence base. 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out. 
 
Renewable energy is addressed 
in Policy BE2  Renewable and 
low carbon energy.  
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125.01 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

  
Evidence - All relevant evidence should be updated before 
excluding the option of Green Belt release. 
 
Duty to Co-operate - Sub-regional HEDNA will need to be 
addressed before the duty to co-operate can be met. 
 
Vision and Objectives - The vision should extend to cover a 30-
year time period. Objective 8 should be amended to; “To 
address climate change by driving sustainability in all new 
development and supporting proposals for renewable energy 
development”.  

 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out. 
 
Renewable energy is addressed 
in Policy BE2  Renewable and 
low carbon energy.  

125.02 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS1 - 
Presumption in 
favour of 
sustainable 
development 

Duplication of parts of NPPF unnecessary. 
 
Reference to UN sustainable goals not supported as ambiguous. 
 
Measures  to adapt to climate change and delivering net zero 
not sufficient. 

 
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 

125.03 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

The policy identifies the northern fringe of Coventry as having “a 
supporting role for housing, shopping and local services”. This 
does not fully reflect the important role parts of the northern 
fringe play in the delivery of employment land. 

 
It is considered the policy text 
reflects the role of the area in 
the settlement hierarchy. 
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125.04 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

Supports the aspiration for developments to be resilient to 
climate change. - No mention of renewable energy 
developments to support the overall principles, especially when 
new developments will be prioritised toward previously 
developed land which can be more constrained to provide 
sufficient tree and orchard planting. 
 
Opus recommends that the wording in Policy DS3 on the use of 
brownfield land should be reconsidered. 
 
Policy DS3 seeks to afford policy status to the full contents of 
existing (Sustainable Design and Construction SPD) and future 
supplementary planning documents (“SPDs”) in a way that is 
inappropriate and cannot be supported. 
 
The proposed requirement in Policy DS3 for all new dwellings to 
comply with the latest Nationally Described Space Standards is 
not supported, in the absence of clear justification. 
 
The inclusion of compliance with the Future Homes and Building 
Standard within Strategic Policy DS3 is potentially unnecessary 
as these standards will be required by Building Regulations from 
2025. 
 
Opus recommend that more clarity is added on the elements 
that will be considered in assessing whether new development 
within settlement boundaries will have “a positive impact on 
amenity, the surrounding environment, and local 
infrastructure”. 

 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 
 
Prioritising the use of 
brownfield land is accordance 
with the NPPF Para. 120 which 
requires policies to give 
substantial weight to the value 
of using suitable brownfield 
land. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
it is considered that the higher 
building regulations for energy 
efficiency and Future Homes 
and Buildings Standard should 
be included in the Borough Plan 
review policy making from its 
adoption rather than waiting for 
the new Building Regulations to 
come into force.  

125.05 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The most appropriate option for locating development is to 
prioritise the most sustainable locations no matter whether 
these are designated as countryside or Green Belt and that the 
Green Belt should not be utilised in a way which would exclude 
the consideration of the most sustainable options for the 
allocation of development. 
 
The forthcoming Sub-Regional HEDNA is likely to underline 
existing need for employment growth and additional housing to 
meet unmet needs and that exceptional circumstances justifying 
changes to Green Belt boundaries through the Borough Plan 
Review will be demonstrable. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. A Green Belt review 
will be undertaken to support 
the Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  
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125.06 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

Should it be confirmed through further evidence that additional 
residential allocations are required to ensure flexibility in supply 
and meet all identified needs, the Council should consider 
allocating additional sustainably located sites rather than relying 
on further alterations to the balance at sites already proposed 
for allocation. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required.  
 
The Council will publish the site 
selection methodology. 

125.07 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS6 - Employment 
Allocations 

As is the case with residential development, should it be 
confirmed through further evidence that additional employment 
allocations are required to ensure flexibility in supply and meet  
all identified needs, the Council should consider allocating 
additional sustainably located sites rather than relying on further 
alterations to the balance at sites already proposed for 
allocation. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

125.08 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS8 – Monitoring 
of Housing 
delivery 

A clear set of actions should be set out within Policy DS8, 
explaining the steps that will be taken by NBBC in the event that 
housing delivery falls below the required standards. 

 
Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 

125.09 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
DS9 – Review Early review supported  Mechanism to for a quicker 

review should include clear 
evidence of a significant 
change in the Borough’s 
employment need. 

Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 

125.10 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
SA1 - 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

Nationally Described Space Standard to all residential 
development would require clear justification. 
 
Concerns regarding the proposed requirement for 100% of 
residential development on strategic sites to meet the M4(2) 
Building Regulations standard and 5% of residential 
development on strategic sites to meet the M4(3) Building 
Regulations standard. Needs to be evidenced. 
 
Requirement to comply with SPDs - not appropriate. 
 
SA1.13 imposes a requirement for employment sites “to 
demonstrate how the development will encourage like-minded 
uses such as network clusters for similar technology-based 
companies”. The justification and planning purpose of applying 
this requirement to all employment development at the 
strategic allocations is unclear and it is recommended that it 
should be deleted. 

 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
Agreed, the policy as worded 
assumes all employment 
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development will be technology 
based. 

125.11 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
SEA - 6 Bowling 
Green Lane 

Supports proposed allocation. 
 
Development principles should align with latest evidence. 
 
The wording with regard to the retention of the existing public 
right of way through the site is amended to allow for the 
appropriate diversion of the public right of way should this be 
justified. 
 
Should the balance between employment and residential change 
there will need to be flexibility in the layout requirements. 
 
SPDs are material considerations, it is not appropriate to apply 
design guidance inflexibly and previously adopted Concept Plan 
SPDs to development proposals for the mixed use development 
site. 
 
The supporting text at 8.113 seeks contributions towards a 
corridor road improvement scheme based on a 2017 transport 
modelling report – and Opus would recommend this is amended 
to allow for contributions to reflect any more up-to-date 
evidence. 

 
Noted. 
 
Updated evidence which will 
support the Publication version 
of the Borough Plan. 
 
 
 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The Publication version of the 
Borough Plan will be informed 
by an updated STA. 
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125.12 AM Pegasus Group 
 

H1 – Range and 
mix of housing 

Policy should allow for deviation from HEDNA where appropriate 
for a site. 
 
Optional technical standards M4(2) and M4(3) should be 
justified through evidence. 
 
Compliance with WCC Technical Guidance not supported as not 
subject to same level of scrutiny as plan policies. 
 
Policy H1 includes references to issues that might better be 
addressed within policies. This includes, for example, the 
Council’s approach to self-build and custom housebuilding. It is 
suggested that NBBC should review the supporting text at 
paragraphs 9.1 to 9.17 of the BPR PO and consider which of the 
requirements within it would more appropriately form the 
content of additional policies, to enable developers and decision 
makers to distinguish clearly between development plan policy 
requirements and explanatory information. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. PPG states 
wheelchair accessible homes 
should be applied only to those 
dwellings where the local 
authority is responsible for 
allocating or nominating a 
person to live in that dwelling. 
The policy as worded requires 
5% of all schemes to be M4(3) 
compliant. 
 
The evidence which supports 
the WCC Technical Guidance will 
need to be examined. 
 
The Policy text contains detailed 
evidence which could contribute 
towards clearer policy 
requirements. 
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125.13 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
H2 – Affordable 
housing 

First Homes should be addressed in the Local Plan policy and not 
through the IPS. 
 
The requirement for 10% of the number of homes to be 
allocated for affordable home ownership unless the proposal 
meets one of the exemption tests in the NPPF does not align 
entirely with NPPF paragraph 65. 
 
Regarding the remainder of the affordable home ownership that 
is to be delivered, that the tenure sought should be based on up-
to-date evidence rather than specifically based on the latest 
Affordable Housing SPD. 
 
There should be flexibility for an alternative tenure mix which 
should include the submission of a Housing Mix Statement.  

 
First Homes is an evolving 
national policy which will 
require local clarification 
through an IPS. Nonetheless, 
the Publication version should 
include a policy which features 
the most up to date 
understanding of First Homes.  
 
The policy aligns with the NPPF 
and the WMS and guidance 
covering First Homes. 
 
The Affordable Housing SPD is 
based on evidence from the 
Council's Housing Register. 
 
The  council’s Housing Register 
and HEDNA are an evidence 
based approach towards tenure 
mix. 

125.14 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
E1 – Nature of 
employment 
growth 

Focus on use classes B2 and B8 is supported. The Borough Plan 
Review must recognise the importance of logistics and 
warehousing development locally and sub-regionally and ensure 
that such development is appropriately supported. 
 
Favourable consideration should be given to logistics 
development. The inclusion is supported by various studies. 

 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
The policy is supported by the 
HEDNA 

125.15 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
HS1 - Ensuring the 
delivery of 
infrastructure 

The supporting text to Policy HS1 states (at 12.4) that while the 
infrastructure requirements for each of the strategic sites are 
outlined in the site-specific policies, any additional on-site 
infrastructure required for the strategic sites “will be included in 
the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Schedule”. In order to 
avoid ambiguity within the site-specific policies, Opus considers 
it will be necessary to ensure this updated evidence precedes 
the final version of the Plan and that clear and justified 
expectations with regard to infrastructure delivery and 
contributions are identified within the relevant policies. 

 
Strategic sites will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base, including infrastructure 
requirements. 

125.16 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
HS2 - Strategic 
accessibility and 
sustainable 
transport 

Requirement to accord with various SPDs is questioned. 
 
There is a clear direction in this policy to encourage carbon 
neutral transport and be resilient to climate change. The 
necessary infrastructure needs to be provided to achieve these 
goals and this should be from renewable energy developments. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
Noted 
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125.17 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
HS6 - Sport and 
exercise 

The term 'where justified' requires further clarification in which 
delivery will be considered justified. 
 
The supporting text to Policy HS6 states that “developers will be 
expected to collaborate on the provision of infrastructure which 
is needed to serve more than one site”. It is recommended that 
the Plan includes further detail on the forum for such 
collaboration and the role that will be played by NBBC and other 
relevant bodies. 

 
Infrastructure requirements are 
set out in the IDP and detailed in 
the policies for strategic sites. 

125.18 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

 
BE3 - Sustainable 
design and 
construction 

Nationally Described Space Standards to all development 
proposals, needs to be evidenced. 
 
point 5 requires all development proposals to meet the higher 
standard for Building Regulations in regard to water (110 litres 
per person per day), needs to be evidenced. 
 
Policy BE3 residential point 9 seeks to apply requirements that 
100% of market housing must meet M4(2) and 5% M4(3) 
Building Regulations standards, needs to be evidenced. 
 
Requirement to comply with current and future SPDs not 
appropriate. 

 
The requirement to achieve  
space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
Building Regulations in regard to 
water (110 litres per person per 
day) will be supported by 
evidence or amended 
accordingly in the publication 
version of the Borough Plan.  
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 

125.19 AM Pegasus Group - 
Opus Land  

  
Neither the amount of employment land nor the amount of 
housing land required during the plan period is yet known and is 
open to challenge. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

126.01 MO Pinnacle Planning 
 

DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

Policy requirement for NDSS needs to be supported by evidence. 
NDSS; Building for a Healthy Life; Future Homes and Buildings 
Standard; National Design Guide and net zero requirements 
should be supported by viability assessment. If adopted there 
should be a transitional period before the policies are 
implemented. 

Building for a Healthy Life and 
instead state that its use as a 
guide for developers should be 
encouraged. Richborough is of 
the view that rigorous viability 
work needs to be provided that 
tests all modified development 
management policies, including 
changes to Building 
Regulations and likely changes 
to the NPPF, so as to clearly 
evidence that they do not 

The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. The 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan  will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base.   
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result in onerous 
requirements that would 
prohibit much needed 
sustainable development being 
brought forward. 

126.02 MO Pinnacle Planning 
 

DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

The adopted Borough Plan housing need calculation includes  
provision for economic uplift. As the standard method is a 
minimum requirement the economic uplift should be retained 
due to the reasons outline in Inspectors Final report and poor 
level of housing delivery. 
 
Support the preparation of the Sub-regional HEDNA and is of the 
view that the figure from the standard method result, plus the 
affordability ratio - 435 dwellings - represents only the ‘starting 
point’. 
 
Consultation is premature and should only take place once the 
sub-regional HEDNA has been published and key information in 
regard 
to housing numbers and employment land is available for 
comment.  
 
The affordable housing need is not directly comparable with the 
overall housing need, however, the annual need for this tenure 
clearly 
needs to be addressed as part of the Local Plan Review. The 
need for affordable housing should be addressed by allocating 
more residential sites and factoring this need into an increased 
housing land requirement. 
 
Housing trajectory - Planning applications show North of 
Nuneaton is the most viable area for housing. A buffer for non-
delivery should be added to the overall housing requirement, 
rather than just small sites, to allow for uncertainties in sites 
being delivered. 
 
Windfall - Any assessment of historic windfall development 
should only record sites that would have come forward under 
any circumstances.  
 
The proposed timeframe for adoption does not cover the 
minimum 15 year period, which should be 2040 at the earliest. 

An uplift to support economic 
growth should be retained. 
 
The sub-regional HEDNA will 
likely result in a significant 
modification that there will 
need to be further consultation 
prior to Regulation 19 
consultation. 
 
 
 
There should be a review of 
sites which have delivered 
housing to better understand 
the reasons for delivery. 
 
A buffer for non-delivery 
should be added for all sites 
not just small sites. 
 
Assessment of historic windfall 
should take account of slow 
delivery of strategic sites and 
lack of 5YHLS and only record 
sites that would have come 
forward in any circumstance. 
 
Plan period should cover 
period up to  2040 at the 
earliest.  

Comment noted. 
 
The HEDNA  data is awaited in 
order to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required. There are 
no plans for  further 
consultation prior to Regulation 
19 consultation.  
 
Amendments to the windfall 
allowance will be supported by 
available evidence. 
 
There is no evidence to suggest 
a buffer for non-delivery is 
required for all sites. The local 
evidence suggests 
medium/large sites tend to over 
deliver.  
 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
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126.03 MO Pinnacle Planning 
 

DS5 - Residential 
Allocations 

The BPRPO acknowledges the gap between the identified 
requirement and the capacity of deliverable sites and confirms 
that the shortfall will be met by additional housing allocations 
(strategic and non-strategic). additional strategic and non-
strategic allocations should have been included within the 
BPRPO to ensure sufficient commentary and discussion on the 
preferred sites. 
 
Several non-strategic sites are considered not to be deliverable 
as defined in the NPPF and PPG. Problems include; sites without 
historic developer interest; ownership status; site constraints; 
lack of viability interest. Full analysis of sites included. 

N&BBC should identify a 
deliverable and developable 
supply that is compliant with 
national guidance and which 
meets the identified housing 
requirement, with the addition 
of a non-delivery buffer. This 
should include the 
identification of additional 
Strategic Sites. 
 
Richborough has an interest in 
a parcel of land to the north of 
Nuneaton to the west of 
Higham Lane.  
 
Richborough is promoting this 
land as a potential draft 
allocation and can 
demonstrate that the site is 
capable of sustainably 
delivering around 700 
dwellings. Benefits of the site 
included. 

The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 

126.04 MO Pinnacle Planning 
 

SA1 - 
Development 
principles on 
strategic sites 

Policy requires residential development must meet 100% M4(2) 
and 5% M4(3) standards and meet the requirements set out in 
other relevant SPDs. Compliance with this optional national 
standard is also referenced in Policies H1, H2 and BE3. - Requires 
evidence. 

The Council should provide 
robust justification for the 
implementation of this 
optional standard and ensure 
that the policy takes into 
account other elements set out 
in the PPG including viability 
and site specific factors. 

The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards and 
building regulations will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. The requirement 
will be considered in the 
viability assessment. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
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127.01 AC The Planning 
Bureau Limited 

 
Policy H1 – range 
and mix of 
housing 

100% requirement for M4(3) Housing for specialised housing for 
older people is not appropriate. No evidence to justify 
requirement; has negative impact on independence; limits 
housing choice. Does not conform to PPG Paragraph: 009 
Reference ID: 56-009-20150327 and Paragraph: 007 Reference 
ID: 56-007-20150327. 

Recommendation: For all the 
reasons stated, this part of the 
Policy should be deleted 

PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
The evidence for the 
requirement should be set out 
in the supporting text. 

127.02 AC The Planning 
Bureau Limited 

 
Policy H2 - 
Affordable 
housing 

25% affordable housing requirement is not supported by 
viability assessment. 

Recommendation: That the 
policy is not progressed until 
such a time that an appropriate 
Plan wide viability assessment 
has been carried out and 
properly consulted upon  

The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 

128.01 ZT Planning Issues 
Ltd 

 
Policy H1 – range 
and mix of 
housing 

M4(3) requirements for specialist older persons housing are 
higher than general needs housing. - NPPF states this should be 
where it would address an identified need. No evidence to 
support policy. 
 
Policy  assumes that a person over 65 will require a wheelchair, 
which is not appropriate.  
 
Policy increase costs of development whilst serving no identified 
need. 
 
PPG Para. 009 states local plan policies for wheelchair accessible 
homes should only be applied to dwelling the LA is responsible 
for allocating or nominating a person to live in that dwelling. 
 
  

 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
 
The evidence for  the 
requirement should be set out 
in the supporting text. 

128.02 ZT Planning Issues 
Ltd 

 
Policy H2 - 
Affordable 
housing 

Affordable housing requirement of 25% is not supported by a 
viability assessment. 

The Viability Study should be 
available to comment on prior 
to the Regulation 19 
consultation. 

The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. There are 
no plans for a consultation prior 
to the Regulation 19 
consultation. 

128.03 ZT Planning Issues 
Ltd 

 
Policy NE3 - 
Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity 

The policy of achieving a minimum of 10% net gain for 
biodiversity is not supported by a Viability Assessment. 

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
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128.04 ZT Planning Issues 
Ltd 

 
Policy BE3 - 
Sustainable 
Design and 
Construction 

The sustainable  design requirements should be supported by 
the Viability Assessment. PPG states that the Assessment will 
ensure the policies are realistic and the cost does not undermine 
the deliverability of the plan. 

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 

129.01 BF Planware Ltd 
 

HS7 - Creating a 
healthier food 
environment 

The 400m Exclusion Zone is Inconsistent with National Policy - 
NPPF paras.; 81; 82 and PPG Paragraph: 002 (Reference ID: 53-
002-20140306); Paragraph: 006 (Reference ID: 53-006-
20170728). 
 
The Policy is inconsistent, discriminatory and disproportionate - 
The policy aims to address obesity and unhealthy eating but 
instead simply restricts new development that comprises an 
element of Sui Generis use. Yet Class E retail outlets and food 
and drink uses can also sell food that is high in calories, fat, salt 
and sugar, and low in fibre, fruit and vegetables, and hot food 
from a restaurant unit can be delivered to a wide range of 
locations, including schools. 
 
The Policy is not justified because of a lack of an evidence base. 
 
Similar policies have been found unsound when promoted in 
other plans. 

Planware Ltd considers there is 
no sound justification for Policy 
HS7 which imposes commercial 
restrictions on restaurants that 
include an element of hot food 
takeaways within a 400m 
radius from a school or college. 
The exclusion zone should 
therefore be removed to 
provide consistency and to 
abide by the Framework. 
 
Planware Ltd would welcome 
and support proposals for a 
wider study of the causes of 
obesity and their relationship 
with development proposals, 
including examination of how 
new development can best 
support healthy lifestyles and 
the tackling of obesity. When a 
cogent evidence base has been 
assembled, this can then 
inform an appropriate policy 
response. That time has not yet 
been reached. 

Paragraphs 81 and 82 concern 
general support for business to 
encourage economic growth. 
The policy is consistent with the 
NPPF para 92 which concerns 
the enablement of and support 
of healthy lifestyles and access 
to healthy food. The policy is 
consistent with PPG para 
Paragraph: 004 Reference ID:53-
004-20190722 which states 
policies may need to have 
particular regard to locations 
where children and young 
people congregate such as 
schools, community centres and 
playgrounds. The  exclusion 
distance is equivalent to a five-
minute walk and it is widely 
used across the country 

130.01 BW Rosconn Group 
 

DS2 – Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

Support settlement hierarchy and that growth should be focused 
in locations which are or can be made sustainable and consider 
that growth should be allocated in accordance with the 
hierarchy identified at Policy DS2. 

 
Comment noted. 

130.02 BW Rosconn Group 
 

DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

support the general principle of identifying suitable and 
deliverable brownfield sites for sustainable re-use. However, it is 
essential that such sites are deliverable within the plan period to 
ensure sufficient forward supply and delivery of new homes. 

suggest deletion of the 
statement that “New 
development will be prioritised 
to previously developed land” 
and suggest that it is amended 
to instead “encourage” the 
delivery of suitable brownfield 
sites for housing and to also 
recognise the benefits of 
allocating suitable sites within 
existing settlement boundaries 

All sites will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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130.03 BW Rosconn Group 
 

DS4 – Overall 
development 
needs 

We note that the housing requirement provided by the BPR has 
not been informed directly by the need to accommodate unmet 
housing need from Coventry as the work to establish the extent 
and external apportionment of the city’s unmet need is currently 
ongoing. However, it is evident that the approach within the BPR 
to setting the housing requirement above the minimum 
Standard Method/LHN figure will future-proof the BPR process 
to some degree by providing “headroom” to accommodate 
unmet need arising from outside the Borough. 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

130.04 BW Rosconn Group 
 

SHA-5 – West of 
Bulkington  

Rosconn Strategic Land supports the identification of Land rear 
of Lilleburne Drive and Willow Close, Nuneaton (Ref NSHA-11) 
for an allocation of approximately 29 dwellings. The SHLAA 
notes potential access issues.  
 
Strategic Sites/Policy SHA-5 – West of Bulkington: - Whilst we 
support the general thrust of Policy SHA-5, we consider that 
certain elements of the draft policy should be reconsidered for 
soundness reasons. 
Point 25 of the policy states that: “Any applications will require a 
concept framework or plan to ensure that all the parcels that 
make up the allocation can come forward in a comprehensive 
and cohesive manner. Development proposals should be in 
accordance with the extant HSG8 Concept Plan SPD.  
 
That element of the policy is supplemented through further 
guidance in the supporting text which states that: “Linkages 
between the northern and southern parcels should be explored 
to ensure a comprehensive and integrated redevelopment of the 
strategic housing site, and to 
provide permeability through the development, however, this 
involves third party land not included within the allocation.” 

The LHA has confirmed that it 
is content with the proposed 
site access and so we would 
request that the SHLAA is 
updated to reflect this position. 
 
 
 
It is not clear why applications 
would require a concept 
framework or plan to 
demonstrate comprehensive 
development when there is 
already a detailed SPD adopted 
for this purpose - the HGS8 
Concept Plan SPD. The SPD 
includes a framework plan 
which clearly shows how the 
individual parcels link together 
and it is not clear why 
applicants would, in effect, 
need to re-produce this work 
to support individual planning 
applications. This element of 
the policy should be modified 
to clearly explain what the 
Council expects in this regard. 
 
We do not agree with the 
clause of the policy which 
requires development 
proposals to be in accordance 
with the HSG8 Concept Plan 
SPD. This clause would have 
the effect of 
elevating a supplementary 
planning document to the 
status of a development plan, 
which would not be sound or 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The policy states the proposals 
should be in compliance with 
the SPD. The wording recognises 
that alternative proposals may 
be appropriate following 
detailed assessments which will 
inform any planning application.   
 
The text states linkages 
between northern and southern 
parcels should be explored. It is 
considered to be reasonable to 
explore the possibility. 
 
 
Noted 
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legally compliant. 
 
We do not support the 
requirement the in supporting 
text (paragraph 8.68) to 
provide linkages between the 
southern and northern parcels 
of the allocation. Whilst the 
opportunities 
for such linkages can be 
retained to the boundary of 
each parcel, it is not clear how 
these can be delivered over 
land that is not included within 
the allocation and we would 
recommend 
deletion of this paragraph. 
 
We note that paragraph 8.73 
of the supporting text refers to 
access points for the southern 
parcel being from Coventry 
Road with an additional 
secondary vehicular access 
being possible from Leyland 
Road. We welcome the 
recognition that access can be 
provided from Leyland Road 
albeit this is noted as a 
secondary access. 
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131.01 PH RPS Group 
 

DS4 - Overall 
development 
needs 

In principle, RPS broadly supports and welcomes the Council’s 
seeking an ‘alternative’ approach which, at face value, could 
suggest an uplift of 209 dpa over and above the baseline 
minimum need figure using the standard method. Such an 
approach is consistent with current practice guidance which 
emphasises that the use of the standard method in its purest 
form is not mandatory, and that alternatives are allowed for ‘in 
exceptional circumstances’. Nonetheless, RPS does not agree 
that the housing requirement should be set at only 646 dpa, 
instead a higher figure should be considered more appropriate. 
 
The updated strategy should reflect (as a minimum) the current 
adopted levels of growth planned for in the Borough, with a 
view to increasing the housing requirement to ensure wider 
housing needs are sufficiently met, including the delivery of 
more affordable housing. 
 
The strategy does not adequately address affordable housing 
need in the Borough - The overall housing requirement is less 
than the affordable housing need. 
 
The Plan does not seek to address the wider development needs 
of the CWHMA. The plan review process carried out up to the 
Preferred Options stage has not considered any reasonable 
alternatives relating to the ongoing accommodation of any 
unmet need from other areas within the CWHMA; notably 
Coventry 

The Council take the following 
practical measures to increase 
the delivery of much needed 
affordable housing in the 
Borough through modifications 
prior to the next consultation 
stage. 
 
the Council honours its existing 
commitment in the adopted 
plan to deliver a proportion of 
Coventry’s unmet need up to 
2031 as part of the updated 
housing requirement up to 
2039. 

The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  

131.02 PH RPS Group 
 

DS2 - Settlement 
hierarchy and 
roles 

the settlement study ignores other factors, including the 
potential for growth to assist in improving existing infrastructure 
and services as well as taking opportunities to assist in offering 
local populations a genuine choice of transport mode, in line 
with national policy. 
 
Deselection of HSG7 - the Council provides no clear evidence to 
demonstrate the 196 dwellings lost at Bulkington cannot be 
replaced by alternative sites located at or around Bulkington and 
that other location should be given preference. 

The spatial strategy should 
have a greater focus on 
locational issues. This can be 
achieved by focusing a greater 
quantum of growth at 
sustainable locations including 
Bulkington, which has the 
potential to accommodate 
larger scale development. 

All sites will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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131.03 PH RPS Group 
 

DS3 5- Residential 
allocations 

Small sites allocated when there are alternative larger sites that 
are well located, and which accord with the spatial strategy and 
settlement hierarchy set out in the POD and which should be 
allocated through the Local Plan review. 
 
RPS has reviewed the analysis presented for the Land at Shilton 
Lane, Bulkington in the updated SHLAA and disputes the 
Council’s the findings: 
Access, the Council is categorical in its view that this cannot be 
achieved via Shilton Lane. However, the Council provides no 
evidence to justify this statement. Furthermore, the view that 
the access is an absolute constraint on development is not 
supported by the SHLAA, which scores the Site as ‘amber’ (major 
works required). The conclusions of the SHLAA are therefore 
contradictory and also unjustified. 
RPS  disputes that access will be insufficient for the size of 
development potential off Shilton Lane. Without sufficient 
evidence of its own, the Council should remove or amend the 
reference to highway access from the commentary in the SHLAA. 
 
RPS therefore contend that the Land at Shilton Lane has been 
unfairly treated in the Green Belt study evidence used by the 
Council to justify excluding the site from potential allocation. 
When the potential impacts on the Green Belt purposes are 
considered in the context of the Site, the impact is lower, and 
this should be reflected in the SHLAA, and the Green Belt 
evidence relied upon by the Council. 

 
All sites will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

131.04 PH RPS Group 
 

DS7 - Green Belt RPS disputes the approach now being progressed through the 
POD and that exceptional circumstances do exist to justify 
releasing Green Belt through the local plan review. 
 
Unmet need from the wider HMA remains strategic exceptional 
circumstances that justifies the release of Green Belt through 
the plan review. 
 
RPS contend that land supply issues at Bulkington constitute 
exceptional circumstances to justify the release of Green Belt at 
the settlement. 
 
RPS contends that the lack of impact on the wider Green Belt 
purposes from developing the Land at Shilton Lane, Bulkington 
constitutes local exceptional circumstances that justifies its 
release from the Green Belt. 

RPS recommend that the 
Council should reconsider its 
stated position on the Green 
Belt with regards to the 
potential need for Green Belt 
release and the exceptional 
circumstances needed to 
justify it. 

A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
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131.05 PH RPS Group 
  

The Council has decided not to publish an updated SA to that 
which accompanied the Issues and Options consultation 
document. 
 
The scale and nature of the economic (as well as wider 
sustainability) benefits should  be reflected in the appraisal of 
site options in the SA, including Land at Shilton Lane Bulkington. 

 
The Nuneaton and Bedworth 
Borough Plan Review: 
Sustainability Appraisal (2022) is 
available on the Council's 
website. 

132.01 SF Tetlow-King 
Planning 

 
Policy DS5 – 
Residential 
allocations 

Out of the 26 non-strategic site, 12 sites have various constraints 
ranging from ‘remote from public transport’ to ‘part within flood 
zones 2 and/or 3’ (details provided). Question the deliverability 
of the majority of the sites and their ability to achieve 
the anticipated number of houses allocated. Sites within flood 
zones 2 and 3 will need to be accompanied by a sequential test 
to demonstrate that there are no other comparable sites 
available. If this, then demonstrates that there are no other 
reasonable alternative tests it is necessary to then undertake the 
exception test as set out in the PPG before development will be 
deemed acceptable. This causes uncertainty over suitability of 
those sites affected by such a constraint. 

Clients own a parcel of land to 
the rear of 2 Royal Oak Lane 
Coventry. The site comprises 
approximately 0.8 hectares of 
Green Belt land. Further details 
concerning the suite are 
provided. We consider further 
assessment of the potential 
delivery from this site should 
be considered, even if only to 
be identified as a reserve site 
should the other identified 
allocations fail to deliver the 
necessary numbers in the first 
five-year period. 

The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan 

133.01 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

Paragraph 7.12 DS3 - 
Development 
Principles 

We object to the development strategy proposed in the 
Preferred Options to proceed with option 1. We remain of the 
opinion that option 1 is not a feasible strategy as there were not 
enough sites to fulfil the housing requirement of the adopted 
Borough Plan and the situation has not changed in the three 
years since the Borough Plan was adopted.  
 
Policy DS3 states that development must meet the National 
Design Guide and National Model Design Codes characteristics 
and any future Design SPD that would be prepared by the 
Council. We object to this. It is inappropriate for the policy to 
require development to meet the requirements of a future 
design SPD because the requirements of the SPD are unknown 
and will not be tested at Examination. 
 
Policy DS3 also requires development to meet the requirements 
of a future Sustainable Design SPD. Again, we object to this. It is 
inappropriate for the policy to require development to meet the 
requirements of a future Sustainable Design SPD because the 
requirements of the SPD are unknown and will not be tested at 
Examination. 

 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agreed, the requirements of a 
future SPD  are not known and 
will not be tested at 
Examination. 
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133.02 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

Paragraphs 7.24, 
1.9 

DS4 – Overall 
Development 
Needs 

Plan period - It is positive that NBBC has chosen a forward 
looking Plan period Starting in 2024 instead of starting in 2021 or 
before. In the context of the adopted Borough Plan still having 
10 years left to run it seems an 
appropriate start date for the Plan period. It is important that 
when the new Borough Plan is adopted it has a minimum 
timeframe of at least 15 years to comply with the NPPF 
requirements. The Plan may need to be adjusted depending on 
the date of the Plan's adoption. 
 
Duty to Cooperate - The NPPG is clear that authorities that are 
unable to provide robust evidence to support a strategy that 
does not plan for the unmet requirements of another local 
planning authority may fail the test of compliance with the duty 
to cooperate or the Plan may be found unsound. 
 
Housing Land Requirement - We object to the proposed housing 
requirement because there are too many unknown variables. 
The housing requirement proposed in the Preferred Options 
document is not robust and cannot be relied upon. The housing 
requirement is incorrect and the next version – the Publication 
Plan – of the Borough Plan Review should not be published for 
consultation until the missing evidence base is available and 
relied upon to calculate the housing requirement. 

 
The Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time as set out in 
the NPPF. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
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133.03 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

Paragraph 7.41 DS5 – Residential 
Allocations 

It is important that the Joint Green Belt Study and the Landscape 
Capacity Study are reviewed and updated, to reflect the existing 
allocations and recent Green Belt releases, and form the 
evidence base to identify future growth options. 
 
The next version – the Publication Plan – of the Borough Plan 
Review should not be published for consultation until the 
missing evidence base is available and relied upon to calculate 
the housing 
requirement and residential allocations identified by draft Policy 
DS5. 
 
Deletion of Existing Allocated Sites in Strategic Policy DS5 - Any 
suggestion that the Strategic Housing Allocations are not 
deliverable (NPPF definition) seems unwarranted given their 
recent scrutiny by the Borough Plan Examination Planning 
Inspector. 
 
NBBC has no justification for deleting Strategic Housing 
Allocations or reducing the number of homes at a Strategic 
Housing Allocation on the basis that some of those homes have 
been granted planning 
permission. The allocation of a site lasts for the duration of the 
Borough Plan period 15 years. In contrast planning permission 
only lasts for three years and future application proposals might 
be necessary that should be able to rely on the site’s allocation. 
Therefore, we object to the proposal in draft Policy DS4 of the 
Preferred Options to delete or reduce the number of homes at 
the Strategic Housing Allocations in the adopted Borough Plan. 

 
A Green Belt review and 
Landscape Character 
Assessment will be undertaken 
to support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan.  
 
The Publication Plan will be 
supported by a range of 
assessment studies which form 
the evidence base.   
 
The reasons for deselection are 
set out in the SHLAA. 
 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

133.04 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
SHA-6 – Land at 
Former 
Hawkesbury Golf 
Course 

Support the proposal to delete the key development principle 
for Policy HSG12 for a canal marina. 
 
Object to the proposal in draft Policy SHA-6 of the Borough Plan 
Review Preferred Options document to reduce the number of 
dwellings from at least 380 dwellings in Policy HSG12 of the 
adopted Borough Plan to 176 dwellings. Draft Policy SHA-6 
states that the number of dwellings is reduced to account for 
approval of the full application 036870 for 204 dwellings (380 – 
204 = 176 dwellings). However, for the reasons given in 
our response to draft Policy DS5 Residential Allocations NBBC 
has no justification for reducing the number of homes at the 
Strategic Housing Allocation on the basis that some of those 
homes have been 
granted planning permission. The allocation of the site lasts for 
the duration of the Borough Plan period 15 years. In contrast 
planning permission only lasts for three years. 

 
Noted. 
 
 
The housing figure should 
include the 204 dwellings from 
the planning application as 
permission may lapse, unless 
building has commenced..  
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133.05 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
H1 – Range and 
Mix of Housing 

Carbon neutrality - we ask NBBC to be wary of the way that such 
policies could impact development viability. Building 
requirements in the Borough should be reflective of 
Government requirements. As such the Council should not be 
seeking to introduce stringent building 
standards on issues already covered by adopted and emerging 
national Policy. 

 
The Council has commissioned 
an updated  viability assessment 
which will be used to inform the 
policy. 

133.06 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
DS3 – 
Development 
Principles 

Space standards - Recommend that meeting the NDSS is not 
made mandatory unless it can be demonstrated that there is a 
clear need for such a standard in dwellings in Nuneaton and 
Bedworth. 

 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

134.01 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

7.12 DS3 - 
Development 
Principles 

Land South of Former Hawkesbury Golf Course - more sites 
including land south of Hawkesbury Golf Course should be 
allocated to meet 
specialist housing needs such as for the elderly. The land south 
of former Hawksbury Golf Course is surrounded by development 
that is outside of the Green Belt – to the north by Strategic 
Housing Allocation HSG12; to the south by dwellings off Sephton 
Drive; to the west by Bayton Road Industrial Estate; and 
bordered to the east by Coventry Canal. The site performs 
poorly in the purposes of the Green Belt; it provides an 
opportunity for infill development; and should be removed from 
the Green Belt. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  
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134.02 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

7.24, 1.9 DS4 – Overall 
Development 
Needs 

Plan Period 2024 - 2039 - Plan period - It is positive that NBBC 
has chosen a forward looking Plan period Starting in 2024 
instead of starting in 2021 or before. In the context of the 
adopted Borough Plan still having 10 years left to run it seems an 
appropriate start date for the Plan period. It is important that 
when the new Borough Plan is adopted it has a minimum 
timeframe of at least 15 years to comply with the NPPF 
requirements. The Plan may need to be adjusted depending on 
the date of the Plan's adoption. 
 
Duty to Cooperate - The NPPG is clear that authorities that are 
unable to provide robust evidence to support a strategy that 
does not plan for the unmet requirements of another local 
planning authority may fail the test of compliance with the duty 
to cooperate or the Plan may be found unsound. 
 
Housing Land Requirement - We object to the proposed housing 
requirement because there are too many unknown variables. 
The housing requirement proposed in the Preferred Options 
document is not robust and cannot be relied upon. The housing 
requirement is incorrect and the next version – the Publication 
Plan – of the Borough Plan Review should not be published for 
consultation until the missing evidence base is available and 
relied upon to calculate the housing requirement. 

 
The publication version of the 
Borough Plan will cover the 
appropriate time period as set 
out in the NPPF. 
 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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134.03 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

7.41 DS5 – Residential 
Allocations 

It is important that the Joint Green Belt Study and the Landscape 
Capacity Study are reviewed and updated, to reflect the existing 
allocations and recent Green Belt releases, and form the 
evidence base to identify future growth options. 
 
The next version – the Publication Plan – of the Borough Plan 
Review should not be published for consultation until the 
missing evidence base is available and relied upon to calculate 
the housing 
requirement and residential allocations identified by draft Policy 
DS5. 
 
Deletion of Existing Allocated Sites in Strategic Policy DS5 - Any 
suggestion that the Strategic Housing Allocations are not 
deliverable (NPPF definition) seems unwarranted given their 
recent scrutiny by the Borough Plan Examination Planning 
Inspector. 
 
NBBC has no justification for deleting Strategic Housing 
Allocations or reducing the number of homes at a Strategic 
Housing Allocation on the basis that some of those homes have 
been granted planning 
permission. The allocation of a site lasts for the duration of the 
Borough Plan period 15 years. In contrast planning permission 
only lasts for three years and future application proposals might 
be necessary that should be able to rely on the site’s allocation. 
Therefore, we object to the proposal in draft Policy DS4 of the 
Preferred Options to delete or reduce the number of homes at 
the Strategic Housing Allocations in the adopted Borough Plan. 

 
A Green Belt review and 
Landscape  Character 
Assessment will be undertaken 
to support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
All sites will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
 
 
 
  

134.04 
 

Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
SHA-6 – Land at 
Former 
Hawkesbury Golf 
Course 

Support the proposal to delete the key development principle 
for Policy HSG12 for a canal marina. 
 
Object to the proposal in draft Policy SHA-6 of the Borough Plan 
Review Preferred Options document to reduce the number of 
dwellings from at least 380 dwellings in Policy HSG12 of the 
adopted Borough Plan to 176 dwellings. Draft Policy SHA-6 
states that the number of dwellings is reduced to account for 
approval of the full application 036870 for 204 dwellings (380 – 
204 = 176 dwellings). However, for the reasons given in our 
response to draft Policy DS5 Residential Allocations NBBC has no 
justification for reducing the number of homes at the Strategic 
Housing Allocation on the basis that some of those homes have 
been 
granted planning permission. The allocation of the site lasts for 
the duration of the Borough Plan period 15 years. In contrast 
planning permission only lasts for three years. 

 
Noted. 
 
 
Agreed.  The housing figure 
should include the 204 dwellings 
from the planning application.  
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134.05 JA Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
DS3 - 
Development 
Principles 

Space standards - Recommend that meeting the NDSS is not 
made mandatory unless it can be demonstrated that there is a 
clear need for such a standard in dwellings in Nuneaton and 
Bedworth. 

 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

134.06 JA Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of Terra 
Strategic 

 
H1 – Range and 
Mix of Housing 

It is evident that none of the existing adopted Borough Plan or 
Borough Plan Review allocations are required to make provision 
for C2 residential care development. More sites including land 
south of Hawkesbury Golf Course should be allocated to meet 
specialist 
housing needs such as for the elderly. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

135.01 IE Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of the 
West Midlands 
Housing 
Association 
Planning 
Consortium 

 
DS3 - 
Development 
Principles 

Space standards - Recommend that meeting the NDSS is not 
made mandatory unless it can be demonstrated that there is a 
clear need for such a standard in dwellings in Nuneaton and 
Bedworth. 

 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

135.02 IE Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of the 
West Midlands 
Housing 
Association 
Planning 
Consortium 

 
DS4 - Overall 
development 
needs 

Duty to Cooperate - The NPPG is clear that authorities that are 
unable to provide robust evidence to support a strategy that 
does not plan for the unmet requirements of another local 
planning authority may fail the test of compliance with the duty 
to cooperate or the Plan may be found unsound. 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  

135.03 IE Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of the 
West Midlands 
Housing 
Association 
Planning 
Consortium 

 
H2- Affordable 
housing 

It is acknowledged that the proposed policy wording is 
consistent with the current adopted Borough Plan (2019), it is 
suggested that the wording be changed to the following to ease 
interpretation. 

Change to; "At least 25% 
affordable housing is to be 
delivered where residential 
development proposals consist 
of 15 dwellings or more. For 
residential development 
proposals that consist of 
between 11 to 14 dwellings, a 
contribution of two affordable 
housing units will be required 
(irrespective of any 
demolitions).” 

Noted 
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135.04 IE Tetlow King 
Planning on 
behalf of the 
West Midlands 
Housing 
Association 
Planning 
Consortium 

  
The Preferred Options document (paragraph 7.24) explains that 
the missing information includes an updated HEDNA for the 
Coventry and Warwickshire HMA, and agreements with 
Coventry and neighbouring Warwickshire authorities on the 
distribution of any unmet housing need within the Borough. 
Missing documents also include: a review of the Joint Green Belt 
Study (LUC 2015); a review of the Landscape Capacity Study (TEP 
2017); and Viability Appraisal. Until this missing evidence is 
available we have no option but to respond that at the moment, 
the WMHAPC considers that the Borough Plan Review is not 
sound because the policies in the Preferred Options document 
are not fully ‘justified’, 

 
A Green Belt review and 
Landscape  Character 
Assessment will be undertaken 
to support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
All sites will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
 
 
 
  

136.01 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
DS8 Reference is made in this policy to working with developers and 

promoters, particularly of the two largest strategic sites, to 
review the requirements and phasing of infrastructure provision, 
where such re-phasing would assist with viability. 
Reference is also made to: “bringing forward additional sites 
where it can be demonstrated that such sites will assist with 
delivery to address short-term needs”. We consider that it is 
appropriate for the Council to consider what actions may be 
appropriate if housing delivery rates were to fall to too low a 
rate. A similar policy should be proposed for employment 
development too. 

 
Situations where the Council 
cannot demonstrate a five 
housing land year supply or 
where the Housing Delivery Test 
indicates that the delivery of 
housing is less than 75% of the 
housing requirement over the 
previous three years will follow 
process set out in the NPPF, 
para. 11.  
 
Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 

136.02 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
DS9 The council should consider amending this policy to ensure that 

a review of the plan is undertaken if it shown that employment 
needs of the Borough cannot be met from the sites that are 
allocated within the Borough Plan as adopted. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. Any application for 
employment would be assessed 
against the policies in the Plan. 
A review of the Plan would 
occur within five years, in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 
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136.03 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
NE2 Criterion 10 of this policy states that: “Open space should 

provide areas of tree planting of a mix of predominantly native 
trees, street trees of appropriate species and where appropriate 
community orchards.”  
Street trees are not always appropriate, even if the species are 
considered appropriate. Please see NPPF paragraph 131 which 
states that planning policies should ensure that new streets are 
tree lined. However footnote 50 in this paragraph states that 
this is: “Unless, in specific cases, there are clear, justifiable and 
compelling reasons why this would be inappropriate”. The policy 
should be worded to reflect this footnote and consider that the 
delivery of street trees should be considered as something that 
is preferable rather than a hard requirement. 

 
The NPPF para 131 goes on to 
say planning policies and 
decisions ensure: '...that  
opportunities are taken to 
incorporate trees elsewhere in 
developments (such as  
parks and community 
orchards)'. In the case of street 
trees, the NPPF footnote would 
apply.  

136.04 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

1.1 
 

We note that reference is made to this preferred options 
consultation being: “An informal stage between the Issues and 
Options and Publication stages”. We consider that NBBC should 
clarify what is meant by “informal” consultation.  
 
Evidence base documents missing , including the viability 
assessment and Coventry and Warwickshire Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) are 
required to be published to inform progression of the Plan. We 
understand that the Coventry and Warwickshire HEDNA is due 
to be published in late August 2022. 

 
The document  states at para. 
1.1 that the consultation is an 
optional informal consultation 
and that a Regulation 18 
consultation was undertaken at 
the Issues and Options stage. 
 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
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136.05 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

1.2 
 

Paragraph 1.2 states that the emerging plan will extend the 
timeframe covered by the adopted Borough Plan until 2039. It is 
not clear what the Council mean by extending the timeframe, if 
it is to begin in 2024 and run until 2039. The current plan runs 
until 2031, so there is an overlap of 7 years. We assume that 
rather than a straightforward extension, the emerging plan is 
proposed to supersede the currently adopted Borough Plan on 
adoption. On the basis that sites are proposed to be removed 
that are adopted in the currently adopted Plan, the emerging 
Borough Plan is fundamentally changing, so it is less of a plan 
extension, and in actual fact a full review. 
The Council should clarify what form they intend this Borough 
Plan review to take once it is adopted, and whether it is only the 
timeframe of the plan being extended, whether all policies will 
be replaced, or if some may remain adopted, whilst others are 
revoked / superseded by policies in the emerging Borough Plan. 
At present the plan being consulted upon is not clear to 
transparent on which policies are being saved and where 
previous proposals and policies in the adopted plan are being 
dropped, what the justification is for these changes. 
Throughout the consultation document reference is made to: 
“National Planning Practice Guidance”. Reference should instead 
be made to “Planning Practice Guidance”. 

 
The review of the Borough Plan 
follows the requirements as set 
out in the NPPF, para 31-33 and 
includes a review of the policies. 
 
   

136.06 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

1.8 
 

We consider that a clear timetable should be set out as to the 
IDP will be produced. NBBC should undertake a further 
regulation 18 consultation once these evidence base documents 
are published. It is unclear how key strategic plan making 
decisions can be taken without the latest evidence on 
infrastructure costs being made available. 

 
The Council is preparing  an 
updated IDP  and viability 
assessment which will be used 
to support the publication 
version of the Borough Plan.  

136.07 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

3.4 
 

This section of the plan highlights a number of issues associated 
with the local economy. These include: “There are fewer 
knowledge-based employment opportunities. If this does not 
change, there will be fewer jobs in the future and more people 
will have to look for work outside the borough.” 
Manufacturing and distribution jobs are important for the 
Borough too. The HEDNA states at paragraph 2.3 that 
manufacturing accounts for 22% of GVA, and that a similar 
proportion of GVA is associated with transport, warehousing and 
retail activities. This demonstrates the strength of these sectors 
for the economy of the Borough, and that there should not be 
an undue emphasis on knowledge based employment over other 
strong industries.  

 
 The strategic employment sites 
include employment uses 
comprising use classes B2 and 
B8. 
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136.08 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

3.5 
 

Access to Bermuda Park has been improved with the opening of 
Bermuda Park train station, which provides an hourly service to 
Nuneaton, Coventry and Kenilworth, with plans to increase this 
level of frequency. The lack of public footpaths on the A444 does 
not prevent access to the wider Bermuda / Griff area. There is 
access available to the area via Coventry Road (B4113) rather 
than using Griff Way. Pedestrian crossings and footpaths are 
available to access Bermuda Park. 
We assume that when reference is made to A444, that it refers 
to Bedworth Bypass and Griff Way. Most of the Bedworth 
Bypass is subject to a 70mph speed limit, and on Griff Way the 
speed limit is 50mph. It is questionable whether a public 
footpath would be appropriate here. This statement also does 
not take into account the benefits being brought about by the 
Bermuda Bridge connectivity project. Bringing forward 
development in this location would allow for further 
improvements to take place and connections around and 
through sites to be provided. 

 
The paragraph highlights 
connectivity issues for 
pedestrians to access Bermuda 
Park  rather than advocating a 
public footpath.  

136.09 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

7.7 
 

We consider that the Borough is well placed to provide good 
quality accessible employment sites to reduce the level of out 
commuting. 
A high level of out commuting also means that business rates 
are not retained locally. 

 
Noted. 

136.10 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

7.25 
 

We request further detailed information on how NBBC plan the 
trajectory to progress up to end of the plan period in 2039. This 
information does not appear to be available, leading to further 
concerns regarding the transparency of the plan process. 

 
The Housing Trajectory is 
available on the from the 
Evidence Base page on the 
Council's website.  

136.11 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

7.30 
 

There is clear demand for employment land in the Borough, with 
industrial & logistics rents having increased by 49% since 2011, 
indicating new supply has struggled historically to keep pace 
with the strong demand. This is more than double the rate of 
inflation over the same period. Given how attractive Nuneaton 
and Bedworth is to occupiers, there should be consideration for 
how NBBC should take a proactive role in delivering employment 
land within the sub-region in order to support economic growth 
and hence sustainable development. 
 
Having reviewed the current HEDNA we are of the opinion that a 
much larger level of employment need exists in the Borough. 
Savills analysis suggests that at least circa 30 hectares of 
additional employment land is required within the Borough, 
excluding any additional need that may be identified on a sub-
regional basis by the Coventry and Warwickshire HEDNA. 
Ultimately considerations of need for the Borough will also have 
to account for demand and supply factors from the wider region. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
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136.12 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

7.31 
 

Para 7.31 makes the point that the need for strategic 
warehousing will need to be established at sub regional level. As 
discussed in response to para 7.30, Savills consider that there is 
scope for the Borough to target a higher level of employment 
growth. This is evidenced through analysis of the Nuneaton and 
Bedworth HEDNA, without consideration of the emerging 
Coventry & Warwickshire HEDNA. It is therefore unclear why the 
provision of strategic warehousing needs to be established at a 
sub-regional level, when there is a level of additional need 
identified at the Borough level anyway. 

 
The HEDNA data is the most 
appropriate method to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

136.13 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

7.53 
 

At para 7.53 the Council assert that: “It is considered that 
exceptional circumstances do not exist to justify further green 
belt release.” We consider that exceptional circumstances exist 
regarding the need for employment development in Bermuda 
Park; an area that the Council itself has recognised as being a 
location of regional significance for inward and local investment 
in policy DS6. 

 
The HEDNA data is the most 
appropriate method to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
 
A Green Belt review will be 
undertaken to support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan.  

136.14 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

8.28 
 

We request clarification of the rationale for a density of 28 
dwellings per hectare. The policy should acknowledge site 
specific circumstances for density outside of this range, and not 
apply a blanket approach across the Borough. 
(Continue on a separate sheet / expand box if necessary) 

 
Para 8.28 states that some of 
the site specific policies have 
noted where alternative 
densities would be suitable. 

136.15 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

9.16 & 9.17 
 

We support the Council’s approach to the provision of self and 
custom built housing.  

 
Noted. 

136.16 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

BE3 
 

The policy suggests that SPD they must be adhered to, rather 
than being a consideration in the determination of an 
application. We consider that as SPD and or design code 
requirements will not be tested to the same level as the Local 
Plan, that the Council should only refers to them as guidance or 
as a consideration. 
The Optional Technical Housing Standard is 110 litres per day 
per person, if the Council wishes to adopt the optional standard 
for water efficiency, then the Council should justify doing so by 
applying the criteria set out in the PPG1. 
The section of the policy in relation to residential development 
states that major development proposals must provide a 
statement showing how their proposal will meet the 100% 
requirement for M4(2) and the 5% requirement for M4(3) 
standards. We have concerns in relation to this requirement 
have been set out previously. The PPG2 is clear that LPAs need 
to gather appropriate evidence to justify the use of such 
standards in their area. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
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worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 

136.17 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

DS1 
 

Part of this policy states that: “Development will need to address 
the prudent use/safeguarding of natural resources, adaptation 
to climate change and transition to a net zero carbon economy. 
This will include the planting of trees and orchards and 
sustaining and enhancing the historic environment.” 
We question what the specific low and zero carbon 
requirements for development are? There is perhaps a need for 
a specific policy in relation to low and zero carbon requirements 
to ensure there is a suitable level of clarity. Reference to the 
requirement for planting of trees and orchards is also 
questionable. We are not clear what the Council’s justification 
for requiring this planting is, and whether this requirement 
applies to all new development sites, regardless of size or scale. 

 
The policy refers to open space, 
the NPPF para 131 states that 
should planning policies and 
decisions  ensure: '...that  
opportunities are taken to 
incorporate trees elsewhere in 
developments (such as  
parks and community 
orchards)'. It is consider the 
policy is in accordance with the 
NPPF. 
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 

136.18 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

Policy DS5 
 

HSG4 is a policy within the currently adopted Borough Plan. The 
emerging Borough Plan does not contain this policy, in effect de-
allocating Woodlands for residential development. The 
sustainability appraisal states at footnote 1 of page 11 that this 
is in relation to the deliverability of the site. We refute this, as 
the Borough Plan was only adopted in June 2019, meaning it has 
only been in place for just over two years. 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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136.19 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

Policy DS6 
 

The proposed portfolio of employment land within Nuneaton & 
Bedworth is deficient for a number of reasons: 
1. There is insufficient provision of strategic scale land (25Ha +) , 
of which there is an acknowledged urgent need regionally within 
the West Midlands, and as forthcoming evidence will likely 
demonstrate, also within the sub-region. 
2. The majority of sites are smaller scale. The only site of 
strategic scale is Faultlands; this is being delivered and is likely to 
be taken up in very short timescales. 
Good progress is being made on nearly all the sites in terms of 
bringing them forward through the planning process and it is 
therefore a very real possibility that the Borough could have 
little or no available employment land for the majority of the 
Plan Period without significant further allocations. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 

136.20 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
E1 Aside from Faultlands (which is being built out) No strategic (i.e. 

25ha +) employment sites have been included as draft 
allocations in the Borough Plan. The policy should be worded to 
make reference to the need for a varied portfolio of draft 
employment allocations, including strategic sites. Reference 
should also be made to the high levels of out commuting from 
the Borough, and how this will tackled through the Borough 
Plan. 

 
The policy concerns the nature 
of employment rather than 
strategic employment sites. The 
HEDNA data will ultimately  be 
used to determine the amount 
of housing and employment 
land required. 

136.21 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
E2 It should be noted that of the 22 sites that are set out in the 

Council as existing employment sites, only 3 of them are of a 
strategic nature. 17 of the sites are less than 10 hectares, 
showing that there is both a shortfall in medium sized and 
strategic sites. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the amount of 
housing and employment land 
required. 
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136.22 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
H1 A number of additional technical standards in relation to homes 

for older people and other specialised housing are mentioned in 
this policy. The PPG1 is clear that LPAs need to gather 
appropriate evidence to justify the use of such standards in their 
area. We are also concerned as to the status of the WCC 
Guidance referred to in the policy. We would suggest unless the 
requirements are to be tested to the same standards as the 
Borough Plan that it would not be appropriate to require it to be 
complied with. 
The last paragraph of the policy states that: “Housing is required 
to consider the fundamentals of climate change and achieving 
carbon neutral emissions by 2050 within their design.” The 
Council should provide more detail on what this means in 
practice, and the specific criteria they require developments to 
meet in order to comply with this requirement. 
The supporting text of Policy H1 - In supporting text of policy H1, 
reference is made to “older people” and “people with a 
disability” and what is required for them. This is based on 2013 
SHMA and the 2022 HEDNA, which itself is partly based on 2011 
census data. It is therefore limited as to what the validity of the 
these documents are for drawing conclusions from in relation to 
the provision of housing for older people and people with a 
disability. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The evidence which supports 
the WCC Technical Guidance will 
need to be examined. 

136.23 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
H2 25% affordable housing is required, which is the same as the 

adopted plan. Latest viability work for currently adopted plan 
was undertaken in 2016, meaning that a revised viability 
assessment is required to be undertaken and consulted upon 
before this figure can be confirmed.  

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 

136.24 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
HS2 Criterion 1 states that one of the issues to be considered is: 

“How the development ensures adequate accessibility in 
relation to all principal modes of transport to drive carbon 
neutrality and resilience to climate change.” 
This is a broad requirement, with no reference made to the 
recently adopted Warwickshire Design Guide, which is 
particularly relevant to highways. and further clarity on the 
specific requirements of the policy is required. 

 
Para. 12.21 provides greater 
clarity concerning the 
requirements of point 1 of the 
policy. 
 
The Warwickshire Design Guide 
is referenced in point 7 of the 
policy. 
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136.25 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
HS4 Taking on board this policy, it appears that sites such as NSHA-3 

/ BAR-1: Former Manor Park School Playing Field, Nuneaton 
should be retained. It is unclear whether the development of 
this site meet the criteria of it being no longer demand for the 
use or no longer viable / appropriate. 
It appears that this site is currently part of a recreation ground 
and is open and publicly accessible for members of the public to 
utilise. Further evidence is also required to be provided in 
relation to evidencing that paragraph 99 of the NPPF can be 
complied with in view of the site being allocated as a non-
strategic site for development. Until this can be demonstrated, 
and the subject of clear and transparent evidence base, the site 
is in effect undeliverable. 

 
The Council's updated Playing 
Pitch strategy will support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

136.26 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
NE1 We note that reference is made to a requirement for a 50m 

buffer to ancient woodland. This is not justified. Government 
Guidance called: “Ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran 
trees: advice for making planning decisions” produced by 
Natural England and Forestry Commission states that: “For 
ancient woodlands, the proposal should have a buffer zone of at 
least 15 metres from the boundary of the woodland to avoid 
root damage (known as the root protection area)”. 
Policy NE1 should be amended to reflect this standing advice. 
We also note that reference is made to: “b. Creating a 
country/community park at Arbury in order to increase access to 
nature, and to provide new habitat and corridors to link to 
Bermuda Lakes and the Coventry Canal.” 
Further details are required about how this is to be delivered. 
When refence is made to “Arbury”. We question whether is this 
in relation to the current HSG2: Arbury allocation or the wider 
Arbury ward perhaps? To ensure links to Bermuda Lakes and the 
Coventry Canal there is a need to cross third party land. 
Coventry Canal is at least approximately 0.8 miles from the edge 
of the site, and there is a need to cross roads and through 
existing development to reach the canal. The Council should 
provide evidence of how this is achievable in this context. 

 
Guidance refers to a buffer of at 
least 15 meters,  the proposal is 
likely to need a larger buffer 
from development that results 
in a significant increase in 
traffic. 
 
The community park refers to 
the current HSG2 Arbury and is 
carried forward in the BPR as 
SHA-2. 
 
Agreed - it is unclear how the 
provision of  new habitat and 
corridors to link to Bermuda 
Lakes and the Coventry Canal 
can be achieved.  

136.27 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
NE5 Reference is made in the policy to a Land Use Designations 

Study. These assessments are dated 2011 to 2012. In addition 
the Nuneaton & Bedworth Landscape Capacity Study was 
produced in 2017, so also out of date, particularly considering 
recent developments in the Borough. A revised policy should 
then be considered in light of updated evidence base. 

 
A Landscape Character study 
has been commissioned an  
updated  viability assessment 
which will be used to inform the 
policy. 
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136.28 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
SA1 A list of strategic sites should be included within this policy to 

make it clear of the sites which are classed as strategic. The 
Council should also clarify what viability testing has been 
undertaken to support the allocation of strategic policies. 
Criterion 1 
We question what evidence base has been produced to justify 
the additional technical standards set out in criterion 1 of this 
policy. PPG1 is clear that LPAs need to gather appropriate 
evidence to justify the use of such standards in their area. 
This is further reinforced by footnote 49 to paragraph 130 f) of 
the NPPF which states that planning policies for housing should 
make use of the Government’s optional technical standards for 
accessible and adaptable housing where this would address an 
identified need for such properties. 
Criterion 9 
The requirement to retain ridge and furrow should only apply 
where it is of a value that it would be deemed reasonable to 
protect. Not all ridge and furrow is of a state that warrants 
protection, and such a blanket policy is not appropriate and 
should be proportionate to the state of the ridge and furrow 
that is present. 
Criterion 12 
Further clarification is required regarding the wording of this 
criterion of the policy. It is unclear whether the requirement 
applies to outline applications only, or if reserved matters will 
also be considered. It would also be useful to understand what 
evidence would be deemed suitable by the Council in respect of 
this policy criterion. Not all landowners have aligned interests 
and so this policy potentially becomes a ransom to delivery of 
otherwise deliverable sites. 
Criterion 15 
Point 15 looks for proposals to comply with the requirements of 
the relevant Concept Plan SPD and Design Code. We do not 
consider this requirement is appropriate as these documents are 
not being tested and examined as part of the Local Plan. We 
consider it would be more appropriate to make reference to the 
SPD and Design Codes as guidance rather than a requirement. 
Otherwise the SPD and Design Code should be the subject of 
wider public consultation form part of the Borough Plan 
evidence base. 
Viability 
The final paragraph of this policy states that if any requirements 
of this policy are considered unviable, then an independent 
viability assessment must be submitted with the planning 
application. We welcome consideration that all requirements 
are not always simultaneously viable on all sites. However, this 
policy would be better informed by a viability assessment 
undertaken by the Council in support of the Borough Plan 
review. 

 
Section 8.0 Strategic Allocations 
of the BPR contains the details 
of the strategic sites. 
 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The policy requirement to retain 
ridge and furrow applies where 
possible. It is considered the 
wording provides flexibility 
between sites. 
 
The intention of point 12 is that 
in the event of a part 
submission of a strategic site, 
the proposal will need to 
illustrate that the applicant has 
worked with owners of the 
other parts of the allocation. 
Some judgment will be required 
as to when it will be necessary 
to demonstrate cooperation 
between different sites.  
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136.29 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
SA Appraisal – 
Appendix C Site 
Appraisal Matrix 

It would be useful to have a plan of submitted sites to provide a 
helpful spatial context. A number of the sites submitted have the 
same name and or similar names to each other, which makes 
precise identification of the sites in question extremely difficult. 
No conclusions are reached in this document. It is not clear what 
the respective scoring means for the consideration of the 
development potential of the site. We appreciate that summary 
of site’s credentials is provided in the SHLAA, but it is not clear 
how the data set out in appendix C has influenced this. 
Not all categories that employment sites are assessed against 
appear relevant. This includes: Distance to doctors surgery , 
primary school, sports / recreation facilities etc. Employment is 
more related to distance to transport links, other similar uses for 
to build up an agglomeration and critical mass of skills & 
knowledge in a particular sector etc. 

 
The plan of sites is available on 
the Council's consultation 
website. 
 
Employment sites will be 
assessed in the Council's 
updated HELAA which be 
support the publication version 
of the Plan. 

136.30 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
SEA 4 Arbury Estate is a landowner at SEA-4 - Coventry Road. Arbury 

Estate is working collaboratively with fellow landowner 
Warwickshire County Council to bring development forward. 
This site is allocated within the currently adopted Borough Plan. 
The allocation and policy wording is the same as is currently 
adopted. Arbury Estate support the site continuing to be 
allocated in the emerging Borough Plan. Arbury Estate is 
currently working pro-actively to bring forward development 
proposals at this site. Pre-application dialogue with NBBC is 
ongoing, and written advice has been recently been received. 

 
Noted. 
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136.31 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
SHA-2 - Arbury As the single landowner of this site, Arbury Estate is supportive 

of proposals to continue the allocation  of the site within the 
emerging Borough Plan review. 
Criterion 33 of the policy states that: “Development proposals 
must comply with the requirements of the latest adopted 
Concept Plan SPD and design Code SPD”. The policy suggests 
that these documents must be adhered to, rather than being a 
consideration in the determination of an application. We 
consider that as SPD and or design code requirements will not 
be tested to the same level as the Borough Plan, that the Council 
should only refers to them as guidance or as a consideration. 
Bullet point 4 of the policy makes reference to the provision of a 
distributor link road through the site. We consider that 
reference should be made within the policy and / or supporting 
text to how the design of this road will need to comply with the 
requirements of the Warwickshire Design Guide. 
Bullet point 15 makes reference to: “…New woodland should be 
buffered on its eastern side by open space, which the existing 
houses should face.” We are not clear why new woodland is 
required to 
buffer on the eastern side by open space. We request further 
clarification of the rationale for this area of buffer. 
Bullet point 20 of the policy makes reference to a maximum 
building height of two stories. We consider that there should be 
scope allowed for taller buildings, such as three storey 
townhouses 
where appropriate.  
Bullet point 23 makes reference to a minimum buffer zone of 
100m to Ensor’s Pool. We object to a 100m buffer being 
required to Ensor’s Pool. The document notes that further 
ecological work is required. Therefore, until this work has been 
undertaken it is premature to calculate the most appropriate 
buffer to Ensor’s Pool. 
Bullet point 24 makes reference to creating a significant area of 
grassland habitat to strengthen a south-north national flow 
around the west of Nuneaton. We request clarification as to 
what this is, and what is involved in delivering it. 

 
Noted. 
 
 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The Warwickshire Design Guide 
is referenced in Policy HS2  
 
Edge treatments and landscape 
buffers  align with the policy 
requirements and  
recommendations of the 2017 
Landscape Capacity Study for 
the site. Development should be 
at a maximum height of two 
storeys with the aim of 
screening views of the urban 
edge entirely behind woodland. 
Section 40 of the Natural 
Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006 places a 
duty on all public authorities in 
England and Wales to have 
regard, in the exercise of their 
functions, to the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity. 
Regarding Ensor's Pool it would 
be remiss of the Council to 
neglect the need for a buffer 
zone around the site. Formal 
public open space to be 
provided with a new community 
park to be provided forming an 
open space and habitat corridor 
linking Ensor’s Pool and the local 
wildlife sites to the south. 
Further details can be found in 
the HSG2 Concept Plan. SPD. 

136.32 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
Sustainability 
Appraisal – 
Second Interim 
Report: 
Regulation 18 

Bedworth Train station is a key sustainability feature which 
should also be included on the map. 
The proposed train stations at Galley Common / Stocking ford 
should be highlighted on the map as proposed stations. 

 
Figure 2.1 shows the plan area, 
rather than sustainable features 
to consider. 
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136.33 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

1.6 
 

Paragraph 1.6 states that a range of further evidence base 
documents are required to inform policy requirements going 
forward, and it is set out where this is required and which 
documents are required, but yet to be produced. Para 1.6 states 
that: “In particular, an updated 2022 Viability Assessment is in 
production and that will inform policy requirements going 
forward”. A clear timetable should be set out as to when such 
important documents are being produced. NBBC should 
undertake a further regulation 18 consultation once these 
evidence base documents are published. At present the plan 
review being undertaken lacks transparency. 

 
The Publication version of the 
Borough Plan  will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base. The timetable for the 
Borough Plan Review can be 
found in the Council's Local 
Development Scheme. 

136.34 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

1.9 
 

The consultation document has a single paragraph set aside to 
discuss Duty to Cooperate. No evidence is made to meetings 
that have taken place, and how the plan is supported by any 
clear supporting evidence in respect of strategic matters that 
have been discussed. 
We are unclear how the Duty to Cooperate can be met when 
stakeholders only have the ability to comment on NBBC’s 
proposed approach at the Regulation 19 consultation. This a 
fundamental point, and further reinforces the need for a further 
Regulation 18 consultation is undertaken, once NBBC are clear 
what their proposed approach to Duty to Cooperate is. 
Gathering of this evidence should already have taken place. We 
consider that for the engagement between stakeholders 
involved in the duty to Cooperate process to take place 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in the context of 
strategic cross boundary matters1. That no evidence is being 
made available means the Borough Plan review process is 
lacking transparency. 
It should be noted that from review of the Matters, Issues and 
Questions posed by Inspectors of the examination of other Local 
Plans, reference is often made to providing evidence for the 
duty to cooperate. For example, at the current Shropshire 
examination, the Inspector has posed the question asking 
evidence to be provided regarding the: 
“type, timing, duration and extent of duty to cooperate activity 
and the availability of supporting evidence for that activity.” 
The PPG requires a Statement of Common Ground to be 
prepared and maintained on an ongoing basis throughout the 
plan making process. As a minimum it should be published when 
the area it covers and the governance arrangements for the 
cooperation process have been defined, and substantive matters 
to be addressed have been determined2. We would therefore 
suggest that NBBC engage with Coventry City Council (and other 
Warwickshire authorities) and agree a Statement of Common 
Ground regarding Coventry’s expected unmet housing and 
employment need. This statement can then be updated and 
refined throughout the plan making process, as required by the 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Cooperate is an essential part of 
the process and will be  working 
with other stakeholders to 
ensure this is carried out.  The 
HEDNA  data is awaited in order 
to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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PPG. 
1 

137.01 JC FCC/Savills 9.16 / 9.17 
 

We support the Council’s approach to the provision of self and 
custom built housing. The Council is right to take this approach, 
as opposed to the approach of some other LPAs who seek to 
require a certain percentage of self and custom built provision 
on allocated sites for example. 
The very nature of self and custom build housing means that it is 
difficult to plan for precise locations of delivery. This is 
particularly the case in light of the Council asserting that there is 
limited demand for self-build and custom housebuilding serviced 
plots of land across the Borough in paragraph 9.17. 

 
Noted. 
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137.02 JC FCC/Savills 
 

BE3 The policy suggests that SPD they must be adhered to, rather 
than being a consideration in the determination of an 
application. We consider that as SPD and or design code 
requirements will not be tested to the same level as the Local 
Plan, that the Council should only refers to them as guidance or 
as a consideration. 
The Optional Technical Housing Standard is 110 litres per day 
per person, if the Council wishes to adopt the optional standard 
for water efficiency, then the Council should justify doing so by 
applying the criteria set out in the PPG1. 
The section of the policy in relation to residential development 
states that major development proposals must provide a 
statement showing how their proposal will meet the 100% 
requirement for M4(2) and the 5% requirement for M4(3) 
standards. We have concerns in relation to this requirement 
have been set out previously. The PPG2 is clear that LPAs need 
to gather appropriate evidence to justify the use of such 
standards in their area. 

 
It is agreed that the wording 
used in the policy elevates the 
importance of SPDs in relation 
to the local plan. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space/technical 
standards will be supported by 
evidence or be amended 
accordingly in the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
 
PPG states wheelchair 
accessible homes should be 
applied only to those dwellings 
where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or 
nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. The policy as 
worded requires 5% of all 
schemes to be M4(3) compliant. 
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137.03 JC FCC/Savills 
 

DS5 We support the inclusion of land at Judkins as allocation SHA-3 – 
Judkins for 400 dwellings, which is the subject of separate 
representations submitted by Axis on behalf of FCC 
Environment. A call for sites form was submitted in respect of 
FCC’s wider land holding at the Judkins site and the potential for 
a residential led mixed use development to come forward. The 
site is listed in the SHLAA as CAM-2 – Former Judkins Quarry, 
north west of Nuneaton (previous refs: NUN099, NUN161). The 
SHLAA concludes that the site is not to be taken forward for 
further consideration. We question why further consideration 
has not been given to the site’s inclusion, considering its 
brownfield status, and ability to provide an expansion to what is 
currently the Borough’s only brownfield residential allocation 
(HSG11 – Judkins). This would support the Council’s aspiration 
for development to be primarily directed towards brownfield 
sites. FCC’s land at Judkins and other surrounding land holdings 
is considered for inclusion. This opportunity could begin to be 
delivered within the proposed 15 year plan period, and 
potentially has a capacity of 3,000 – 5,000 dwellings. This could 
include wider land holdings outside of their ownership to bring 
forward a wider development area. Subject to further 
discussions this could include other land holdings outside of 
their ownership to enable delivery of a strategic link road from 
the B4114 to A444 and A5. 
The principle of such a northern relief road was considered 
within an area wide paramics model, developed by Vectos 
Microsim, which provided results presented in the Strategic 
Transport Assessment (2017). Whilst the modelling analysis 
indicated that the route would significantly improve network 
stability as well as improving journey times, geographical 
constraints were noted as potentially being cost prohibitive. The 
inclusion of a strategic development at this location would 
potentially provide a mechanism for bringing forward the 
necessary infrastructure. 
We have reviewed the analysis of CAM-2 in the SHLAA. We 
disagree with the assessment’s conclusion that the site is not 
accessible by bus. No buses currently run though the site, 
because there is no development that warrants it. However, the 
site entrance is located 200m from bus stops, which are served 
by a frequent bus services including the following amongst 
others: 
• 48a / 48c – every 30 mins to Atherstone and Coventry • 
Various buses into / from Nuneaton town centre, providing a 
frequent service of more than one bus every 10 mins on 
weekdays 
Amber landscape issues are highlighted by the assessment. 
However, a summary of 2012 landscape study seems to suggest 
that any perceived constraints can be overcome. As set out 
above the landscape work should be reviewed and revised as 

 
The site will be assessed in the 
Council's updated HELAA which 
will support the Publication 
version of the Borough Plan. 
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appropriate. It is likely out of date, particularly considering 
recent developments in the Borough. 
The site is assessed as “red” in the Local Wildlife Site and Local 
Geological Site categories. These designations only cover part of 
the site, and mitigation may be possible to remove these issues 
as part of a comprehensive development. For example, FCC 
Environment have received initial advice from Natural England 
that relocation of Great Crested Newts currently on site, and the 
mitigation for the loss of habitats from development may be 
acceptable in principle. FCC have already purchased land nearby 
with a view to allow this to be facilitated. This is positive in 
demonstrating that there is potentially scope for development 
on the LWS portion of the site. 
Integration with settlement is highlighted as an amber issue. We 
disagree, the site connects well in the urban area. It is currently 
a former industrial area, with some existing employment uses. 
However the character could be changed, and it’s location 
allows for incorporation into the existing urban area 
Other assessments around contaminated land and natural 
features for example appear to mostly be based on desktop 
assessments, which may not provide an accurate picture of the 
technical considerations for the site. We also question why no 
assessment of the suitability, availability and achievability of the 
site has taken place. This should be undertaken to justify the 
Council’s decision whether to include the site in the Borough 
Plan review. 
NSHA-3 / BAR-1: Former Manor Park School Playing Field 
We note that one of the largest non-strategic sites proposed is 
NSHA-3 / BAR-1: Former Manor Park School Playing Field. It 
appears that this site is currently part of a recreation ground and 
is open and publicly accessible for members of the public to 
utilise. Further evidence needs to be provided that paragraph 99 
of the NPPF can be complied with in view of the site being 
allocated as a non-strategic site for development. Until this can 
be demonstrated the site is considered to be undeliverable. 
Further evidence from the Council would assist in providing a 
greater understanding of this proposed allocation. 

137.04 JC FCC/Savills 
 

DS8 Reference is made in this policy to working with developers and 
promoters, particularly of the two largest strategic sites, to 
review the requirements and phasing of infrastructure provision, 
where such re-phasing would assist with viability. 
Reference is also made to: “bringing forward additional sites 
where it can be demonstrated that such sites will assist with 
delivery to address short-term needs”. We consider that it is 
appropriate for the Council to consider what actions may be 
appropriate if housing delivery rates were to fall to too low a 
rate. A similar policy should be proposed for employment 
development too. 

 
Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 
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137.05 JC FCC/Savills 
 

DS9 The council should consider amending this policy to ensure that 
a review of the plan is undertaken if it shown that employment 
needs of the Borough cannot be met from the sites that are 
allocated within the Borough Plan as adopted. 

 
Any review would be in 
accordance with the 
requirements as set out in the 
NPPF, para 31-33. 

137.06 JC FCC/Savills 
 

HS2 Criterion 1 states that one of the issues to be considered is: 
“How the development ensures adequate accessibility in 
relation to all principal modes of transport to drive carbon 
neutrality and resilience to climate change.” 
This is a broad requirement, with no reference made to the 
recently adopted Warwickshire Design Guide, which is 
particularly relevant to highways. and further clarity on the 
specific requirements of the policy is required. 
In relation to criterion 5, it is unclear how development can 
provide all of the provisions set out in criterion 5. It is unclear 
how viable / deliverable the provision of such facilities is. 

 
Para. 12.21 provides greater 
clarity concerning the 
requirements of point 1 of the 
policy. 
 
The Warwickshire Design Guide 
is referenced in point 7 of the 
policy. 
 
  

137.07 JC FCC/Savills 
 

HS4 Taking on board this policy, it appears that sites such as NSHA-3 
/ BAR-1: Former Manor Park School Playing Field, Nuneaton 
should be retained. It is unclear whether the development of 
this site meet the criteria of it being no longer demand for the 
use or no longer viable / appropriate. 
It appears that this site is currently part of a recreation ground 
and is open and publicly accessible for members of the public to 
utilise. Further evidence is also required to be provided in 
relation to evidencing that paragraph 99 of the NPPF can be 
complied with in view of the site being allocated as a non-
strategic site for development. Until this can be demonstrated, 
and the subject of clear and transparent evidence base, the site 
is in effect undeliverable. 

 
The Council's updated Playing 
Pitch strategy will support the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 

137.08 JC FCC/Savills 
 

NE1 We note that reference is made to a requirement for a 50m 
buffer to ancient woodland. This is not justified. Government 
Guidance called: “Ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran 
trees: advice for making planning decisions” produced by 
Natural England and Forestry Commission states that: “For 
ancient woodlands, the proposal should have a buffer zone of at 
least 15 metres from the boundary of the woodland to avoid 
root damage (known as the root protection area)”. 
Policy NE1 should be amended to reflect this standing advice. 

 
Guidance refers to a buffer of at 
least 15 meters,  the proposal is 
likely to need a larger from 
development that results in a 
significant increase in traffic. 
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137.09 JC FCC/Savills 
 

NE2 Criterion 10 of this policy states that: “Open space should 
provide areas of tree planting of a mix of predominantly native 
trees, street trees of appropriate species and where appropriate 
community orchards.” 
Street trees are not always appropriate, even if the species are 
considered appropriate. Please see NPPF paragraph 131 which 
states that planning policies should ensure that new streets are 
tree lined. However footnote 50 in this paragraph states that 
this is: “Unless, in specific cases, there are clear, justifiable and 
compelling reasons why this would be inappropriate”. 
The policy should be worded to reflect this footnote and 
consider that the delivery of street trees should be considered as 
something that is preferable rather than a hard requirement. 

 
The NPPF para 131 goes on to 
say planning policies and 
decisions  ensure: '...that  
opportunities are taken to 
incorporate trees elsewhere in 
developments (such as  
parks and community 
orchards)'. In the case of street 
trees, the NPPF footnote would 
apply.  

137.10 JC FCC/Savills 
 

NE5 Reference is made in the policy to a Land Use Designations 
Study. These assessments are dated 2011 to 2012. In addition 
the Nuneaton & Bedworth Landscape Capacity Study was 
produced in 2017, so also out of date, particularly considering 
recent developments in the Borough. A revised policy should 
then be considered in light of updated evidence base. 

 
A Landscape Character study 
has been commissioned an  
updated  viability assessment 
which will be used to inform the 
policy. 

137.11 JC FCC/Savills 1.1 
 

We note that reference is made to this preferred options 
consultation being: “An informal stage between the Issues and 
Options and Publication stages”. We consider that NBBC should 
clarify what is meant by “informal” consultation.  
 
Evidence base documents missing , including the viability 
assessment and Coventry and Warwickshire Housing and 
Economic Development Needs Assessment (HEDNA) are 
required to be published to inform progression of the Plan. We 
understand that the Coventry and Warwickshire HEDNA is due 
to be published in late August 2022. 

 
The document  states at para. 
1.1 that the consultation is an 
optional informal consultation 
and that a Regulation 18 
consultation was undertaken at 
the Issues and Options stage. 
 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
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137.12 JC FCC/Savills 1.2 
 

Paragraph 1.2 states that the emerging plan will extend the 
timeframe covered by the adopted Borough Plan until 2039. It is 
not clear what the Council mean by extending the timeframe, if 
it is to begin in 2024 and run until 2039. The current plan runs 
until 2031, so there is an overlap of 7 years. We assume that 
rather than a straightforward extension, the emerging plan is 
proposed to supersede the currently adopted Borough Plan on 
adoption. On the basis that sites are proposed to be removed 
that are adopted in the currently adopted Plan, the emerging 
Borough Plan is fundamentally changing, so it is less of a plan 
extension, and in actual fact a full review. 
The Council should clarify what form they intend this Borough 
Plan review to take once it is adopted, and whether it is only the 
timeframe of the plan being extended, whether all policies will 
be replaced, or if some may remain adopted, whilst others are 
revoked / superseded by policies in the emerging Borough Plan. 
At present the plan being consulted upon is not clear to 
transparent on which policies are being saved and where 
previous proposals and policies in the adopted plan are being 
dropped, what the justification is for these changes. 
Throughout the consultation document reference is made to: 
“National Planning Practice Guidance”. Reference should instead 
be made to “Planning Practice Guidance”. 

 
The review of the Borough Plan 
follows the requirements as set 
out in the NPPF, para 31-33 and 
includes a review of the policies. 
 
   

137.13 JC FCC/Savills 1.8 
 

We consider that a clear timetable should be set out as to the 
IDP will be produced. NBBC should undertake a further 
regulation 18 consultation once these evidence base documents 
are published. It is unclear how key strategic plan making 
decisions can be taken without the latest evidence on 
infrastructure costs being made available. 

 
The Council is preparing  an 
updated IDP  and viability 
assessment which will be used 
to support the publication 
version of the Borough Plan.  

137.14 JC FCC/Savills 7.25 
 

We request further detailed information on how NBBC plan the 
trajectory to progress up to end of the plan period in 2039. This 
information does not appear to be available, leading to further 
concerns regarding the transparency of the plan process. 

 
The Housing Trajectory is 
available on the from the 
Evidence Base page on the 
Council's website.  

137.15 JC FCC/Savills 8.28 
 

We request clarification of the rationale for a density of 28 
dwellings per hectare. The policy should acknowledge site 
specific circumstances for density outside of this range, and not 
apply a blanket approach across the Borough. 

 
Para 8.28 states that some of 
the site specific policies have 
noted where alternative 
densities would be suitable. 
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137.16 JC FCC/Savills 1.6 
 

Paragraph 1.6 states that a range of further evidence base 
documents are required to inform policy requirements going 
forward, and it is set out where this is required and which 
documents are required, but yet to be produced. Para 1.6 states 
that: “In particular, an updated 2022 Viability Assessment is in 
production and that will inform policy requirements going 
forward”. A clear timetable should be set out as to when such 
important documents are being produced. NBBC should 
undertake a further regulation 18 consultation once these 
evidence base documents are published. At present the plan 
review being undertaken lacks transparency. 

 
The Publication version of the 
Borough Plan  will be supported 
by a range of assessment 
studies which form the evidence 
base. The timetable for the 
Borough Plan Review can be 
found in the Council's Local 
Development Scheme. 

137.17 JC FCC/Savills 1.9 
 

The consultation document has a single paragraph set aside to 
discuss Duty to Cooperate. No evidence is made to meetings 
that have taken place, and how the plan is supported by any 
clear supporting evidence in respect of strategic matters that 
have been discussed. 
We are unclear how the Duty to Cooperate can be met when 
stakeholders only have the ability to comment on NBBC’s 
proposed approach at the Regulation 19 consultation. This a 
fundamental point, and further reinforces the need for a further 
Regulation 18 consultation is undertaken, once NBBC are clear 
what their proposed approach to Duty to Cooperate is. 
Gathering of this evidence should already have taken place. We 
consider that for the engagement between stakeholders 
involved in the duty to Cooperate process to take place 
constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis in the context of 
strategic cross boundary matters1. That no evidence is being 
made available means the Borough Plan review process is 
lacking transparency. 
It should be noted that from review of the Matters, Issues and 
Questions posed by Inspectors of the examination of other Local 
Plans, reference is often made to providing evidence for the 
duty to cooperate. For example, at the current Shropshire 
examination, the Inspector has posed the question asking 
evidence to be provided regarding the: 
“type, timing, duration and extent of duty to cooperate activity 
and the availability of supporting evidence for that activity.” 
The PPG requires a Statement of Common Ground to be 
prepared and maintained on an ongoing basis throughout the 
plan making process. As a minimum it should be published when 
the area it covers and the governance arrangements for the 
cooperation process have been defined, and substantive matters 
to be addressed have been determined2. We would therefore 
suggest that NBBC engage with Coventry City Council (and other 
Warwickshire authorities) and agree a Statement of Common 
Ground regarding Coventry’s expected unmet housing and 
employment need. This statement can then be updated and 
refined throughout the plan making process, as required by the 

 
NBBC recognise that the Duty to 
Co operate is an essential part 
of the process and will be  
working with other stakeholders 
to ensure this is carried out.  
The HEDNA  data is awaited in 
order to finalise the numbers of 
residential units and 
employment required.  
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PPG. 
1 

137.18 JC FCC/Savills 
 

DS1 Part of this policy states that: “Development will need to address 
the prudent use/safeguarding of natural resources, adaptation 
to climate change and transition to a net zero carbon economy. 
This will include the planting of trees and orchards and 
sustaining and enhancing the historic environment.” 
We question what the specific low and zero carbon 
requirements for development are? There is perhaps a need for 
a specific policy in relation to low and zero carbon requirements 
to ensure there is a suitable level of clarity. Reference to the 
requirement for planting of trees and orchards is also 
questionable. We are not clear what the Council’s justification 
for requiring this planting is, and whether this requirement 
applies to all new development sites, regardless of size or scale. 

 
The policy refers to open space, 
the NPPF para 131 states that 
should planning policies and 
decisions  ensure: '...that  
opportunities are taken to 
incorporate trees elsewhere in 
developments (such as  
parks and community 
orchards)'. It is consider the 
policy is in accordance with the 
NPPF. 
 
Measures to adapt to climate 
change and deliver net zero are 
supported in many of the 
policies throughout the Plan. 
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137.19 JC FCC/Savills 
 

H1 A number of additional technical standards in relation to homes 
for older people and other specialised housing are mentioned in 
this policy. The PPG1 is clear that LPAs need to gather 
appropriate evidence to justify the use of such standards in their 
area. We are also concerned as to the status of the WCC 
Guidance referred to in the policy. We would suggest unless the 
requirements are to be tested to the same standards as the 
Borough Plan that it would not be appropriate to require it to be 
complied with. 
The last paragraph of the policy states that: “Housing is required 
to consider the fundamentals of climate change and achieving 
carbon neutral emissions by 2050 within their design.” The 
Council should provide more detail on what this means in 
practice, and the specific criteria they require developments to 
meet in order to comply with this requirement. 
The supporting text of Policy H1 - In supporting text of policy H1, 
reference is made to “older people” and “people with a 
disability” and what is required for them. This is based on 2013 
SHMA and the 2022 HEDNA, which itself is partly based on 2011 
census data. It is therefore limited as to what the validity of the 
these documents are for drawing conclusions from in relation to 
the provision of housing for older people and people with a 
disability. 

 
The HEDNA data will be used to 
determine the  housing mix 
required at the strategic level. 
Individual applications will need 
to justify an alternative housing 
mix. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The evidence which supports 
the WCC Technical Guidance will 
need to be examined. 

137.20 JC FCC/Savills 
 

H2 25% affordable housing is required, which is the same as the 
adopted plan. Latest viability work for currently adopted plan 
was undertaken in 2016, meaning that a revised viability 
assessment is required to be undertaken and consulted upon 
before this figure can be confirmed.  

 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
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137.21 JC FCC/Savills 
 

SA1 A list of strategic sites should be included within this policy to 
make it clear of the sites which are classed as strategic. The 
Council should also clarify what viability testing has been 
undertaken to support the allocation of strategic policies. 
Criterion 1 
We question what evidence base has been produced to justify 
the additional technical standards set out in criterion 1 of this 
policy. PPG1 is clear that LPAs need to gather appropriate 
evidence to justify the use of such standards in their area. 
This is further reinforced by footnote 49 to paragraph 130 f) of 
the NPPF which states that planning policies for housing should 
make use of the Government’s optional technical standards for 
accessible and adaptable housing where this would address an 
identified need for such properties. 
Criterion 9 
The requirement to retain ridge and furrow should only apply 
where it is of a value that it would be deemed reasonable to 
protect. Not all ridge and furrow is of a state that warrants 
protection, and such a blanket policy is not appropriate and 
should be proportionate to the state of the ridge and furrow 
that is present. 
Criterion 12 
Further clarification is required regarding the wording of this 
criterion of the policy. It is unclear whether the requirement 
applies to outline applications only, or if reserved matters will 
also be considered. It would also be useful to understand what 
evidence would be deemed suitable by the Council in respect of 
this policy criterion. Not all landowners have aligned interests 
and so this policy potentially becomes a ransom to delivery of 
otherwise deliverable sites. 
Criterion 15 
Point 15 looks for proposals to comply with the requirements of 
the relevant Concept Plan SPD and Design Code. We do not 
consider this requirement is appropriate as these documents are 
not being tested and examined as part of the Local Plan. We 
consider it would be more appropriate to make reference to the 
SPD and Design Codes as guidance rather than a requirement. 
Otherwise the SPD and Design Code should be the subject of 
wider public consultation form part of the Borough Plan 
evidence base. 
Viability 
The final paragraph of this policy states that if any requirements 
of this policy are considered unviable, then an independent 
viability assessment must be submitted with the planning 
application. We welcome consideration that all requirements 
are not always simultaneously viable on all sites. However, this 
policy would be better informed by a viability assessment 
undertaken by the Council in support of the Borough Plan 
review. 

 
Section 8.0 Strategic Allocations 
of the BPR contains the details 
of the strategic sites. 
 
The Council has commissioned 
an  updated  viability 
assessment which will be used 
to inform the policy. 
 
The requirement to achieve 
optional space standards will be 
supported by evidence or be 
amended accordingly in the 
Publication version of the 
Borough Plan. 
 
The policy requirement to retain 
ridge and furrow applies where 
possible. It is considered the 
wording provides flexibility 
between sites. 
 
The intention of point 12 is that 
in the event of a part 
submission of a strategic site, 
the proposal will need to 
illustrate that the applicant has 
worked with owners of the 
other parts of the allocation. 
Some judgment will be required 
as to when it will be necessary 
to demonstrate cooperation 
between different sites.  
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137.22 JC FCC/Savills 
 

SA Appraisal – 
Appendix C Site 
Appraisal Matrix 

It would be useful to have a plan of submitted sites to provide a 
helpful spatial context. A number of the sites submitted have the 
same name and or similar names to each other, which makes 
precise identification of the sites in question extremely difficult. 
No conclusions are reached in this document. It is not clear what 
the respective scoring means for the consideration of the 
development potential of the site. We appreciate that summary 
of site’s credentials is provided in the SHLAA, but it is not clear 
how the data set out in appendix C has influenced this. 
Not all categories that employment sites are assessed against 
appear relevant. This includes: Distance to doctors surgery , 
primary school, sports / recreation facilities etc. Employment is 
more related to distance to transport links, other similar uses for 
to build up an agglomeration and critical mass of skills & 
knowledge in a particular sector etc. 

 
The plan of sites is available on 
the Council's consultation 
website. 
 
Employment sites will be 
assessed in the Council's 
updated HELAA which be 
support the publication version 
of the Plan. 

137.23 JC FCC/Savills 
 

Sustainability 
Appraisal – 
Second Interim 
Report: 
Regulation 18 

Bedworth Train station is a key sustainability feature which 
should also be included on the map. 
The proposed train stations at Galley Common / Stockingford 
should be highlighted on the map as proposed stations. 

 
Figure 2.1 shows the plan area, 
rather than sustainable features 
to consider. 

137.24 JC FCC/Savills 9.4 
 

We support the Council’s approach to not setting out specific 
requirements for housing mix within the policy. However there 
should be more explicit reference to taking into account site 
specifics and providing a degree of flexibility in regards to the 
housing mix proposed. However we are concerned that the 2013 
SHMA referenced in the current consultation document will be 
at least 10 years old upon adoption of the plan.   

 
The mix will be provided using 
the most up to date HEDNA at 
the time of any formal planning 
application. Justification would 
need to be given with the 
planning application if the 
submitted plans differed from 
this mix.  
A new HEDNA has been carried 
out as part of the Review. 
However, this may need to be 
updated on an ongoing basis.  
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137.25 JC FCC/Savills 
 

DS3 It is not clear what is defined as zero carbon emissions, and why 
the Council is placing emphasis on delivery of tree and orchard 
planting, and whether this requirement will be applied to all new 
development. 
 
 
 
Nationally Described Space Standards, the PPG1 is clear that 
LPAs should take account of need, viability and timing of 
implementing such standards. 
 
The Future Homes Standard and the Future Buildings Standard is 
due to be implemented through Building Regulations from 2025 
and there is no need for planning policies to repeat Building 
Regulation requirements.  
 
We question how this policy will be interpreted, and how the 
‘positive impact’ will  
be determined. It is not clear how this is defined and what 
evidence base NBBC is relying to justify this requirement  

 
The evidence base is being 
updated in order to substantiate 
the Policies.   
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136.35 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

9.4 
 

We support the Council’s approach to not setting out specific 
requirements for housing mix within the policy. However there 
should be more explicit reference to taking into account site 
specifics and providing a degree of flexibility in regards to the 
housing mix proposed. However we are concerned that the 2013 
SHMA referenced in the current consultation document will be 
at least 10 years old upon adoption of the plan.   

 
The mix will be provided using 
the most up to date HEDNA at 
the time of any formal planning 
application. Justification would 
need to be given with the 
planning application if the 
submitted plans differed from 
this mix.  
A new HEDNA has been carried 
out as part of the Review. 
However, this may need to be 
updated on an ongoing basis.  

192



Responses from Agents and Developers 
 

Ref Initials Organisation Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

136.36 JC Arbury 
Estate/Savills 

 
DS3 It is not clear what is defined as zero carbon emissions, and why 

the Council is placing emphasis on delivery of tree and orchard 
planting, and whether this requirement will be applied to all new 
development. 
 
Nationally Described Space Standards, the PPG1 is clear that 
LPAs should take account of need, viability and timing of 
implementing such standards. 
 
The Future Homes Standard and the Future Buildings Standard is 
due to be implemented through Building Regulations from 2025 
and there is no need for planning policies to repeat Building 
Regulation requirements.  
 
We question how this policy will be interpreted, and how the 
‘positive impact’ will be determined. It is not clear how this is 
defined and what evidence base NBBC is relying to justify this 
requirement  

 
The evidence base is being 
updated in order to substantiate 
the Policies.   
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201.1 IJ Ash Green 
Residents 
Association 
2018 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 
Report - 
Nuneaton and 
Bedworth 
Borough Plan – 
Issues and 
Options 

Employment 
Land Uses 
Study, CWLEP, 
2015 

 
This document recommends the employment use demands for the 
area, as well as identifying available sites to fulfil this demand. It 
considers the recommendations on both uses and available sites for 
development. 
EMP7 on Bowling Green Lane therefore requires the transport 
assessment relating to the site  to be re-done to see if the site is viable 
or indeed needed. 
Up until now no employment interest or enquiries have come forward 
for this site. 
At the previous consultation the information given was that there 
would be no change of use  within the time of the current plan, which 
was then up to 2031. Now apparently, part of the site can have a 
change of use for housing. 
One wonders then is there any point in these consultations as even a 
5 year review, changes the previous endorsement of employment use 
to 2031. 
The evidence base for the site was also carried out prior to the 
development of housing in School Lane and at Hawkesbury and that 
has certainly increased traffic on School Lane and particularly the 
junction at Coventry Road/Bayton Road. In view of all recent 
applications for housing coming forward for example 445 houses on 
Hospital Lane and those 149 built or to be completed in Burbages 
Lane the Association is concerned with what else goes through, before 
residents are properly informed. If EMP7 has to have housing- and or 
employment - it would be good to know it will only be the 50 houses 
proposed and other factors such as safety and air quality of children 
and parents walking, or driving to and from Goodyers End Primary 
School are also fully considered. Up to date transport and air quality 
assessments need to be carried out in relation to this EMP 7 site 
Mature trees were cut down recently in Burbages Lane  - ref. 039033 - 
and yet the application for another 10 dwellings only went on the 
Nuneaton and Bedworth planning site ref 039033 on 20 May 2022. 

 
The Transport 
Assessment would 
only look at road 
safety and traffic 
rather than viability 
and is to be carried 
out for each of the 
allocated sites.  
Neighbouring 
residential properties 
are consulted when 
any planning 
applications are 
received.  Application 
reference 039033 
appears to have been 
received in May 2022. 
Trees do not 
necessarily require 
planning permission 
to be felled. Air 
Quality and Road 
safety will be 
considered as part of 
the Evidence bases 
required for the 
allocated sites.  
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202.1 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

 
Paragraph 5  Policy NE2 – 

Open space 
and 
Allotment 
Strategy 
2012-2022, 
2017-2022 

Providing new allotments or improving existing allotments in order to 
enable communities to grow food where deficiencies exist, in line with 
standards set out in the Allotment Strategy. The allotment Strategy 
has never worked. The majority of objectives have never been 
achieved.  
The Allotment Strategy 2012 – 2022 & 2017 – 2022 has achieved 
nothing. In fact nothing has happened since 2015. Ten years on and 
the Technical Advisory Notices (T.A.N.’s) –have yet to materialise. 
Action Plan Establish 'Allotment Forum' meeting minimum twice per 
year. Only two ever held, last one in November 2015.  
(See also Internal Overview and Scrutiny Panel 23rd January 2020 
Page 18 item 138 ) Review of provision of allotments within any area 
of the Bedworth, Exhall, Ash Green and Kersley sites earmarked for 
housing development on the adopted Nuneaton and Bedworth 
Borough Local Plan  
The panel requested that the Head of Planning confirm the following: 
whether two meetings a year are being held with Allotment 
Associations as detailed in the strategy NO 
whether allotment Associations receive the weekly planning lists. NO 
whether allotment information was included in welcome packs NO 
and if allotments count within biodiversity calculations. ????????? 

The New Allotment 
Strategy 2022 - 2032 must 
be workable and not full of 
objectives which will never 
be achieved. Councillors 
and Officers need to take 
ownership of this and not 
treat it as has been for the 
last 10 years. It has been 
an absolute disgrace the 
way all allotments have 
been ignored. 

The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.2 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2022 

1.0 and 1.1 
 

1.0 Vision Statement 
1.1 Vision Statement: - “Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council is 
committed to promoting healthy living through the development and 
management of allotment provision throughout the borough. 
Encouraging innovation and best practice 
where-ever possible, we will seek to maximise the participation of 
local residents, through the promotion of the benefits and enjoyment 
allotment gardening can bring.” 
1.1 Vision Statement 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough council has done nothing to 
encourage innovation and best practise. It has been the Associations 
and their lead bodies that have done this. 
It has not sort to maximise participation, only offering lip service. A lot 
of this this is just fine words with little or no substance. Where is the 
proof that this has  happened? 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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202.3 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2023 

3.0 and 3.3 
 

3.0 Scope & Aims 
3.3 Types of Allotment There are 3 types of allotments: 
Now that the leases have been signed, this needs revision. 
This could have happened when the Review took place in 2017. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.4 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2024 

3.4 
 

3.4 Aims of the Allotments Strategy In developing an Allotments 
Strategy for Nuneaton and Bedworth it is necessary to consider the 
allotment sites we have, what we need now and in the future and 
what we are going to do about any imbalance in supply and demand. 
In particular the aims of the strategy are to: 
· Articulate the value of allotment cultivation. 
· Demonstrate how allotments can contribute to the needs of the 
community. 
· Propose ways to optimise the usability of allotments that exist. 
· Set out the legal framework for allotments. 
· Set out the policy context both nationally and locally. 
· Present the analysis of data gathered on supply, demand, quality of 
existing provision. 
· Identify if and where there is a need for new allotment sites. 
· Articulate the role of NBBC and Allotment Associations and plot 
holders in delivering the strategy and wider community benefits. 
· Provide evidence for securing investment from third parties including 
developers and charitable funders. 
3.4 None of this appears to have been done so far. How will the aims 
be developed in the future? 
Need for new allotment site/s is a positive not identified if and where 
there is a need. Elsewhere in the document there are indication of 
area in the borough that are not currently meeting the needs of 
inhabitants by way of allotment provision.  
BOROUGH PLAN? 
NBBC has not promoted any positive role so far. Allotment 
Associations have done this with some exceptions. 
No support provided by NBBC with regards to investment in allotment 
sites.  

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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202.5 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2025 

4.0 and 4.1 
 

4.0 The Value of Allotments 
4.1 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council supports allotment 
gardening as a valuable recreational activity. However; the value of 
allotments is much wider than this. The Department of Communities 
and Local Government states that: 
“Allotments and community gardens are valuable green spaces that 
can help improve people’s quality of life by promoting healthy food, 
exercise and community interaction”. 
The benefits of allotments can be divided into six key areas; 
· Health - physical exercise, combat obesity, through fresh fruit & 
vegetables mental health improvements and reduced stress. 
· Educational - Use by schools and for community skill sharing. 
· Social - Inclusion of people from different backgrounds, social, ethnic 
and those with disabilities. 
· Environment - habitat for wildlife, green links in towns, green lungs. 
· Celebrating Excellence - People can be acknowledged for 
achievement. 
· Money saving - Fresh low cost food - lower food miles, less 
packaging, less chemical use, encourages recycling and reuse. 
4.1 How has this been promoted? NBBC has shown little support for 
allotment associations. Some Associations are becoming more 
involved with their community, others are still stuck in the past with 
the cloth cap mentality still very much in existence, with the 
frustrations that this brings to many of the membership who feel they 
are unable to move forward because of outdated management styles 
on their allotment. How is this being monitored? 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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202.6 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2026 

4.2 
 

4.2 Physical health benefits: The health benefits of allotment 
gardening were recognised by the Government in its response to the 
Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs Committee’s report The 
Future of Allotments The argument is made all the more compelling 
by government predictions about the growing problems for the health 
of the nation posed by obesity. There are well documented long-term 
health benefits resulting from a diet containing fresh fruit and 
vegetables. The impact of activity outdoors or ‘green exercise’ on both 
physical and mental health is of increasing interest to medical 
professionals and one of the most frequently cited benefits of 
allotment gardening is health improvement. 
4.2 How has this been promoted? 
There is little or no evidence of any promotion by the council . 
It is fully accepted by Association members that great benefits are to 
be had. Some Associations have members who still work their plots 
despite being into their 80's. 
Others are encouraging younger people by providing facilities for 
children to work their own small plots and hopefully who will want to 
stay involved as they grow up.  

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.7 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2027 

4.3 
 

4.3 Mental health benefits: Allotments can provide opportunities for 
people with diagnosed learning difficulties and indeed a wider range 
of disadvantages such as the unemployed and those with undiagnosed 
mental health conditions, giving them a place to take exercise, to 
structure their day and encourage self-confidence. Research by the 
University of Essex has shown a “synergistic benefit” in adopting 
physical activities while being directly exposed to nature. There are 
important public and environmental health implications to green 
exercise, as a fitter and more emotionally content population costs 
the economy less. 
4.3 How has this been promoted? 
In short it has not. 
It is well known by the members of the allotments that they derive 
benefits from just being there and working their plots. Being out in the 
open, listening to what is going on around them, the birds, butterflies 
and other insects can promote a sense of wellbeing .  

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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202.8 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2028 

4.4 
 

4.4 Educational benefits: The benefits of the allotment site do not 
stop at the gates. Other Council areas such as the inner London 
boroughs, report that when allotments have strong links with their 
local community, both sides benefit. For example a small Allotment 
Site in Camberwell let a nearby primary school use a plot with their 
teacher. Both organisations considered that such relationships 
between allotment associations and local schools should become the 
norm. Mentoring of new gardeners by experienced plot holders is a 
valuable way to pass on knowledge and skills which can become a 
spring board for full time employment in horticulture and other 
sectors. Both Bristol and Bradford City Councils promote this aspect of 
developing individuals and not just the new tenants. Existing plot 
holders can also learn valuable teaching and presentation skills, which 
are transferable to the workplace. 
4.4 How has this been promoted? 
Once again it has not.  
Some Associations do work closely with local schools and nurseries. 
Most have in the past been involved with local schools and nurseries. 
There seems to be a reluctance in most schools these days to get 
involved with Allotments. A number of Associations have developed 
areas for the children only to find that due to changes in staff at the 
school, or a non-existent  Health & Safety  
issue they are no longer prepared to come on site. Some schools 
would prefer that the Associations go and work at the school. In some 
cases this works, in most others it does not due to problems of access. 
With security being a priority at most schools access can be limited 
during school holidays, particularly the summer  holiday when most of 
the produce on the site needs to be watered, weeded and harvested. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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202.9 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2029 

4.5 
 

4.5 Social benefits: Perhaps the most valuable benefit allotments bring 
to a community is to bring together people with a shared interest, but 
who are from different cultural or social backgrounds and whose 
paths might never normally cross. People with special needs such as 
mental health issues and physical needs; access for vehicles, flexible 
layouts, variable height beds for crops etc. with access to helpful 
tenants nearby to help them, both physically or just with advice, 
report significant benefits from allotment gardening. Indeed the social 
benefits of an allotment need not be restricted to those who work the 
plots, providing a focal point that promotes understanding and 
integration within the wider community. 
4.5  All fine words with nothing to show in practical terms on the sites. 
considerable help in order to develop these facilities by a member of 
the Parks and Open Spaces team. This help and assistance appears to 
have not been offered to any other site in the Borough.  
Access Gates  Some sites have very poor gates (some have even 
bought their own in the last few years). 
Boundary fences Many sites are vulnerable to intrusion as they fail to 
meet the minimum requirements laid down in the Strategy. Minimum 
height 1.8M.  
Warwickshire Police web site on allotment theft recommends 2.4m 
fence height 
https://www.warwickshire.police.uk/media/5852/Allotment-Theft-
advice/large/Allotment_theft_advice.png  
Haulage ways; most of these are not suitable for use by people with 
wheelchairs or mobility scooters. Associations are therefore reluctant 
to throw there gates open to these people. 
Pathways ditto How has this been promoted? 
Sadly again it has not.  
The Strategy states :- People with special needs such as mental health 
issues and physical needs; access for vehicles; flexible layouts; variable 
height beds for crops etc. With access to helpful tenants nearby to 
help them, both physically or just with advice, report significant 
benefits from allotment gardening. Indeed the social benefits of an 
allotment need not be restricted to those who work those plots , 
providing a focal point that promotes understanding and integration 
within the wider community. 
All fine words with nothing to show in practical terms on the sites.  
Water Supplies; some sites do not have mains water on site. Those 
without have never been offered a supply. 
Toilets ; most sites have provided facilities themselves. Those with 
mains drainage have incorporated flush toilets, Those without have 
resorted to Composting Toilets. 
With an increasing number of females on sites it is crucial to have 
these facilities for them. 
It was said at one point that the council would have to provide toilets 
in order for them to meet European Legislation. Needless to say this 
never happened. 
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4.6 Environmental benefits - wildlife and biodiversity: Allotment sites 
can typically contain 30% or greater biodiversity value than an urban 
park and often are joined to other open spaces / green-spaces within 
the urban area, forming part of important wildlife corridors and 
refuges – the ‘Green Infrastructure’ of the Borough. Both as 
signatories to the West Midlands Biodiversity Pledge and to support 
delivery of Biodiversity Action Plan targets and objectives, NBBC is 
committed to seeking to retain and enhance biodiversity within 
allotment sites. At the general level these commitments can be 
translated by reflecting them in individual allotment leases and asking 
associations as a minimum to retain existing wildlife interest - but 
ideally also more positively working to enhance that interest and 
value. Several allotment associations in the Borough have utilised 
surplus land to create specific wildlife habitat / wildlife garden areas 
adding even further to the general value of the sites for wildlife such 
as Greenmoor Rd Allotments in Nuneaton & Mount Pleasant and 
Newdigate Allotments in Bedworth. The Borough can provide free 
ecological advice to support Associations and help advise on practical 
low or no cost ways for Associations to help local wildlife. In addition 
Associations can play a critical role encouraging wildlife friendly 
management as a whole across the site and can encourage individual 
tenants to adopt wildlife friendly approaches within their own plots. 
On occasion it may also be necessary / appropriate for Associations to 
create and adopt rules requiring certain approaches and to enforce 
those rules 
Some key opportunities for allotment sites and associations to pursue 
can be summarised as follows: 
· By necessity to have minimum acceptable practices covered by rules 
and to enforce those rules if necessary – e.g. in regard to fires / 
composting etc. 
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· To support and encourage wildlife friendly approaches to allotment 
gardening by tenants: o encouraging beneficial insects / species that 
consume crop pests and to act as pollinators e.g. through companion 
planting / pond and bog creation / bat and bird boxes / insect boxes / 
log and stone piles /wildflower and herb patches / retention and 
addition of  
hedges &ditches / tree planting & orchard creation if land available. 
o reducing / minimising pesticide / molluscicide usage of reducing 
peat usage  
· To encourage composting / recycling, organic approaches and 
avoiding /minimising fires 
· To deal with any surplus plots, communal areas and boundaries in 
the most wildlife friendly ways 
· To consider developing demonstration plots to promote some of the 
possible approaches 
· To look as an Association - on at least an annual basis - at existing 
wildlife habitat and value across the whole site, to retain existing 
value and to identify and where possible act on opportunities to 
enhance wildlife value (with advice -to whatever extent desired by the 
Association - from NBBC). A brief review could e.g. take the form of a 
standing item on the minutes AGM for Associations and the overall 
annual reporting on this standing item could be presented annually to 
the Scrutiny Panel of the Borough Council. 4.6 How has this been 
promoted? There is little or no evidence of any promotion by the 
council . The Borough has not provided free ecological advise to 
support Associations. Where are the minimum acceptable standards? 
Wildlife approaches not promoted at all. Have any surveys been 
carried out by NBBC to establish progress being made in these areas? 
NO Composting; What progress where? Surplus plots; how are these 
being managed? Where are the demonstration plots? There are none. 
Wildlife habitats; no support in the first ten years of the strategy. 
Annual Reporting; only one meeting in five years. Only two in ten. The 
majority of the proposals in this sections have never been promoted. 
That said a lot of Associations are carrying out this work despite there 
being no help or assistance being provided from NBBC. 
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4.7 Celebrating Excellence: The pride many allotment holders take in 
their plots and the food they grow is immense and some achieve very 
high standards at shows. 
Others volunteer many hours of their time to delivering communal 
benefits for their immediate colleagues, the wider allotment 
community and society in general. 
Sharing their achievements with the community is a good reason for 
celebration which can inspire others and lead to greater community 
cohesion. Nuneaton and Bedworth has a history of such celebration, 
as is evidenced by the number of trophies currently held in the 
Mayor’s Parlour. The re-introduction of such competitions between 
individuals, allotment associations and the recognition of voluntary 
work, through the Nuneaton Allotment Federation & Bedworth & 
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District Horticultural Council should be encouraged. 
4.7 Little or no progress in ten years. 
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4.8 Money Saving - a more sustainable food source: The original 
purpose of allotments, encapsulated in the General Enclosure Act 
1845, was to provide a source of fresh fruit and vegetables for the 
“landless poor”. Even now, the financial advantages of allotment 
gardening remain significant. People are also more and more 
concerned about the environmental impact of what they eat. ‘The 
Validity of Food Miles as an Indicator of Sustainable Development’ 
report, produced by DEFRA in 2005 put the environmental, social and 
economic cost of food transport at £9bn annually. Ten million tonnes 
of carbon dioxide were emitted in the UK in 2002 as a result of food 
transportation and it also accounts for a quarter of all HGV vehicle 
miles. Food packaging is also a major environmental issue. It is 
estimated that 100,000 tonnes of plastic bags are thrown away every 
year. UK households produce the equivalent of 245 jumbo jets a week 
in packaging waste. 
Allotment growing avoids the need to use packaging. The use of 
organic cultivation methods is increasing practised up by many plot 
holders. Composting on allotments is widely practised, and is a good 
alternative to bonfires. Reuse and 
recycling is part of the allotments tradition: old carpets used for 
mulching and old gutters and water tanks are used for collecting 
water. The scruffy appearance of some sites is the accepted price of 
innovation in recycling and reuse of materials. 
4.8 Again - not being promoted 
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4.9 Key Considerations: The case for maintaining, promoting and 
protecting allotments is a strong one, on public health and 
environmental grounds as well a means of enhancing community 
cohesion. Any policy decision must have full 
regard to the very considerable benefits they bring to the individual 
and the wider community. The main issues arising are: 
· Need to link to the health services to provide support for people for 
whom allotment growing would improve their health. 
· Schools could benefit from more formal access to allotments and be 
supported to have growing areas on schools premises. 
· Need to work with disability groups to identify how best to ensure 
provision is made for their needs. 
· Need to ensure people from ethnic groups are able to access 
allotments and consider celebrating their culture through food and 
growing. 
· Need to demonstrate the value to Allotment Associations of being 
more community facing. 
· Support provision of communal facilities on allotment sites or 
connections with nearby facilities. 
Explore opportunities to develop local enterprises between Allotment 
Associations & Community Groups (Contributing excess stock to food 
banks, Café’s, Kitchens etc.) 
· Support allotment open days. 
· Identify sites with significant wildlife interest or potential and the 
contribution to biodiversity that plot holders can realistically be 
expected to make. 
· Provide guidance on best management practice for hedgerows, 
standard / pollard trees, set aside allotments, ditches, banks and 
compost heaps. 
· Consider whether cost is of more significance to some people than 
others. 
4.9 None of these main issues have been addressed. 
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5.0 Legislation 
5.1 There has been a significant amount of legislation relating to 
allotments in the last century and as such this area of law can appear 
quite complicated. There are continuing calls for such legislation to be 
consolidated into a single new act, although this appears unlikely to 
become a political priority at present. Put simply, Local Authorities 
have a statutory duty to provide allotment land, both permanent 
(statutory) and temporary, where there is proven demand and they 
cannot dispose of statutory allotments without approval by the 
relevant Secretary of State. 
The main statutes known collectively as The Allotments Act’s 
1908~1950 are outlined below. 
5.2 Small Holdings & Allotments Act, 1908 repealed and consolidated 
previous legislation, establishing the framework for the modern 
allotments system. It principally dealt with the duties of allotment 
authorities to provide allotments for the ‘labouring population’ and 
compensation to tenants who had their tenancies terminated. 
5.3 Land Settlement (Facilities) Act, 1919 made a number of 
amendments to the 1908 Act, most notably abolishing the reference 
to ‘labouring population’ principally to assist returning WWI service 
personal. 
5.4 Allotments Act, 1922 provided improved security of tenure for 
allotment tenants, requiring specific periods of notice and 
compensation if necessary, based upon the value of the tenants crops. 
It also required most allotment authorities to appoint allotment 
committees. 
5.5 Allotments Act, 1925 required planning authorities to take specific 
account of allotment needs when preparing town planning schemes, a 
safeguard which disappeared with the Town & Country Planning Act 
1947. 
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5.6 Small Holdings & Allotments Act, 1926 made minor amendments 
to previous acts, but was mainly concerned with Small Holdings. 
5.7 The Agricultural Land (Utilisation) Act, 1931 was passed at the 
time of the depression to encourage the provision of allotments for 
the unemployed. It is no longer actively used. 
5.8 Allotments Act, 1950 was passed as a consequence of the 
Allotments Advisory Committee report of 1949, although not all the 
recommendations were included in the eventual legislation. It 
extended the period of notice to tenants from six to twelve months, 
expiring during the winter period. It also dealt with matters relating to 
compensation due, both to the tenant upon being given notice to quit 
and the allotments authority, if the plot holder had allowed the plot to 
deteriorate. 
5.9 Other Legislation Whilst not specifically relating to allotments, 
other more recent legislation has had an impact, most notably the 
Local Government Act 1972, which removed the requirement upon 
local authorities to establish allotments committees. These include; 
· Local Government Planning & Land Act 1980 · Local Government & 
Planning (Amendment) Act 1981 · Acquisition of Land Act 1981 · Town 
& Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) · Local Government Act 
1992 · Statute Law (Repeals) Act, 1993  
In 1998 the Government also introduced a requirement for local 
authorities to show what steps they had taken to promote allotments 
prior to requesting consent to dispose of them. This was because of 
concerns that local people might not be aware of a local authorities’ 
duty to provide such facilities. The most recent statute to affect 
allotments is The Localism Act, 2012. This seeks to empower local 
communities to decide local requirements and priorities, rather than 
such matters being centrally driven and will have direct implications 
for allotment provision within Nuneaton and Bedworth. In 1998 the 
Government also introduced a requirement for local authorities to 
show what steps had been taken to promote allotments prior to 
requesting consent to dispose of them. No evidence that this has 
happened. The Localism Act 2012 What are the implications for 
allotment provision? 
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6.0 National Policy Context 
6.1 The Department for Communities & Local Government (DCLG) has 
acknowledged that allotments are valuable green spaces that can help 
improve people's quality of life by promoting healthy food, exercise 
and community interaction. The DCLG seeks to ensure that allotments 
are well managed, are considered as part of the overall green 
infrastructure and are only disposed of where there is no demand for 
them and established criteria have been met. It is committed to 
working with local authorities to promote best practice and ensure 
quality and appropriate availability now and for future generations. As 
part of this commitment DCLG has published two guidance 
documents; Space for Food Growing and Potential Funding for 
Community Green Spaces. 
6.1 The Department for Communities & Local Government (DCLG). 
It appears that NBBC has given little consideration that allotments are 
considered as part of the overall green infrastructure. When will NBBC 
advise Associations as to what is in the Potential Funding for 
Community Green Spaces, because it has failed to do so far. 
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6.2 National Planning Policy Framework: Adopted in March 2012, this 
initially caused some alarm amongst those more familiar with the 
previous, rather more prescriptive approach to planning at a national 
level. Documents such as Planning Policy Guidance Note’s PPG 3 – 
Housing and PPG 17 – Sport, Open Space & 
Recreation, both of which were seen as providing protection for 
allotments have, 
along with over a thousand pages of national guidance been replaced 
by just fifty. There is only a single reference to allotments within the 
new framework, 
specifically excluding them from the definition of ‘Previously 
Developed Land’, 
although within the context of providing social, recreational & cultural 
facilities, 
allotments should be considered alongside references to wider public 
open space 
provision, detailed in chapter 8 – Promoting Healthy Communities. 
Seen as a key 
part of the effort to de-centralise government, DCLG Communities 
Minister 
Andrew Stunell explained that in the context of allotment provision 
the new 
framework will ensure, “Local communities will have the ability in the 
future to 
dictate what the local plan for them should be, and to set aside those 
allotments, 
and of course existing allotments are protected under legislation at 
the moment. 6.2  In the context of allotment provision the new 
framework will ensure , “ Local communities will have the ability in the 
future to dictate what the local plan for them should be, and to set 
aside those allotments, and of course existing allotments are 
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protected under legislation at the moment” NBBC have not taken 
upon themselves to make any of this information available to 
Associations. There should be a system and process in place whereby 
any new legislation which may impact upon allotments is brought to 
the attention of the associations in a timely manner. The overarching 
associations would see it as NBBC responsibility to bring to their 
attention any changes in legislation and what its impacts may have on 
allotments. It has to be born in mind that not all Associations have 
people who are computer literate, some do not have web sites or 
even email contacts.  
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6.3 Local Government Association (LGA): The LGA have published two 
key documents relating to allotments. Growing in the Community: A 
Good Practice Guide for the Management of Allotments – 2nd Ed. was 
published in 2008 and identifies the main issues for allotments officers 
and societies, together with advice on how to overcome the 
challenges they are facing. In 2010 this was supplemented by a new 
on-line guide, A  Place to Grow. The update seeks to address some of 
the problems that local authorities  and devolved management 
allotment associations are facing as a consequence of the increased 
demand for allotments. Further advice is provided about issues such 
as managing waiting lists and non-cultivation, as well as information 
about how to design a new allotment site. 
6.3 Again none of this information has been made available to 
Allotment Associations. 
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6.4 National Society of Allotments & Leisure Gardeners Ltd: 
6.4 National Society Allotment & Leisure Gardens Ltd  
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7.0 Local Policy Context 
7.1 Nuneaton & Bedworth Sustainable Community Plan The Borough’s 
Community Plan, entitled ‘Shaping our Future’ is the overarching 
strategy produced by the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP). It brings 
together 
organisations from the public, private, voluntary and community 
sectors to work together as a single group for the benefit of an area. 
Their key priorities include: 
· Improving the well-being of communities by helping people to work 
together, support and understand each other. 
· To make Nuneaton and Bedworth a safer place for everyone where 
day-to-day quality of life is not marred by the fear of crime. 
· To improve access to health care and improve life expectancy within 
the borough, by promoting more healthier and active lifestyles. 
· To have a high quality environment with increased biodiversity and a 
sustainable approach to waste and energy. 
· To improve the Boroughs transport infrastructure in order to provide 
easier access to key services and facilities. 
Having high quality accessible allotments can make a significant 
impact on the delivery of these key objectives. 
7.1 Again another plan which has not been transmitted to the 
allotment community.  
When these plans are made available allotment associations should 
be given details and a link to find out how they will be affected. More 
words with nothing to show for them. 
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7.2 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Corporate Plan The 
Council’s Corporate Plan has been refreshed and covers the period 
2007-2021, to complement the sustainable community plan. The 
vision and corporate aim stated in the Corporate Plan is that: 
“By 2021, we shall achieve the greatest improvement in the quality of 
life and social justice in Warwickshire, providing value for money 
services in a safe and pleasant environment” 
Linking our Corporate Plan priorities to our allotment strategy: 
Key Aim 1: Improve the quality of life and social justice for residents so 
it is much closer to that enjoyed by the rest of Warwickshire. 
Response: We shall ensure that all residents have access to quality 
allotments and provide facilities that are inclusive for all to improve 
health and health inequalities. 
Key Aim 2: Work in partnership to reduce the level of crime and 
disorder so that the community is and feels safer. 
Response: We shall enable our partners to access facilities, activities 
and experiences to deal with anti-social behaviour. 
Key Aim 3: Provide a pleasant environment for those living, working 
and visiting the borough. 
Response: We shall, with our partners, continue to maintain and 
develop the allotments within the Borough to ensure the quality of 
these spaces and facilities is protected and enhanced. We shall report 
on these projects delivered by the Council, its partners and 
community groups. 
Key Aim 4: Provide quality services which represent value for money. 
Response: We will raise awareness of the services we deliver and how 
they may be accessed. We shall report on the success of these 
services, on the services/facilities/environmental improvements we 
are working to introduce and on the consultations/projects that will 
help reshape our future service delivery. 
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7.2 Once again a set of fine words which have little or no meaning to 
the average allotment plot holder. What if anything has been 
achieved? Where are we now in 2022? 
Has the Corporate Plan been linked to the Allotment Strategy? If so 
how? 
Key Aim 1: where are the quality allotments? Most association 
particularly those who are member of BDHC feel that they have not 
been treated fairly over many years. 
Key Aim 2. Whilst not directly under the control of the council, the 
fear of crime in the community is at an all-time high. A number of 
break ins have occurred on allotment sites, more in the last couple of 
years than in the ten years previous. The number of police personnel 
in the Bedworth area is at its lowest it has been for many years. This is 
not helped by a number of police staff who whilst on long term sick do 
not have their posts covered. 
Key Aim 3. We along with our partners , continue to maintain and 
develop the allotments within the Borough to ensure the quality of 
these spaces and facilities is protected and enhanced. Where are the 
reports to this effect? Just not true. NBBC  have done nothing to 
'maintain and develop the allotments within the Borough to ensure 
the quality of these spaces and facilities is protected and enhanced'. 
Key Aim 4. Provide quality services which represent value for money. 
None of this has been seen in the last ten years on allotments. Please 
provide details of where and how this has been achieved. 
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7.3 Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Development Plan or 
Borough Plan, is an evidenced based document focusing on strategic 
planning issues. Therefore where there are strategic allotment issues, 
such as meeting needs, the Borough 
Plan will take account of this. The Planning Policy team are currently 
preparing the Preferred Option stage of the Plan which is due to go 
out for consultation in the early spring 2013. The Preferred Option will 
identify the preferred direction for 
growth as well as identifying a number of potential planning policies. 
7.3 The Planning  Policy Team are currently preparing the Preferred 
option stage of the plan which is due to go out for consultation in 
early spring 2013.  
How many more years will go by before the impact of this 
development plan impact on allotments will be known? 
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7.4 Nuneaton & Bedworth Open Space Strategy identifies 23 council 
owned sites across the borough, each of which form an integral part 
of the strategic network of  green space. It states that these sites 
should meet the following criteria, to be detailed within the 
Allotments Strategy; 
· Provided to a minimum standard. 
· Self-managed. 
· Provided in sufficient numbers across the borough. 
· Provided in the right locations. 
· Support of Management Groups. 
7.4 What if any progress has been made towards the following:- 
Provision of a minimum standard 
Provision of sufficient numbers across the borough. 
Provision in the right locations. 
Support of management Groups. 
First impressions are that none of this has been achieved. 
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7.5 Warwickshire Interim Health Inequalities Strategy 2013 – 2015 
was adopted in May 2013 and sets out a ‘Life course’ approach to 
health which includes mobilising communities and working closely in 
partnership with all agencies involved in addressing health 
inequalities. It outlines aspirations for changing the social 
determinants of health and whilst it will be implemented countywide 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council will be working to identify 
their unique contribution to this locally. 
7.5 Nuneaton & Bedworth will be working to identify their unique 
contribution to this locally. 
What is this unique contribution ? 

 
Comments noted. 
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7.6 The First Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) was published in 
2008 and informs all strategic planning by all agencies in the future. It 
has been refreshed annually, with a mini JSNA produced specifically 
focusing on issues for Nuneaton and Bedworth. It is this that has 
guided the outcomes of an internal Elected Member Working Group 
action plan within Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council. 
7.6 Yet another one which has achieved nothing. The next JSNA did 
not take place until 2019 and allotments were not on the agenda. 

 
Comments noted. 
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7.7 The Nuneaton & Bedworth Health Improvement and Wellbeing 
Partnership has recently been replaced with two ‘Task and Finish’ 
groups for Alcohol and Obesity. The latter has significant links to the 
development of healthy eating initiatives and ‘grow your own’ 
produce that can be nurtured within allotment sites. 
There is scope to develop this further by exploring links between Food 
Banks and Social Enterprises located in communities. 
7.7 Did the task and finish groups ever finish? Or were they even 
started? 
What have been the outputs ? 

 
The comment shave 
been forwarded to 
the relevant team.  
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7.8 The Crime and Disorder Partnership Plan 2013- 2016 seeks to 
address crime and anti-social behaviour. Within this Plan, there are 
close links to the Warwickshire Probation Trust and their Community 
Payback Scheme. There are opportunities within this scheme to 
explore joined up working with allotments to involve offenders in the 
development of local green areas, gardening schemes and other 
associated work. 
7.8 This is about the only one where there has been an action. An 
offer was made for Community Payback Teams to assist on allotment 
sites. After much consultation this was declined as there was a view 
that once having visited the sites in a supervised role, some of the 
individuals may return at a later date and remove items from the 
allotment sites. 
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and Open Space Team 
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202.27 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Environmental 
Sustainability 
Strategy  

7.9 
 

7.9 Environmental Sustainability Strategy The aims and objectives 
contained within the Environmental Sustainability Strategy (ESS) will 
help Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council deliver its vision for 
2021: 
Vision: By 2021 we shall achieve the greatest improvement in quality 
of life and social justice in Warwickshire, providing value for money 
services in a safe and pleasant environment. This vision is consistent 
with the Local Government Act (Section 2) which gives power to local 
authorities to do anything which they consider is likely to achieve any 
or all of the following objectives: - 
· The promotion or improvement of the economic well-being of their 
area. 
· The promotion or improvement of the social well-being of their area. 
· The promotion or improvement of the environmental well-being of 
their area. 
The ESS will address mainly environmental well-being in the area and 
in so doing will help to deliver the following Corporate Aim: 
‘To provide a pleasant environment for those living, working and 
visiting the Borough.’ 
· A green and clean environment 
· Leading in environmental issues addressing climate change and 
protection of the environment. 
7.9 The pledge publicly commits NBBC to pursue best practise in 
respect of biodiversity  (i.e. wildlife and wildlife habitats) in all of its 
strategies, plans and projects. 
Once again NBBC has failed to deliver on any of this. No requirements, 
information or guidance has been offered to allotment associations in 
this area. Fortunately most allotment associations do care about 
biodiversity and have gone ahead and carried out work to develop this 
on their allotment sites. 
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202.28 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

West Midlands 
Biodiversity 
Pledge 

7.10 
 

7.10 West Midlands Biodiversity Pledge N.B.B.C. are signatories to the 
West Midlands Biodiversity Pledge – a joint West Midlands Local 
Government Association (WMLGA) and West Midlands Biodiversity 
Partnership initiative. 
The pledge publicly commits NBBC to pursue best practice in respect 
of biodiversity (i.e. wildlife and wildlife habitats) in all of its strategies, 
plans and projects. This is a statutory duty placed anyway upon all 
local authorities by the 2006 Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act. 
The pledge also commits NBBC to protect and enhance biodiversity 
within all the local authority ‘estate’ (i.e. its land and property 
holdings). 
For both these reasons it is appropriate and desirable for NBBC to 
seek that all allotment sites / associations to make the most of 
opportunities to encourage and increase biodiversity and equally to 
prevent and avoid any activities damaging to biodiversity. 
7.10 NBBC is committed to support and pursue the achievements of 
the relevant BAP targets and objectives. 
What is in the plan/s? What has been achieved if anything? See 
comments in 7.9 Once again NBBC has failed to deliver on any of this. 
No requirements, information or guidance has been offered to 
allotment associations in this area. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with biodiversity. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.29 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Warwickshire, 
Coventry and 
Solihull 
Biodiversity 
Action Pl 

7.11 
 

7.11 Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Action Plan 
helps translate National Biodiversity Action Plans for threatened 
species and for key wildlife habitats into a local context. In urban 
areas the significant wildlife habitat value of allotments (existing and 
potential) is fully recognised (NSALG research shows allotments have 
up to 30% more wildlife diversity than a typical urban park). As a 
result the WCaS BAP includes a specific Allotments Biodiversity Action 
Plan seeking to retain and enhance the biodiversity value of allotment 
sites. As a partner in the Warwickshire Coventry and Solihull 
Biodiversity partnership N.B.B.C. is committed to support and pursue 
the achievement of the relevant BAP targets and objectives. 
7.11 NBBC is committed to support and pursue the achievements of 
the relevant BAP targets and objectives. 
What is in the plan/s? What has been achieved if anything? See 
comments in 7.10. 
Once again NBBC has failed to deliver on any of this. No requirements, 
information or guidance has been offered to allotment associations in 
this area. 
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202.30 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2050 

8.0 and 8.1 
 

8.0 Audit of Allotment Provision 
8.1 The audit of allotment provision in Nuneaton and Bedworth can 
be divided into two distinct areas. The first concerns the quantity, 
location and capacity of allotment land within the borough. Are there 
sufficient sites/plots available and are they in suitable locations to 
meet both current and projected future demand? The second area 
looks at the quality of the sites that do exist. Are they well managed, 
secure, provided with appropriate amenities and are they accessible 
to all, including those with mixed abilities? 
8.1 The first concerns quantity . Are there sufficient sites. Are they in 
suitable locations to meet both current and projected future 
demands. The second area looks at quality of the sites that do exist. 
Are they well managed, secure, provided with appropriate amenities 
and are they accessible to all, including those with mixed abilities. 
The answer to these questions is almost certainly NO in most cases. It 
would be interesting to see what progress if any has been made, in 
the last ten years.  
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and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
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Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
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8.2 
 

8.2 No comments. 
  

202.32 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2052 

8.3 
 

8.3 Quantity - The National Society of Allotment & Leisure Gardeners 
recommends a minimum standard of 20 plots per 1000 households. 
There were 54,327 residential properties and an estimated population 
of 125,400 within the borough of Nuneaton and Bedworth at the end 
of 2012. 
· 20 - Number of plots per 1000 households. (Average 2.31 people per 
property.) 
8.4 The Borough should therefore have a minimum of 31.51 Ha of 
allotment land, or · 290 – Standard size of a ‘Full’ allotment plot (250 
Sq.m) + an allowance of 40 Sq.m per plot for paths (1.2m wide) & 
haulage ways (3.0m wide). 
· 54,327 – Number of households in the Borough. 
· 20 x 290 x 54,327 = 315,097 Sq.m or 31.51 Hectares8.3 Quantity 
8.3 Have the statistics changed? Most allotment association indicate 
that they have fewer vacancies these days. How many allotment plots 
are now needed? How will NBBC meet the need? 
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202.33 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2053 

8.4 
 

8.4 The Borough should therefore have a minimum of 31.51 Ha of 
allotment land, or 8.6 plots / 0.25 Ha (inclusive of paths/haulage ways) 
per 1000 population. 
Allotment land provided solely by NBBC currently accounts for 31.61 
Ha, rising to 36.30 Ha when the five privately owned sites within the 
borough are added. Whilst the Ansley village site accounts for 1.18 Ha, 
it lies outside the Borough boundary. 
The full extent of these sites needs to be treated with a degree of 
caution however. Based upon digital mapping, they take no account of 
features within sites that are unsuitable for allotment use and which 
cannot be economically remedied such as; prevailing ground 
conditions, boundary profile, topography etc. Therefore an allowance 
of 30 ~ 37  plots/hectare, (12 ~ 15 plots/acre is recommended by the 
NSALG) should be applied. It is estimated that the population of the 
Borough will grow to 135,600 by 2023, a further  
10,200 people. As such there will be a need to retain/develop 87.7 
plots or 2.54 Ha of allotment land to maintain minimum requirements. 
8.4 It is estimated that the population of the borough will grow to 
135,600 by 2023, a further 10,200 people. As such there will be a need 
to retain/ develop 87.7 plots or 2.54 Ha of allotment land to maintain 
minimum requirements.  
As mentioned on the first page of this report, it appears that NBBC are 
looking to find additional plots on each site. This will not happen, 
some sites are very small anyway. Most others are already only 
offering half plots to new tenants. There is a limit to how may time 
this can happen. There are also areas of land on most sites that are 
not suitable of being used as a working plot. This is where sites have 
set up or are setting up sites of biodiversity.    
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and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.34 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2054 

8.5 
 

8.5 Location –In addition to identifying the extent of each allotment 
site, the plans at appendix 1 also include a 1000m catchment area. 
Based upon data taken from the Open Space Strategy, this represents 
a 15 to 20 min walking time, also considered by the NSALG to be the 
maximum walking distance for a plot-holder wishing to take produce 
home. On this basis, a number of areas within the Borough are 
deficient in provision; Galley Common (Village), Bermuda (Village), 
Whitestone (East), Keresley (Village), Hawkesbury Junction and 
Bulkington. It also underlines the strategic importance of sites such as 
‘The Cabbage’ in Stockingford, for which the surrounding urban 
development, not only serves to provide a significant catchment area, 
but also make it difficult to replace in the 
event of its loss.  
8.5 A number of areas in the Borough are deficient in provision; Galley 
Common, Bermuda, Whitestone, Keresley, Hawkesbury junction and 
Bulkington. 
What progress if any has been made for provision in these areas in the 
last ten years? 
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202.35 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2055 

8.6 
 

8.6 Capacity – A survey of Allotment Association secretaries 
established how many plots their sites contained, the number of 
members, vacant plots or the number of people on a waiting list. (See 
table at appendix 2) The calculation of plot numbers is based upon a 
full plot being 250 Sq.m, with plots significantly smaller than this being 
counted simply as ‘half-plots’. Across the borough however, there is a 
wide diversity of plot sizes, from 1/4 plots through to some that are 
over 11/2 time’s standard size. This reflects both current local demand 
and also ensures allotment sites across the borough remain fit for 
purpose, as a tenant’s work/life balance continually evolves. 
8.7 Quality – Over the years there has been much debate regarding 
the quality of allotment sites within the Borough and the issue of on-
going maintenance responsibilities. However, it is clear that under the 
terms of the current leases and allotment legislation, there is very 
little duty or obligation placed on local authorities other than to 
provide the allotment land itself. A condition survey of NBBC 
allotment sites was undertaken in 2009. (See table at appendix 3) This 
identified both responsibility for boundaries, access points and 
haulage ways, onsite parking, communal buildings, toilets, water 
supplies etc. and assessed their condition on a scale of 1 ~10 using 
‘Green Flag’ judging criteria. 
NBBC Has in the past carried out fencing, roadways and other works 
to its sites and acknowledges through the condition survey that others 
may need further maintenance work as and when self-governance 
/new leases are put in place. For example some allotment sites do not 
have running water supply on site and it is questionable whether this 
is acceptable in the 21st Century. However, such maintenance must 
be looked at in light of the current economic climate and on a site by 
site basis. Any work that remains  outstanding therefore will need to 
be planned over a period of years from the adoption of this strategy. 
Each site will therefore develop a plan to identify maintenance 
requirements utilising our existing business case model. Such plans 
will be subject to five yearly  (Quinquennial ) reviews It should also be 
acknowledged that since the last audit of the allotment sites in 2009 
many allotment associations have made improvements themselves for 
example, Greenmoor Road & Milford St. Allotment Association now 
has a water supply and have replaced their boundary fences and 
Newdigate Allotment Association have created an ability/sensory 
garden. Other sites too, have been successful in winning bids to 
improve security and reduce ASB from Community  Safety funds. 
Through providing Allotment Associations with longer leases (25 yrs) it 
is envisaged that they will be better able to secure access to third 
party funding for specific projects, supported by NBBC and other key 
partners such as WCAVA. 
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202.36 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2056 

8.7 
 

8.7 This is a total red herring. Associations have been told all along 
that there is no money in the budget and there will be no money in 
the future. The minimum standards laid down by NBBC in the case of 
roadways, fencing and gates is not being met on a number of sites, 
and unless the associations can obtain funding (which it appears will 
be unlikely for areas such as gates and fencing ) will continue to be at 
the mercy of the criminal element in society. 
It is understood that the example given of Greenmoor Road and 
Milford Street now having a water supply  and boundary fence was 
funded in part if not completely by NBBC. 
A number of sites have sort funding to carry out improvements, but 
have been unsuccessful . No support has been received from NBBC or 
WCAVA in making bids .  
Please provide details of what support has been given and the 
outcomes. 
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202.37 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2057 

8.8 
 

8.8 Promotion - The promotion of allotments is something that is the 
Council’s responsibility overall as part of complying with allotments 
legislation. One of the barriers to having an allotment routinely 
identified by people nationally is lack of information. There needs to 
be a clear simple process for getting a plot or onto a waiting list, signs 
at each site should give contacts and availability. NBBC is also 
currently improving its website with allotments being one of the first 
pilot areas for the Parks & Countryside Service. There should be a 
periodic review of the promotion of allotments to ensure that the 
Council is fulfilling its responsibilities. 
8.8 Please provide examples of what promotion has been carried out 
by NBBC with  
regards to allotments? As there is still a lack of information in this 
area. Most of the enquiries for BDHC sites come through its web site. 
When was the last periodic  review carried out by NBBC to ensure it is 
fulfilling its responsibilities? 
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202.38 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2058 

8.9 
 

8.9 Key Considerations - 
· Whilst there seems to be an overall level of provision in line with 
NSALG recommendations, this is not evenly distributed. 
· There is continuing demand despite levels of provision meeting 
NSALG recommendations. 
· The Borough Plan must make provision where appropriate for new 
allotment sites. 
· New sites must be located close to residential areas. 
· Sustainability must be considered as sites develop. 
· Wildlife must be considered in maintenance regimes. 
· More appropriate facilities must be provided. 
· Promotion of allotments must be improved. 
8.9 what progress has been made with these 8 key considerations? 
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202.39 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2059 

9.0 and 9.1 
 

9.0 Consultation Review 
9.1 The Planning & Environment Overview & Scrutiny Panel – 
Allotment Working Group, heard evidence on six occasions from; 
· Allotment Associations individually and through the Nuneaton 
Federation of Allotments and Bedworth & District Horticultural 
Council. 
· The National Society of Allotments & Leisure Gardeners. 
· Allotments & Gardens UK. 
· WCAVA. 
· People in Action. 
· Ingleby Foundation. 
· Transition Town. 
· Council Officers on issues relating to; legislation and legal matters, 
finance, planning policy and recreation. 
Reference was also made to the 2009 Allotments Condition Survey, 
data on occupancy levels & waiting lists, provided by Association 
secretaries and feedback received from previous public consultation 
on the Open Space Strategy. It is worth noting that the process of 
developing this strategy has already had a positive impact on both the 
NFA & BDHC in terms of increasing interest from the various 
associations affiliated to them. 
However, there is currently little evidence available that would allow 
us to understand the extent of any ‘latent’ demand for allotments 
within the Borough. That is people who are unaware of the Councils 
obligation to provide allotment facilities, but who might wish to be 
considered for a plot or those who have declined to go on a waiting 
list, because they feel it will take too long to secure a plot on their 
chosen site. To address this shortfall it is proposed that a specific 
question on allotments is considered as part of the next ‘Tell Us’ 
survey of Borough residents.  
9.1 It is worth noting that the process of developing this strategy has 
already had a positive impact on both NFA and BDHC in terms of 
increasing interest from the various associations affiliated to them. At 
the time that the review was first started BDHC was about to fold due 
to lack of interest amongst its members, brought about in part by the 
then secretary not calling all members to each meeting, only a 
proportion. Members did not know what  was happening from one 
meeting to the next. The then Chair had an elderly father who was 
seriously ill and his time was needed to look after him. The existing 
secretary decided to try and hold the Society to ransom and so was 
replaced. BDHC has been in existence for over 70 years and its early 
days had meetings attended by as many as a hundred people. It lost 
its way when the Annual Show started to have priority over everything 
else. When the new management team took over members were 
asked if they wanted to continue with the show, the answer to which 
was no. Since that time all meetings have been attended by the 
majority of member sites. 
What has NBBC done to understand the need for allotments in the 
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Borough? Have specific questions been asked of the public in relation 
to allotments? NO. 

202.40 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2060 

9.2 
 

9.2 Key issues raised through the process included; 
· Provision of new leases of at least 25 years duration was considered 
essential to enable associations to make funding bids to external 
bodies. 
· Wider concerns about security of tenure for some allotment 
associations. 
· Responsibilities – concerns about liabilities, particularly boundaries 
being passed to allotment associations. 
· Site security, both in terms of thefts from sites and petty vandalism. 
· Facilities – water supplies, haulage ways, gates and fencing, 
communal storage sheds/site office etc. 
· Toilet facilities – An issue made more apparent by the increasing 
numbers of women taking on plots. Composting toilets were 
considered the most effective way forward. 
· Access for all. 
· Future development and access to funding. 
· Working with the local community. 
9.2 Key Issues raised through the process apart from the first one on 
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the list, the other eight issues appear to have not been addressed. 
Why not? 

202.41 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2061 

10.0 to 10.3 
 

10.0 Developing A Standard 
10.1 This strategy has identified that strictly based upon quantity 
alone, the existing NBBC and private allotment sites within the 
Borough, can meet both current and projected demand over the next 
ten years. However, when proximity to a site based upon a 15 ~20 min 
walking time is taken into consideration, deficiencies are identified in; 
Galley Common (Village), Bermuda (Village), Whitestone (East), 
Keresley (Village), Hawkesbury Junction and Bulkington. It also 
underlines the strategic importance of some key sites. 
10.2 It is considered that for a site to be easily managed there needs 
to be at least 20 plots on a site or 5,800 Sq.m This does not mean that 
smaller sites are not viable, simply that they are a less efficient use of 
land, resources, such as utilities and it may be difficult to ensure a 
long term robust & sustainable management structure.  
10.3 Therefore, this strategy will adopt a standard of; 
· Allotments being within 1000m of new homes. 
· The minimum size of any new allotment site to be 0.58 Ha · Where 
there is a deficiency, we will seek to provide new allotments through 
new residential development by; 
o Providing for allotments on strategic housing sites proposed in the 
Borough Plan. 
o Developments of more than 1000 dwellings will trigger the 
requirement for on-site provision. This will include sites where the 
overall capacity is over 1000 dwellings but smaller sites are being 
developed in phases. 
o Contributions by developers in lieu of on-site provision to be based 
upon the cost of laying out a 20 plot site, (0.58 Ha) inclusive of all 
services & facilities, but excluding the land cost. Expressed as a cost 
per dwelling this would be, £40.11 (2013). 
o We will therefore seek to include allotment provision as part of the 
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Community Infrastructure Levy. 
10.1 What if anything has been done to address the lack of allotments 
in Galley Common, Bermuda Village, Whitestone, Keresley village, 
Hawkesbury Junction and Bulkington? After ten years it appears to be 
nothing. 
10.2 It is considered that for a site to be easily managed there needs 
to be at least 20 plots on a site or 5,800 Sq.m This does not mean that 
smaller sites are not viable, simply that they are a less efficient use of 
land, resources, such as utilities and it may be difficult to ensure a 
long term robust & sustainable management structure. 
10.2 Has any progress been made finding any potential allotment sites 
in any other  areas of the borough? 
10.3 Therefore, this strategy will adopt a standard of; 
· Allotments being within 1000m of new homes. 
· The minimum size of any new allotment site to be 0.58 Ha 
 · Where there is a deficiency, we will seek to provide new allotments 
through new residential development by; 
o Providing for allotments on strategic housing sites proposed in the 
Borough Plan. 
o Developments of more than 1000 dwellings will trigger the 
requirement for on-site provision. This will include sites where the 
overall capacity is over 1000 dwellings but smaller sites are being 
developed in phases. 
o Contributions by developers in lieu of on-site provision to be based 
upon the cost of laying out a 20 plot site, (0.58 Ha) inclusive of all 
services & facilities, but excluding the land cost. Expressed as a cost 
per dwelling this would be, £40.11 (2013). 
o We will therefore seek to include allotment provision as part of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy. 
10.3 No mention here of anywhere else, of how many years lease will 
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be offered to these site. Suspect that this has not even been given any 
consideration. 
10.4 For existing allotment sites it intended to work towards a 
minimum standard during the life of this strategy. New sites shall 
meet these standards as a minimum; 
· Access Gates – Vehicle Pedestrian 
o Minimum width - 3.0m 1.5m 
o Minimum height - 1.8m 1.8m 
o Construction – Metal Metal 
· Boundary Fences - (Where existing boundaries are deemed by the 
supervising officer to be accessible.) 
o Minimum height – 1.8m 
o Construction – 50 x 50 x 3mm weld-mesh on 12.5 or 25m rolls fixed 
onto 1800 x 50 x 50 x 5mm angle iron fence posts. 
· Haulage Ways - 
o Minimum width – 3.0m 
o Construction – Crushed stone or similar approved retained by PCC 
edging. 
· Pathways - 
o Minimum width – 1.2m 
o Construction – Grass. 
· Water Supply – 
o 30mm metered supply with auto-fill water-troughs at not more than 
50m intervals. 
· Toilets – 
o Type – Composting: male and female, inc. disabled access. 
· Communal Store – 
o Type – Steel container for storing machinery, fuel, chemicals 
securely. 
10.4 Total Farce . Very few of the existing sites meet anywhere near 
these standards. How much of this has been provided by NBBC over 
the last 20 years?  
The only reason anything has been done is because potentially there 
may have been safety issues, otherwise the work would not have 
been carried out. i.e. new gates on Bulkington Road Bedworth. 

202.42 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2062 

10.5 
 

10.5 In addition to these requirements, on those sites with more than 
50 plots the provision of a secure communal site office/store will be 
encouraged, subject to the Association securing the necessary 
external funding and any necessary planning consents. 
10.5 Subject to the Association securing the necessary external 
funding and any  necessary planning consents. This says it all;. NBBC 
have no interest in helping  any of the allotment sites. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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11.0 and 11.1 
 

11.0 Financial & Resource Implications 
11.1 Leases – The Legal team are currently finalising a new draft lease, 
based upon a 25 year term in order to permit Allotment Associations 
the opportunity to access external funding, such leases being 
registered. However in certain instances where NBBC already lease 
the land from a third party, any new lease with the Allotment 
Association must preserve the existing date of determination. (See 
appendix 5) 
11.1 This is still about as clear as mud to some associations.  

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  

202.44 RM Bedworth & 
District 
Horticultural 
Council 

Allotment 
Strategy 2012-
2022 and 2017-
2064 

11.2 
 

11.2 Service Level Agreement – As part of the implementation of this 
strategy the NFA, BDHC & Bulkington will make an annual report to 
Planning & Environment Overview & Scrutiny Panel, updating 
members on levels of occupancy, waiting lists, developments on 
allotment sites and levels of engagement with the surrounding 
community, schools etc. This in turn will contribute towards 
demonstrating how health and well-being matters are being 
addressed throughout the Borough. 
11.2 Where is the Agreement? There has been nothing in writing to 
provide Associations with any guidance as to what is required of them. 
Once again most of this work has been sponsored by the relevant lead 
Associations. Reports have been submitted in the last two years, and 
with the confusion and lack of progress some Associations have still to 
submit anything. No assistance whatsoever has been provided to 
assist associations with gaining help and assistance to allow them to 
work with the local communities. It is very doubtful that all 
associations could do this legally as they do not have the full range of 
documents to support such work.  
NBBC has done nothing to monitor this important area of compliance. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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11.3 
 

11.3 Development of Technical Advisory Notices – It is intended to 
develop these within the first year of the adoption of this strategy, 
each being approved by the portfolio holder with responsibility for 
allotments and initially reviewed annually to ensure they reflect 
current best practice. 
11.3 This area has been probably the most controversial of issues 
during the ongoing discussions. 
It is intended to develop these within the first year of the adoption of 
this strategy. So where are they, each time it is brought up at 
committee meetings there is a different reason as to why they do not 
exist.  
It was said that this would be a joint effort involving NBBC, NFA, BDHC 
and Bulkington. Meetings were held in the early days between NFA & 
BDHC. Nothing has happened now for a number of years. 
BDHC has developed its own web site to which a series of documents 
from one of the associations has been uploaded, these can be 
downloaded, copied and pasted into the individual associations 
format and adopted by them at their AGM. 
None of this has been assisted by NBBC. 
11.3 NBBC Sites - Budget Proposals – To address the requirements of 
the standard for existing allotment sites, a number of options are 
available; 
· Based upon a revised & up-dated condition survey for NBBC sites, 
develop a programme of capital works, to be approved separately by 
the Corporate Asset Management Team & delivered entirely by The 
Council over a five year period. 
· Identify a percentage of the above programme that would be made 
available as match funding for bids developed by the Allotment 
Associations, with additional support. 
· Retain the status quo – Current revenue budget, £12,970* 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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administered directly by NBBC to address planned & ad-hoc 
maintenance works. (*2013/14 budget.) 
· Split existing budget 60:40  
Allotment Strategy 2012~2022 
Date: 4 July 2013 
Page 34 
o £7.97k* to continue to be utilised for addressing outstanding/on-
going maintenance activities, either on a planned/ad-hoc basis, 
administered directly by NBBC, or in the form of an annual grant to 
each ‘NBBC’ Allotment Association. The level of each grant to be 
determined using a simple formula, based upon the number of plots 
each site has, which is then weighted according to levels of occupancy 
and numbers on waiting lists. (It is estimated that there are 1059 
‘NBBC’ plots or £7.53 per plot based upon the current budget. Some 
minimum level may be necessary to ensure sums due to smaller sites 
are viable. Details of subsequent expenditure to be provided as part of 
the Service Level Agreement through NFA’s, BDHC’s & Bulkington’s 
annual report to Planning & Environment 
Overview & Scrutiny Panel.  
o £5k* to be made available for sites to submit bids for specific 
projects i.e.provision of re-placement access gates or fencing, toilets, 
or as match funding for external bids for larger projects, such site 
huts. (Max. award £2.5k, typical award £1.5k). 
· Administer entire budget as an annual grant to each allotment 
association using the formula above, but at the rate of £12.25 per 
plot. 
11.3 Why was this put into the strategy when there was never any 
intention of providing any funding for allotments. Even less visible is 
the support that was to be provided to Associations by organisations 
funded by the County and Borough Councils  who were to give 
guidance and assistance in how to get funding from external 
providers. 
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12.0 and 12.1 
 

12.0 A Policy for Allotments 
12.1 NBBC recognises that the provision of allotments for residents is 
an important contributor to the well-being of the community. 
Growing fruit, vegetables and flowers on allotment sites provides an 
important opportunity for community 
interaction, for physical activity, healthy eating and recycling. NBBC 
will adopted a standard of 13.34 Sq.m of allotment land per dwelling 
which it will seek to provide and will require to be provided on new 
developments of 1000 houses or more. 
12.1 NBBC will adopt a standard of 13.34Sq. Of allotment land per 
dwelling which it will seek to provide and will require to be provided 
on new developments of 1000  houses or more. 
This will never happen and is a classic get out clause.  
There will never be any developments of 1000 houses or more. Whilst 
overall development may be in this magnitude, It appears that the 
developments are being authorised for much smaller number of 
houses therefore there is not the need for allotments. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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12.2 
 

12.2 Actions - The Council will seek to: 
· Monitor any unmet demand for allotments in relation to the adopted 
standard. 
Where is the evidence that this has been done? 
· Investigate possible solutions to any unmet demand and promote 
the provision of new allotment sites where they are needed. 
How much progress has been made in the provision of additional 
allotments? 
· Support the improvement of existing allotment sites to enable more 
people to share the benefits of allotments and skills with a particular 
emphasis on food growing both on allotments and in containers. 
Yet again fine words with no substance or outcomes. What has NBBC 
done so far to meet this objective? 
· Encourage the adoption of organic and sustainable cultivation 
methods on allotments. 
Another are where no progress has been made. What has NBBC done 
to meet this? 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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12.3 
 

12.3 Outcomes - Through so doing The Council aims to: 
· Increase the numbers and diversity of people growing their own food 
Provide information as to how in the last ten years NBBC has achieved 
this. 
· Increase levels of consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables across 
the community, with special emphasis in Super Output Areas (SOA’s). 
Again, provide information as to how in the last ten years NBBC has 
achieved this.   
It is doubtful many associations even know whether they are in a 
Super Output Area (SOA). 
· Contribute to raising physical activity levels especially among older 
people. 
Another area where there has been zero contribution by the council. 
· Provide opportunities for social interaction and community 
integration. 
When and where has this been provided by NBBC? 
· Contribute to environmental improvements and use of sustainable 
growing methods 
How, when and where has this been done? 
· Raise skill and knowledge levels of horticulture and cultivation. 
Yet another area where absolutely nothing has been done in the last 
ten years by the council. 
· Improve the health of the community. 
More empty words. 
· Support the development of horticultural knowledge. 
Another area where absolutely nothing has been done in the last ten 
years by the council. 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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13.1 and 13.2. 
 

13.1 ? 
13.2 The NFA, BDHC & Bulkington will make an annual report to 
Planning & Environment Overview & Scrutiny Panel, updating 
members on levels of occupancy, waiting lists, developments on 
allotment sites and levels of engagement with the surrounding 
community, schools etc. This in turn will contribute towards 
demonstrating how health and well-being matters are being 
addressed throughout the Borough. 
13.2 How does the council enforce this if / when an association 
decides that they are going to resign from one of the above header 
groups? 
13.2 This allotments strategy will be reviewed at five year intervals (A 
Quinquennial Review) at which time the infrastructure audit and 
assessment of levels of provision will be updated. The vision, policies 
and standards will be amended as necessary. 
Before this is carried out can reference be made to the 'Plain English 
Campaign'   
Conclusion: This strategy appears to have been designed to confuse 
most of the readers. Its size and contents have little or no relevance to 
most people engaged in allotment sites.  
The revised version needs to be to the point and in plain English. 
Moreover it needs to be relevant and the actions in it to take place. 
This Strategy has said much and achieved little.   
'Should be realistic! Not idealistic waffle' 

 
The Council's Parks 
and Open Space Team 
deal with allotments 
and are currently 
carrying out a new 
Allotment Strategy. 
The comments from 
this response have 
been passed to that 
Team.  
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301.1 DB NBBC 90-92 8.112, 8.113 SEA-6 The inclusion of SEA-6 (formerly EMP7) should have 
the evidence base updated and the inclusion of the 
site as a preferred option site should be 
reconsidered. 
In particular, the Transport modelling report 
referred to in para 8.113 is dated 2017 and relies on 
evidence gathered prior to that date. Since the 
adoption of the Borough Plan in 2018, large scale 
housing development has taken place nearby at 
Hawkesbury and School Lane, Both of these 
developments have added to the traffic levels using 
School Lane and the junction at Coventry 
Road/School Lane. The proposed development at 
SEA-6 proposes to utilise School Lane as the access 
primary route for HGV's (referred to in para 8.112) 
but the mitigation proposals associated with the 
preferred option do not address the issue of 
capacity of School Lane and the junction of School 
Lane and Coventry Road.  
School Lane already suffers from serious peak time 
congestion issues. For most of its length there is only 
a pavement on one side of the road and in parts it is 
narrow. There has been a number of accidents on 
School Lane and there are issues with parking 
between the junction of Exhall Green and the 
Coventry Road junction due to a shortage of parking 
for the Red Kangaroo trampoline park that's popular 
with families. Warwickshire County Council traffic 
safety team is currently developing a traffic calming 
and management plan for the School Lane area that 
will impact on the suitability of the road for 
increased numbers of HGV vehicles and this is at 
odds with the use of the SEA-6 as an employment 
site, 

Given that the use of Bowling Green Lane 
and Vicarage Lane as primary access 
routes of the site is deemed unsuitable 
because of the proximity of local schools, 
I do not consider that any improvement 
to School Lane makes the use of that road 
as a primary access route to the site is 
viable, The site should be removed from 
the preferred options until a revised 
evidence base has been provided. 

A new STA will be carried out 
for all of the sites and the 
response from this will 
determine whether any sites 
are removed.  
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302.1 LC NBBC 
 

6.1, 7.0 - 7.7 DS1 and DS2 I completely agree with the map and am pleased to 
see both the Woodlands and East Bulkington 
removed from the emerging plan and returned to 
rural land statement. I would however have 
preferred to see us making a case that there are 
exceptional circumstances and that this land should 
not have been removed from the Green belt in the 
first instance. 
I completely agree with Ds1 and Ds2, no 
modifications are required. 

As per the previous box I would like to 
see the land mentioned returned to the 
greenbelt to offer it further protection in 
the future from developers and future 
Labour Councils who care little for the 
views of residents. I would still like to see 
the New SoS written to and asked for a 
further moratorium while this plan is 
reviewed in light of the Coventry 
numbers now being shown to be based 
on an additional 40,000 non-existent 
residents. This has skewed our plan and it 
hardly seems right or proper that we are 
having additional development foisted on 
the Borough due to inaccuracies from 
Coventry City Councils local plan. 

Consideration will be given to 
refer the land back to Green 
Belt. The emerging HEDNA will 
be used to look at Housing need 
which will include any cross 
boundary Duty to Co-Operate.  

303.1 KE NBBC 
  

Removal of 
HSG-4 

I wish to place on the record about my support for 
the removal of policy HSG4 Bedworth Woodland 
from the Local Plan. This decision makes complete 
sense and I hope the new Local Plan can be adopted 
without the Woodland being included.  
To be blunt, there is simply no point in including the 
Woodlands within the Local Plan on the grounds 
that the site would never deliver housing. Therefore, 
towards the end of this Plans lifespan the plan 
would never deliver a five year housing land supply. 
Why wouldn’t it be deliverable? Because no 
developer on the land is going to cough up millions 
towards a new access road onto the A444, which is a 
condition imposed by Government Inspector 
Spence.  

In order to make this Plan more sound 
and compliant, I believe the Planning 
Department must give consideration to 
extending the Green Belt boundary to 
include all agricultural land on the 
Bedworth Woodlands. Firstly the existing 
agricultural land is an enormous benefit 
to the local economy and would score 
high in terms of usage. Second, as the 
Council's own Ecology contractor "ECUS" 
has confirmed, the land in question 
maintains some of Warwickshires' last 
remaining ridge and furrow. Finally, the 
grounds to remove the Woodlands Green 
Belt status originally was unsound. The 
previous Labour Council took the decision 
on political grounds rather than  using 
genuine evidence. If the Woodlands 
Green Belt boundary is extended this will 
give the area more protection against 
inappropriate housing development 
should we have a situation towards the 
end of the Local Plans life span where we 
fall below a five years housing land 
supply. A planning specialist from the 
House of Commons Library has confirmed 
to me that legislation does allow for 
Green Belt boundary extensions on land 
that was once Green Belt but had its 
status removed.  

Consideration will be given to 
refer the land back to Green 
Belt. 
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304.1 KK NBBC 
 

7.25 – 7.26  
 

The borough plan 2024 to 2039 target should be 
350PA. 
See attached (below) cross cutting response to 
HEDNA 
Note on HENDA and Housing Target  
This is my initial response to the May 2022 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Housing & Economic 
Development Needs Assessment. I have asked NBBC 
for the data which supports the assessment but the 
council has failed to provide the data behind the age 
profile and headship calculation.  The NBBC HEDNA 
report therefore should be given no weight until this 
information is available.  
It is also essential to recognise that a housing need 
assessment for our borough needs to understand 
what has happen in the housing market area since 
2011 and the economic imbalance between the 
North and South of the Coventry and Warwickshire 
sub-region.   Nuneaton and Bedworth has suffered 
primarily from low household incomes and lower 
opportunities. Most of the population growth has 
come from inward internal migration.    
Detailed comments (by HEDNA section number)   
1.4 The functional Housing Market Area (HMA) and 
Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) for 
Nuneaton and Bedworth should include Hinckley, 
Coventry and North Warwickshire but exclude 
Stratford-on-Avon.  There is a massive interaction 
between growth in Hinckley and Nuneaton.   
2.19 “The earnings of those working in the Borough 
fall 23% below the sub-regional average”, The rest of 
the report ignores this.   
4.2 “house prices in Nuneaton and Bedworth are 
around one third lower than the wider HMA”. This is 
key detail. High quality house building will focus on 
areas with higher house prices. Plans for higher 
targets are only viable if some of the infrastructure 
and affordable housing can be funded properly 
externally.     
5 Demographic trends.   
The 2021 early release shows that the population of 
Coventry has been significantly over estimated by 
around 40,000 people. There has been a smaller 
over-estimate of populations in Warwickshire of 
around 8,600. For the Coventry and Warwickshire 
Housing market area the Mid-year population 
estimate will have been around 31,000 too high by 
2021.   
It was clear as far back as 2013 that the population 
forecasts were deeply flawed as they did not take 
account of the growth of student numbers around 

 
The Respondee was provided 
with a formal response from 
ICENI specifically related to the 
comments made.  An updated 
HEDNA is due to be published 
shortly and will provide a sound 
basis to provide the number of 
housing and economic 
development proposed.  
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Coventry and displacement of people into 
Warwickshire. I have made this case in all the 
consultations and  hearings for both our borough 
plan and that in Coventry. More recently we have 
had a vast array of diverse data showing the 
significant error in the Population of Coventry in the 
25-34 year age range such as birth rates and 
vaccination take-up. My research was key in 
challenging  the ONS mid-year estimates for 
Coventry and the review of their work by the 
statistics regulator in 2021.  
5.3 Age profile.  
The census shows we have 19.0% of borough 
population under 16 years old and 19.1% over 64.   
5.4 ONS Mid-Year Estimates (were wrong)  
The change in population between census in the 
borough has been approximately 8,791 people 
which is a  7.0% increase.  I estimate there have 
been around 15,611 births and 12,456 deaths in the 
10 years implying a net natural change of around 
3,155 and in implied net migration into the borough 
of 5,636 people.   The population change in Coventry 
was 8.9% and overall Warwickshire change was 9.4% 
lead by Rugby which rose by 14.4%. (note all these 
estimates will be improved when census data is 
released without rounding to nearest 100 and 
birth/death data releases aligned with timing of 
census)   
5.5 Accuracy of Population Estimates and 
Relationship with Coventry  
I have attached my slide pack for my Statistics 
Authority presentation.  I and other campaigners 
have been demonstrated to be correct by the new 
census data. Remarkably a population estimate 
based on facebook users was more accurate that 
ONS MYE.    
5.8 Migration within region.  
The big growth area was Rugby which had more 
affordable housing and better rail services to 
London.  
5.10 growth in housing.   
The borough population grew 7.0% between 
censuses while number of households grew by 7.3%. 
The number of dwellings increased by 8%. The 
accelerated rate of housebuilding is reducing the 
number of supressed households but increasing the 
number of empty homes since 2006.  
Projected Population Growth  
Over the decade 2011-2021 the population of the 
Borough grew by around 8,791 people (7%). Over 
that period we have increased the number of 
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households by 7.3% and number of dwellings by 8% 
(just under 4000).   
I have created a crude black box model of the 
borough’s male and female population to enable the 
population changes from 2011-2021 to be rolled 
forward to 2031 and beyond. The input data for 
changes over the decade clearly have considerable 
limitations due to the rounding of totals (to 100s) 
and the lack of single year age totals. It is also 
obvious that 2021 was not a typical year due to 
impact of the pandemic both supressing birth rate 
and reducing the number of students physically 
being at university addresses.   
My model takes the 2021 census population in 5 
year age bands by sex and produces an estimated 
single year age band population alighted with single 
year age profile in Nuneaton and Bedworth PCN GP 
registrations. The model uses real birth and 
mortality data plus a modelled migration rate per 
age to roll forward the 2011 censes profile to a 
modelled 2021 population for each sex. The 
modelling of deaths is also only a crude 
approximation as data is mostly available in 5 year 
bands. We have the added issue of 2011 census 
having a 85+ age band to roll forward into 95+ band 
in 2021. I based death rates in model on 2016-20 
mortality data in the 5 year age bands which 
includes around 9 months of the pandemic in the 10 
year trend. The Microsoft excel solver function is 
then used to fine  
tune the migration coefficients to produce the 
minimum square error. This crude model cannot 
produce a perfect single year match. In real world 
the migration rate varies between  years for each 
age and some of the inputs are in 5 year age bands 
or maligned by 3-9 months . However it is good 
enough to drive a model of birth rates and 
household headship numbers. In rolling the model 
forward from 2021 census year to 2041 the single 
year migration coefficients are fixed, birth rates are 
fixed at average birth rate in 5 year band for 2013-
2019 and the fixed death rate.  Figures 4 & 5 shows 
the modelled and census  populations at 2021 in 
very good agreement. Figures 6 & 7 shows the 2021 
census populations rolled forward to 2031.  
When we get single year data from the full census 
release we can better represent populations in the 
under than one year and 95+bands. That will have 
only tiny impact on housing requirements for 2021 
to 2031.  
The model forecasts a population increase of 6,611 
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people between 2021 and 2031. Between 2031 and 
2041 the increase is predicted to be 4,818 as the 
number of people sadly dying increases as post war 
population ages.   
I then convert the population back into 5 year age 
bands and use ONS 2018 based headship rates to 
calculate expected number of households for each 
year. For 2021 that calculation gives 58,116 
households compared to the census which gives 
56,600. Part of the 1,516 difference will be due to 
around 900 people (source  ONS: Care homes and 
estimating the self-funding population, England: 
2021 to 2022) being in institutional settings who 
should not be included in headship calculation and 
the rest could be additional supressed households 
given low incomes. Applying ONS 2018 based 
headship rate for 2031 gives us 61,615 households 
which is an increase of 3,499 extra households over 
10 years. Rolling onto 2041 we get another 2,650 
households as rate of population growth  
reduces.  Over the proposed period of the plan 
2024-39 the number of households increases by 
4,467 which is 298 per year.  We are currently 
building around 600 homes a year which will slow 
down as the backlog of building s and help to buy is 
cleared. I would propose the base level of long term 
housing demand is set at 298 a year with addition 
small provision made to reduce suppressed 
household creation. A rough borough plan target 
proposal assuming we build 600 a year 2022-2024 is 
to have 400 target for 2024-29, 350 for 2029-2034 
and 300 target 2034-39 giving 1,800 homes before 
plan starts and then 5,250 over 15 years (see figure 
9). That would over provide by 1,500 to assist with 
supressed household formation.  The report also 
provided several graphs but these cannot be 
included with this spreadsheet.  

304.2 KK NBBC 
 

7.23 
 

Need changing requirement to 298 per year with 
uplift to 350.  

Change to reflect my model of HEDNA  An updated HEDNA is due to be 
published shortly and will 
provide a sound basis to 
provide the number of housing 
and economic development 
proposed.  

304.3 KK NBBC 
 

9.8 
 

Table provided with estimates of demographic 
growth stating the over 85 population increase 
seems implausible. This table could not be replicated 
into this spreadsheet. 

 
An updated HEDNA is due to be 
published shortly.  
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304.4 KK NBBC 
 

15.37 onwards BE2 This section is over a decade out of date and need 
total re-write.   
Over the last 12 years solar and storage technology 
has become significantly cheaper and should be 
installed at every opportunity. The policy should be 
that roofs are fitted with solar wherever possible.   
Ground and water source heat pumps should be 
supported.   
The latest World Health Organisation pollution limits 
should be considered when bio-mass combustion is 
proposed and this should be avoided in the urban 
area.  
Wind power should be supported where there is 
suitable wind resources outside the urban areas.  
Hydro-power, compressed gas, gravity storage and 
aqueducts should be supported in suitable locations.       
Passive solar design also needs to consider shading 
to prevent buildings over heating in summer.   

 
The Borough Plan Review is 
fully supportive of renewable 
energy. A Viability Assessment 
is currently being carried out to 
assess how far this can be 
provided within Policy. Once 
this has been provided the 
Policy wording can then be 
readdressed.  

304.5 KK NBBC 
  

DS1  
 

You need to insert policies on Net zero 
development like the ones in the 
Warwick Plans.   

The Borough Plan Review is 
fully supportive of achieving net 
zero carbon development.  A 
Viability Assessment is currently 
being carried out to assess how 
far this can be provided within 
Policy. Once this has been 
provided the Policy wording can 
then be readdressed.  

304.6 KK NBBC 
  

DS3 Need policy reworking to include proper net zero 
plan like Warwick  

Add NZC1 onwards  
Must have no gas boilers or gas supply.  
Mandate solar on all suitable roof spaces 
up to the maximum electrical load of the 
building  
  

The Borough Plan Review is 
fully supportive of achieving net 
zero carbon development.  A 
Viability Assessment is currently 
being carried out to assess how 
far this can be provided within 
Policy. Once this has been 
provided the Policy wording can 
then be readdressed.  

304.7 KK NBBC 
 

DC4 DS4 The HEDNA is wrong, we need 298 homes per year 
plus some catch-up  

The following levels of housing and 
employment development will be 
planned for and provided within 
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough 
between 2024 and 2039:   
•  5,250 homes based on 350 dwellings 
per annum  

The Respondee was provided 
with a formal response from 
ICENI specifically related to the 
comments made.  An updated 
HEDNA is due to be published 
shortly and will provide a sound 
basis to provide the number of 
housing and economic 
development proposed.  
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304.8 KK NBBC 
  

DS4 The employment land takes no account of how tight 
the boundary of NBBC is and developments off A5 
by MIRA and Dodwells which may provide 
employment actually on the boundary of the 
borough. Need to take of MIRA south and A5 near 
Dodwells from requirement.   

The employment land takes no account of 
how tight the boundary of NBBC is and 
developments off A5 by MIRA and 
Dodwells which may provide employment 
actually on the boundary of the borough. 
Need to take of MIRA south and A5 near 
Dodwells from requirement.   
Lower employment land by 
developments on boundary.   
 
  

The development referred to is 
within another Local Authority 
and therefore cannot be 
considered under the 
requirements for NBBC.  

304.9 KK NBBC 
  

DS5 We do not need or have infrastructure for all this 
development.  
Remove SHA-1, SHA-4, NSHA-7 ,14 and 18 from DS5  
 
  

We do not need or have infrastructure for 
all this development.  
Remove SHA-1, SHA-4, NSHA-7 ,14 and 18 
from DS5  
 
  

The HEDNA will provide the 
amount of Housing and 
employment required. The STA 
will look at highways 
implications. The IDP will be 
updated as part of the review. 

304.10 KK NBBC 
  

H2 Policy H2 is unsound as it prevents viable 
developments of 11-13 homes as they the 
requirement for 2 affordable homes kicks in above 
10 market homes. To build 10 market homes a 
developer builds 10 homes, to build 11 market 
homes they need to  
build 13 homes. This abrupt step means 
opportunities are wasted. Recommend that policy is 
changed so that one affordable home is provided for 
the 10th market home and the second for the 12th 
market home.   
Reference to First homes should be removed as this 
flawed project is unlikely to last until 2039.   
 
  
 
  

As comments.  The outcome for the number of 
affordable homes would be the 
same. First Homes is the 
current mechanism provided by 
Government and therefore 
must be referred to.  

304.11 KK NBBC 
  

NE4 We need to add to this policy something to reduce 
water course downstream of developments being 
silted up with runoff from the ground when they 
strip the surface of crops. This has been a problem in 
Change Brook by Clay Avenue and in the River Anker 
itself.  
 
  

Add paragraph on silt prevention and silt 
traps.     

This is considered a reasonable 
request and is similar to that 
requested by Severn Trent 
Water. 

304.12 KK NBBC 
  

NE5 Add protection for significant  groups of mature 
trees. A good example is tree group  G8 on to farm 
which can currently be seen from considerable 
distance nut NBBC is refusing to protect with a TPO.   
 
  

As comments.  As part of any application a full 
Tree Assessment will be 
required and the assessment 
will need to fully justify any tree 
removal.  
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304.13 KK NBBC 
  

SEA-6 Delete allocation.   
Failing that   
1) Set a estate wide 20 mph limit except where 
there is fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path.  
2) Require LTN1.20 cycle link to Bedworth and 
Coventry Arena stations  
 
  
 
  

As comments.  Any requirements for speed 
restrictions will be requested by 
WCC Highways once the STA 
and Road Safety Audits are 
carried out. WCC Highways and 
Sustainable Transport Teams 
will be consulted and any 
updates to the IDP will be 
added.  

304.14 KK NBBC 
  

SHA-1 We need this allocation removing.   
If that does not happen then we need its scale 
reducing, trees at G8 and W1 protecting and 
proposed planning changed to insist that an 
entrance on Weddington side of Nuneaton station 
with bus interchange and drop-off parking, there is 
no need for a primary school on the site as Lower 
Farm and Calender farm are two form entry .   
The sports funding need to stay local and exclude 
things in Bedworth. Need instead to support 
provision for onsite running and bus link to Pingles.   
We need real modal shift for the whole of the North 
East of Nuneaton and not expand the general 
highway network capacity. What is needed is the 
northern spine road which must come with 
segregated cycle path and 20 MPH limit on all other 
estate  
roads.   
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  

Remove allocation and policy.   
Failing that modify as per comments.  

The site has already been 
granted consent subject to the 
signing of a S106 agreement. 
The requirement for the level of 
schools has been provided by 
WCC Education. The link road is 
due to be delivered during the 
development and provides 
spaces for bus stops and cycle 
link.   

304.15 KK NBBC 
  

SHA-2 Set an estate wide 20 mph limit except where there 
is fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path.   
Provide funding for re-opening Stockingford Station 
and Bus connection to Bermuda park Station.   
 
  
 
  
 
  

Set an estate wide 20 mph limit except 
where there is fully segregated LTN1/20 
cycle path.   
Provide funding for re-opening 
Stockingford Station and Bus connection 
to Bermuda park Station.   
 
  

Any requirements for speed 
restrictions will be requested by 
WCC Highways once the STA 
and Road Safety Audits are 
carried out. WCC Highways and 
Sustainable Transport Teams 
will be consulted and any 
updates to the IDP will be 
added.  
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304.16 KK NBBC 
  

SHA-3 Set an estate wide 20 mph limit except where there 
is fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path.   
Provide funding for re-opening Stockingford Station 
to reduce mitigate on Abbey Green AQMA.  
Provide  fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path to 
proposed path crossing the green area off 
Corporation Street.   
  
 
  

Set a estate wide 20 mph limit except 
where there is fully segregated LTN1/20 
cycle  
path.   
Provide funding for re-opening 
Stockingford Station to reduce mitigate 
on Abbey Green AQMA.  
Provide  fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle 
path to proposed path crossing the green 
area off Corporation Street.   
 
  

Any requirements for speed 
restrictions will be requested by 
WCC Highways once the STA 
and Road Safety Audits are 
carried out. WCC Highways and 
Sustainable Transport Teams 
will be consulted and any 
updates to the IDP will be 
added. Native Woodland is 
supported and is stated within 
other Policies. 

304.17 KK NBBC 
  

SHA-4 Delete allocation.   
Failing that   
1) Set a estate wide 20 mph limit except where 
there is fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path.  
2) Provide 20% of the site as native woodland.  
3) Provide an LTN1/20 standard cycle route to either 
Bedworth or Coventry Arena station.    
 
  
 
  
 
  

As per comments.  Any requirements for speed 
restrictions will be requested by 
WCC Highways once the STA 
and Road Safety Audits are 
carried out. WCC Highways and 
Sustainable Transport Teams 
will be consulted and any 
updates to the IDP will be 
added.  

304.18 KK NBBC 
  

SHA-5 Delete allocation.   
Failing that   
1) Set a estate wide 20 mph limit except where 
there is fully segregated LTN1/20 cycle path.  
2) Modify 12 to require cycle link to Bedworth to be 
fully funded and to LTN1/20 standard. Must be 
complete before occupation of 174th home   
 
  
 
  
 
  

As per comments.  Any requirements for speed 
restrictions will be requested by 
WCC Highways once the STA 
and Road Safety Audits are 
carried out. WCC Highways and 
Sustainable Transport Teams 
will be consulted and any 
updates to the IDP will be 
added.  

304.19 KK NBBC 
   

Powerpoint presentation provided in reference to 
'Problems with Coventry and Warwickshire 
population modelling'. This could not be added to 
the spreadsheet.    
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305.1 CT MP - House of 
Commons 

  
Removal of 
HSG-4 

To whom it may concern 
I am commenting on the Borough Plan review in my 
capacity as Member of Parliament for Bedworth. 
I have been contacting the Nuneaton and Bedworth 
Borough Council since the proposals for the Borough 
Plan were released in 2015, raising the issues of the 
housing numbers accepted from Coventry City 
Council as I believed them to be greatly 
exaggerated. Over this time, I have written several 
times to the Government, the Office of National 
statistics, Mayors and the CPRE, as well as 
contacting the previous administration pre−2021 
asking for the amount of houses to be built in the 
borough to be reduced. I have regularly raised that 
the knock on effect of this over−estimation is that 
we could also see an extra 4,000 homes being built 
in the Nuneaton and Bedworth area as well as 
affecting the local plans of a number of other 
Warwickshire authorities. 
Whilst I appreciate that there is a need for new 
housing, I am sure you will agree that allocations 
need to be based on sound information and be 
served by the appropriate amount of services and 
amenities. In doing this, you can ensure that a more 
accurate local plan will be delivered for Nuneaton 
and Bedworth, with more realistic targets being set 
and infrastructure provided which makes it 
sustainable. 
In view of this I am very pleased to see, as are the 
many residents that I have spoken to, that the new 

 
The new Plan has taken a 
brownfield site first approach 
within its main principles and 
HSG-4 is currently proposed to 
be removed.  
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administration has decided to review the Borough 
Plan and consult on removing some of the sites, in 
particular HSG4. I wholly back this decision and 
would like to support the decision to exclude the 
Woodlands so preventing future development. 
The site on the Woodlands has been controversial 
from its inclusion as it was used as an electioneering 
tool with the promise that the land would be put 
into Greenbelt via an extension, thus ignoring the 
Full Council resolution made in 2012. I understand 
that the land does not meet the criteria for adding 
to the Greenbelt but it does contain medieval ridge 
and furrow which should be protected as the 
Planning Inspector stated in his examination of the 
Plan. 
The Woodland is a large area of green land used by 
the community as a recreational facility and is prone 
to flooding. Woodlands Lane has been regularly 
closed to vehicles and pedestrians as well as 
sandbags being distributed to households after 
moderate to heavy rain, which would only increase 
with any further development. By developing this 
land, the inability to absorb floodwater will increase 
the risk of both new and existing homes being 
flooded. 
Additionally, the road through the area would 
struggle to hold the increase in traffic with any 
further development as it seems to be at capacity at 
this time. The right decision is to remove the 
Woodlands from the plan due to the promise not to, 
as well as it being included initially without a right to 
consult. 
Although I am happy with the option to remove 
HSG4, I am still frustrated with the decision to 
remove so much land from Greenbelt in the 
Bedworth area. The Greenbelt is being diminished, 
destroying the buffer between Bedworth and 
Coventry. It will also affect the biodiversity of the 
town with the removal of protected tree species 
such as Oaks, Silver Birches and Maple trees as well 
as rare species of woodpeckers. Please consider the 
points made when assessing if the need for houses 
on Greenbelt sites is worth more that ensuring that 
existing Brownfield sites are developed first. So, I 
would like to reiterate my request from all of my 
previous submissions regarding the Plan to ensure 
that Brownfield sites are given priority over the 
development of the Greenbelt sites to protect the 
environment and the buffer between the 
conurbations of Bedworth and Coventry. 
Clarification is also needed to ensure that all 
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proposed developments will have access to quality 
services and health provision to ensure that the 
increase in residents can access them as well as not 
making the existing user's experiences of services 
suffer. 
I trust that you will consider the points made in my 
submission and look forward to hearing of the 
outcomes in due course. 
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Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

401 JA 7.63-7.72 HSG5 I object outright on the new planning of the above due to the 
overwhelming loads on the sewerage system, I am concerned 
that it will be under severe pressure due to the proposed number 
of units being built. 

Keep the land as is Severn Trent will be consulted at the 
application stage to ensure that the 
sewerage system can cope with the 
development. 

402 BA 7.21 and 7.39 DS4 and DS5 Paragraph 7.21  
Strategic Policy DS4 – Overall development needs  
The Housing & Economic Development Needs Assessment Final 
Report dated May 2022 suggests a lower Dwellings per Annum is 
required than detailed in the Borough Plan Review:  
5.24 There is evidently some uncertainty related to population 
trends in Coventry, and in Nuneaton and Bedworth. Using the 
evidence currently available indicates that population growth can 
be expected to be stronger than shown in either the 2014- or 
2018-based SNPP. Iceni consider that the most 34 appropriate 
approach based on the current evidence is to use the Alternative 
Population  
Projection developed, and apply the 2014-based headship rates 
to this. This approach generates average annual household 
growth of 524 dpa.  
This reduced DPA would result in a reduction in the requirement 
of 1,830 for the period of 2024 to 2039.  
Paragraph 7.39  
Policy DS5 – Residential allocations  
The Borough Plan Review stated that:  
7.10 On that basis, it is considered that urban capacity should be 
a key focus for the  borough plan review to investigate potential 
sites suitable for residential development within the urban areas. 
This  
is to help minimise release of greenfield sites as far as possible 
and drive the ‘brownfield first’ approach as set out in national 
policy guidance.  
The proposed residential allocations includes several greenfield 
sites including agricultural land including Hospital Lane, therefore 
it is not clear that the Council have fully adopted the policy as  
stated above and investigated all brownfield sites sufficiently at 
the detriment of greenfield sites.   
At a time when the UK’s food security strategy is under review, it 
seems unwise to reduce the availability of agricultural land such 
as on Hospital Lane.  
The Non-strategic site list does not include all the planned house 
building within the Borough such as the developments at Astley 
Fields (169 properties in first phase) and Sketchley Gardens (70  
properties in first phase).  

 
The justification for the council's 
approach is outlined in the Borough 
Plan Review. 
 
The council have followed the 
brownfield first policy, however 
there are not sufficient brownfield 
sites to meet the borough's needs. 
 
All planned housebuilding is not 
included in the non-strategic sites. 
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403. JB 
 

SEA-2 I do not consider the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document to be sound because there are inconsistencies 
between policies and with national policy. For example, in the 
NPPF it says,  
 
‘109. Planning policies and decisions should recognise the 
importance of providing  adequate overnight lorry parking 
facilities, taking into account any local shortages, to reduce the 
risk of parking in locations that lack proper facilities or could 
cause a  
nuisance. Proposals for new or expanded distribution centres 
should make provision for sufficient lorry parking to cater for 
their anticipated use.’  
 
Regarding this, Policy HS1 (ensuring the delivery of infrastructure) 
states,  
 
‘Development needs to consider the cumulative impacts to 
existing infrastructure and for any potential large scale transport 
facilities required for the wider economy  (including adequate 
overnight lorry parking.)’   
 
  
 
However, there appears to be no specific policy on how the 
provision of overnight parking facilities within the NBBC 
administrative area will be delivered. Neither are there dedicated 
sections within the policies for strategic employment allocations 
to ensure that there is sufficient onsite lorry parking and 
overnight parking facilities. To avoid inconsistencies, there should 

Form of Development  
An additional item should be added to the ‘form of 
development’ section to ensure that  
there are overnight lorry parking facilities provided onsite 
and sufficient lorry parking to cater for the anticipated use. 
Being near to the M6 J3 and the A444, Longford  
already experiences problems with HGV’s using residential 
streets for stacking and as alternative routes when there are 
issues on the strategic road network. The SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane policy should address these issues so as not to cause a 
nuisance to residents living in Longford. Would it also be 
possible to set a maximum floorspace for the policy to 
ensure that plans for it are sustainable and able to deliver 
enough onsite parking to cater for anticipated use including 
overnight lorry parking facilities?  
 
A second item should be added to the ‘form of 
development’ section to ensure that an onsite pick-up and 
drop-off zone is provided. The B8 element of the site is likely 
to be running 24-hour 365 days-a-year (including bank 
holidays); therefore, it is essential that residents within 
Woodshire’s Green are not disturbed by employees being 
picked up or dropped off via cars, taxis and minibuses. There 
should be an onsite parking area available for vehicles to 
wait for employees who are finishing a shift.  
 
A third item should require facilities for cyclists such as a 
secure all-weather bike storage area, showers, toilets and 
lockers.  
 

Policy HS1 sets out that overnight 
lorry parking will be considered, it 
does not state that it is necessary. 
 
SEA-2 did qualify for exceptional 
circumstances to be removed from 
the Green Belt, as this was endorsed 
by a Planning Inspector appointed 
by the government. 
 
Planning legislation and policy has 
moved on significantly from 1988, 
therefore the letter from the 
Department of the Environment is 
not necessarily relevant anymore. 
 
We have not set a maximum 
floorspace, however the 
development will not be permitted 
unless there is sufficient onsite 
parking. 
 
The bus infrastructure requirements 
of SEA-2 are consistent with 
national policy, and are not 
discriminatory against people with 
disabilities. 
 
Every issue does not have to be 
covered in the Borough Plan; some 
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be a policy which specifically sets out minimum standards for 
employment or mixed-use sites especially those which include 
elements of B2, B8 and sui generis such as scrap yards. The 
requirement for onsite overnight lorry parking facilities needs to 
be reiterated within individual policies for strategic  
employment allocations, such as SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane. Other 
examples are provided within the following section.  
 
I believe the policy and SPD for SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane encourages 
applications to be submitted which would be unsustainable. The 
evidence of this is clear from the number of alterations to an 
original illustrative masterplan an applicant has submitted for an 
outline application for this site (037237) and conditions required 
within the agenda for the Planning Applications Committee 
meeting on 24th May 2022. The policy needs to be written in a 
way that protects the site from overdevelopment, prevents harm 
to residents’ health and wellbeing and ensures what is delivered 
is sustainable. It is important that policies and SPDs are written in 
such manner that officers and planning application committees 
can adhere to them. This would make the planning process more 
efficient and reduce the time taken for an application to reach the 
planning application committee stage.  
 
 
A better mix of land uses would provide an opportunity to deliver 
biodiversity net gain; for example, parts of the site could be used 

‘5.…developer contribution to secure provision of bus 
infrastructure at prominent locations to the employment 
site.’  
 
This part of the sentence in item 5 should be removed from 
the policy. An onsite bus  terminus is essential if this 
strategic allocation is to provide sustainable modes of  
transport. An updated version of the following sentence 
from the Borough Plan should  
also be reinstated,  
 
‘6. Developer contribution to secure provision of bus 
infrastructure at prominent locations within the 
employment site in order to complement the point above.’  
 
Apart from the stop at Oban Road, there are no appropriate 
locations to install bus shelters or lay-bys within the 
residential area of Woodshire’s Green. In Wilson’s Lane and 
Woodshire’s Road, the pavements are not wide enough for 
large numbers of employees to alight from a bus or to 
contain large queues of employees waiting to catch one at 
the end of a shift. Encouraging bus users to go off-site to 
catch a bus would create a road safety issue within the area 
especially at the top of Wilson’s Lane and on the Bedworth 
Road/Longford Road (B4113).  
 

issues can be determined at the 
application stage. 
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as a biodiversity offsetting receptor site, carbon offsetting, 
increasing flood storage capacity, improving water quality, etc. A 
section of the site was originally historic parkland (part of the 
Moathouse’s pleasure grounds) and should be managed as wood 
pasture (see Bug Life’s fact sheets). Hedgerows and ditches still 
follow the field layouts indicated in the OS Six Inch, 1888-1913 
map and so should be retained especially as there are no 
equivalent sites within Longford and Foleshill which have these 
features intact.  
 
Within the NPPF, it says,  
 
‘32. Local plans and spatial development strategies should be 
informed throughout their preparation by a sustainability 
appraisal that meets the relevant legal requirements. This should 
demonstrate how the plan has addressed relevant economic, 
social and environmental objectives (including opportunities for 
net gains).  
Significant adverse impacts on these objectives should be avoided 
and, wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or 
eliminate such impacts should be pursued. Where significant 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures 
should be proposed (or, where this is not possible, compensatory 
measures should be considered)’  
 
 
However, I do not believe that the mitigation hierarchy, as 
outlined in the BSI Standards document ‘BS 42020:2013 
Biodiversity — Code of practice for planning and development’ 
and CIRIA’s document ‘Biodiversity net gain. Good practice 

otherwise they may park-up within the residential area 
impeding the flow of traffic and creating a nuisance for 
residents.  
 
Furthermore, Coventry City Council and Longford Ward 
residents should be consulted on any impacts to their bus 
services. At times of shift changes, the Wilson’s Lane site  
could create issues for people who use local bus services to 
go to and from work or school especially if buses were to 
become so overcrowded that residents might not be  
able to board them. When making arrangements for bus 
services, it is important to be aware that there is a low 
bridge on Woodshire’s Road, which prevents the use of 
double-deckers (to avoid bridge strike), and that there is a 
barrier across Rowley’s Green Lane, which has a weak bridge 
over the River Sowe, to stop it from being used as a through 
road.  
 
  
In terms of the Equality Act 2010, should the bus services 
not cater for all employees including those with reduced 
mobility or a disability? For those working late-night or early 
morning shifts would it not be safer for them to be waiting 
for their buses where there is security, shelters and access 
to toilets? Surely, an on- bus terminus should be provided to 
fulfil the requirements of the act.  
 
 
According to the NPPF, planning policies should,   
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principles for development A practical guide’, has been followed 
effectively and this has exposed the SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane site, its 
neighbouring local wildlife sites and the River Sowe’s blue 
corridor to the risk of biodiversity net loss and the removal of 
locally important features such as hedgerows. This site does not 
qualify for ‘exceptional circumstances’ as there are other more 
sustainable locations within Coventry & Warwickshire that could 
be used to deliver B8. NBBC should be following the UK’s good 
practice principles for biodiversity net gain (BNG) and should 
ensure that it avoids ‘pitfalls when quantifying losses and gains in 
biodiversity, such as:  
• focusing on numbers to only outweigh losses of biodiversity 
with gains without generating any meaningful benefits  
• missing opportunities to benefit key species that are affected by 
a project but  
not directly accounted for within a biodiversity metric  
• showing a quantified net gain in biodiversity but the project 
causes a critical  
loss of, for example, ecological connectivity, a rare habitat, green 
space or  
some other key feature  
• replacing highly valuable features with features of lower 
ecological value, or  
replacing locally important features with features further away  
• causing negative social impacts, eg when people negatively 
affected by a  
project’s impact on biodiversity are not the same as those 
benefitting from the  
net gains in biodiversity.’  
 

‘…provide for any large scale transport facilities that need to 
be located in the area,  
and the infrastructure and wider development required to 
support their operation,  
expansion and contribution to the wider economy.’   
 
 
Furthermore, ‘in assessing sites that may be allocated for 
development in plans, or  
specific applications for development, it should be ensured 
that,  
 
 a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable 
transport modes can be – or have been – taken up, given the 
type of development and its location;  
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
users;  
c) the design of streets, parking areas, other transport 
elements and the content of  
associated standards reflects current national guidance, 
including the National Design Guide and the National Model 
Design Code 46; and  
d) any significant impacts from the development on the 
transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or 
on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an  
acceptable degree.’  
 
‘Applications for development should:  
a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, 
both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas; and 
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It is essential that any biodiversity offsetting is used to restore the 
Sowe Valley corridor, whether in Coventry or Bedworth. It should 
not be used to improve other watercourses within the River Trent 
CFMP.  
 
As we are now in the transition period for when BNG becomes 
obligatory (November 2023), it is reassuring to see that NBBC is 
starting to embed 10% BNG within the Borough plans policies in 
preparation for the requirements laid out within the Environment 
Act 2021. However, it would be useful to include a reference to 
the expectation of delivering 10% BNG within the policy for SEA-2 
– Wilson’s Lane itself.  
 
Regarding SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane, it does not appear as if the 
Department of the Environment letter dated 21 December 1988 
(APP/W3710/A/88/087112) was considered during the inspection 
of the Borough Plan. Now that the Borough Plan is under review, 
this should be rectified. Within the letter the following was 
stated,  
   
‘5. such landscaped areas shall include a buffer zone of a width of 
at least 100m from the rear faces of the dwellings lying towards 
the east of the site.’ ‘The Inspector recommended that appeal (A) 
be allowed subject to conditions covering the matters outlined at 
para 173 of his report, and that appeal (B) be dismissed.’  
 
‘4. With the principle of the development of this area so clearly 
established through the approved Structure Plan, the Secretary of 
State has carefully considered the merits of each of the two 
appeal sites. He agrees with the Inspector that although the 

second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to  
high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the 
catchment area for bus or other public transport services, 
and appropriate facilities that encourage public transport 
use;  
b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced 
mobility in relation to all  
modes of transport;  
c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive–which 
minimise the scope for  
conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid 
unnecessary street clutter,  
and respond to local character and design standards;’  
 
Due to the addition of an option to ‘secure provision of bus 
infrastructure at prominent locations to the employment 
site’ i.e., off-site, Policy SEA-2– Wilsons Lane is not  
consistent with national policy and may even be 
discriminatory.  
 
‘7…or a financial contribution towards the upgrading of local 
play/sports facilities.’  
This part of the sentence in item 7 should be removed from 
the policy. The need for an onsite play facility has been 
established during consultation for the current outline  
planning application for this site (037237). There are no play 
facilities within the required distances and there are also 
barriers to access (river, canal, railway, A444, B4113 
corridor, M6). In the agenda for the Planning Applications 
Committee meeting on 24th May 2022, it says,  
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Hanson land does offer some advantages to developers which are 
not so apparent in the Gallagher land, its development would 
have a much greater impact upon the local environment than 
would its rival scheme. He accepts the Inspector’s conclusions 
that in land use terms the Gallagher proposal is to be preferred 
and that it accords more closely with the objectives of the 
approved Structure Plan.  
 
5. Therefore, for the reasons given, the Secretary of State accepts 
the Inspector’s recommendation that appeal (B) by Messrs J and 
R Hanson be dismissed but that the appeal (A) by Gallagher 
Estates Limited be allowed, subject to certain conditions. He has 
considered the Inspector’s suggestion that the conditions should 
exclude the requirement for a 100m landscape buffer zone at the 
east of the site but the Secretary of State takes the view that this 
would provide an important environmental safeguard for local 
residents on that boundary of the site. He has therefore retained 
the relevant condition which in any case has been agreed 
between the parties.’  
 
It would seem odd that the ‘local environment’ was given more 
protection and ‘local residents’ afforded greater safeguards over 
30 years ago by a Secretary of State than the SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane policy does now especially with the challenges we are now 
facing, such as the biodiversity crisis and the impacts of climate 
change.  
 
I do not believe that there has been effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic matters either. The SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane and the SHA-6 – Land at former Hawkesbury Golf Course 

 
‘At the request of both Councils a young children’s play 
areas has been included as part of the scheme as the 
distance to existing facilities is too far as to be considered  
acceptable.’  
In addition, a playing field and/or MUGA should also be 
provided onsite for older children. They currently play ball 
games and ride their bikes within Old Farm Lane but  
once there is through traffic to the southern housing 
element it will be too dangerous for them to do this.  
 
‘15. Scale and massing of building form around eastern edge 
of site should be reduced due to proximity to residential 
properties.’  
The addition of this sentence in item 15 is welcome and the 
premise of it should be retained. However, it should be 
strengthened to include a requirement for a daylight and 
sunlight assessment and references to building height as has 
been done for Policy  
SEA-3 – Prologis extension,  
 
‘10. Building height to be restricted to 15 m to ridge closest 
to the western boundary.’  
 
Should residents in Woodshire’s Green not have the same 
protections as those living near the Prologis site? Surely, 
there should not be inconsistencies between policies like 
this.  
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policies create cross-boundary issues which have not been 
addressed effectively e.g., mitigating impacts on air quality along 
the B4113-B4119 corridor, ensuring that HGV’s use advisory 
routes, supporting nature recovery and safeguarding Longford 
and Exhall’s ecological networks so that there is no biodiversity 
net loss in the area and improving water quality and flood storage 
capacity within the River Sowe’s catchment.  
  
In general, some of the Borough Plan’s policies appear to be 
inconsistent in their approach and are not ambitious enough in 
tackling issues such as nature recovery and biodiversity net gain, 
adaptation and mitigation for climate change, air quality and food 
security. It is important that the content within policies for 
strategic allocations is consistent and reflects the other policies 
within the Borough Plan. As the final version of the Borough Plan 
might be in place until 2039, it is essential that it addresses these 
issues robustly; otherwise, it may become outdated within a very 
short length of time.  
It is worth looking at what Councils are doing in other parts of the 
country and seeing whether NBBC could be more aspirational in 
its approach to these issues e.g., Oxford City Council’s air quality 
projects (see link). There are other suggestions for further reading 
throughout this document. 

Policy SA1 – Development principles on strategic sites refers 
to the positioning of service bays and parking which should 
be kept.  
 
‘14. Service bays on employment sites adjacent to housing 
will need to have loading areas set away from residential 
properties or any other sensitive noise receptors and car 
parks at least 50m from residential properties.’  
 
However, this is reiterated in Policy SEA-3,   
‘11. Loading area to be positioned so as to not face onto 
residential properties and car parking spaces to be at least 
50m away from neighbouring residential properties.’  
On the same lines, could a similar item be added to SEA-2 – 
Wilson’s Lane?  
 
The need for ‘all parking, loading bays, manoeuvring and 
dock areas’ to be located ‘on the opposite side of the 
proposed buildings to residential properties’ has had to be  
established during the consultation process for an outline 
planning application for the site (037237). In the agenda for 
the Planning Applications Committee meeting on 24th  
May 2022, it says,  
‘38. For the submission of the Reserved Matters, the 
employment area will need to demonstrate that all parking, 
loading bays, manoeuvring and dock areas are on the  
opposite side of the proposed buildings to residential 
properties.’  
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To avoid inconsistencies in the future, there should be a 
policy which specifically sets out minimum standards for 
mixed-use sites or sites which are adjacent to existing  
Crowds travelling through the area for either late night or 
early morning shifts are likely to cause a noise nuisance for 
residents. It is also common for distribution centres to 
provide private bus services for their employees; therefore, 
there should be a bus terminus available for private buses to 
use so that they can wait onsite, residential areas especially 
those which include elements of B2, B8 and sui generis  
such as scrap yards. This would also streamline the planning 
process as applicants would be aware of these requirements 
when drawing up their illustrative masterplans  
and would take them into account when preparing for pre-
application consultations. In the meantime, the SEA-2 Policy 
for Wilson’s Lane should be updated to include the  
protections outlined in the conditions.  
There should also be references to the positioning of fuel 
storage, external plant/equipment and additional openings 
in the elevations or roofs as there are health and safety and 
noise nuisance implications to these. After the recent fire at 
Prologis, it is clear that public health and the environment 
should be given higher priority when creating policies for 
mixed-use sites involving B2, B8 and scrap yards (sui 
generis).  
For example, the need for external storage (including fuel 
storage) to positioned away from residential properties has 
been established during the consultation process for an 
outline planning application for the site (037237). In the 
agenda for the Planning Applications Committee meeting on 
24th May 2022, it says,  
‘40. There shall be no external storage (including fuel 
storage) associated with the employment units to be 
situated between the employment buildings and residential  
properties.’  
Furthermore, the Government is undertaking an in-depth 
technical review of current building regulations and 
associated guidance for fire safety. Currently, buildings with 
a floorspace of 20,000sqm or less and a height of 18m or 
less do not require sprinklers.  
Therefore, until building regulations are updated, it is 
essential that a sufficient landscape buffer zone is 
maintained between B8 units and residential dwellings. It is  
impossible to know what might be stored for ‘speculative’ 
sites and ownership of premises can change overtime 
anyway. Without knowing what could be stored onsite,  
it is important that protective measures are put in place.  
Regarding fire safety, there should be item added to the 
‘form of development’ section to include a reference to 
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access for emergency vehicles. The need for an emergency 
access has been established during the consultation process 
for an outline planning application for the site (037237). In 
the agenda for the Planning Applications Committee 
meeting on 24th May 2022, it says,  
‘30. No employment unit shall be occupied until the 
emergency link connecting the employment site to Wilsons 
Lane has been completed. (NB. Access to Wilsons Lane is 
shown on plan: SK_T_026 (P8) Combined Pedestrian / Cycle 
Path & Emergency Access off Wilsons Lane.’  
Surely all policies for strategic allocations should have a 
reference to emergency vehicle access especially as the 
NPPF states, ‘applications for development should allow 
for…access by service and emergency vehicles.’  
There should be an additional item added to the ‘form of 
development’ section referring to increasing the flood 
storage capacity to protect residential properties 
downstream of the site (Rowley’s Green Lane). The need for 
this was recently established during the consultation process 
for an outline planning application (037237) for the site. In 
the agenda for the Planning Applications Committee 
meeting on 24th May 2022, it says, ‘During the application 
process whilst the Environment Agency maintained a no 
objection subject to conditions, they requested that the site 
provided a betterment for flood relief downstream by 
providing additional rainwater storage. WCC Flood Risk 
Management also requested this betterment, and which is 
consistent with Borough Plan Policy NE4 as well as CCC 
policies.’ The River Sowe is a tributary of the River Avon and 
forms part of the River Severn Catchment. Its source is 
within Bedworth and the river flows through Exhall before  
crossing the administrative boundary into Coventry. Breach 
Brook is a tributary of the River Sowe, which flows from 
Corley through Ash Green and into Exhall, forming a  
confluence on the other side of the A444 before the River 
Sowe enters SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane. The river then flows 
along the boundary of the site into Sowe Meadow  
LWS before crossing Rowley’s Green Lane in Longford.   
However, existing NBBC policies appear to have a focus on 
the River Trent CFMP and there is a danger that the River 
Severn CFMP is not given enough weight in decision- 
making processes when looking at issues such as flood risk, 
flood storage capacity, impacts of climate change, ecological 
networks and water quality. In fact, residents in  
Longford had to campaign (going to the local press on 
occasions) to get the issue of flooding in Rowley’s Green 
Lane to be considered by NBBC. If policies are not updated  
to include the River Severn CFMP this issue is likely to be 
repeated in the future.  
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’19. Provide an appropriate landscape treatment to the 
eastern boundary of the   
site with a mix of open ground, shrubs and trees in order to 
provide a mix of  open and filtered views westwards across 
the River Sowe valley.’    
Item 19 should be strengthened by referring to a landscape 
buffer zone along the eastern boundary, stating minimum 
distances between industrial buildings and  
neighbouring residential properties and including 
requirements for an acoustic bund, acoustic fencing, thicket 
planting and woodland edge planting. The approach 
described within the documentation for a recent planning 
application (NBBC, 038023) for EMP3 Prologis Extension 
should be applied as a minimum standard for all mixed-use 
sites and industrial sites adjacent to existing residential 
properties:  
• a landscaped acoustic bund  
• 2m acoustic fencing on top of the bund  
• woodland edge and thicket planting  
• an outer core area which is 52-53m away from residents' 
back gardens  
• 10m height and restrictions in the outer core area  
• 18m tall buildings 95-98m away from the façade/rear wall 
of resident’s  
properties (inner core area)  
 
‘8.94…The development of the site is expected to contribute 
financially towards road improvement schemes in the 
Bedworth area as set out in the transport modelling report 
via planning obligation.’  
 
This should include road improvement schemes within the 
Longford Ward as the site is located on the administrative 
border with Coventry and most of the cumulative impact 
will be on roads within this ward. As it is a highways 
authority, Coventry City Council should be consulted on any 
schemes which could have impact on Coventry and its roads.  
In the policy for SEA-6 – Bowling Green Lane, it refers to an 
HGV routing strategy,   
‘The developer will be expected to submit for agreement an 
HGV routing strategy which will show HGVs 
accessing/egressing the site from the School Lane direction 
and avoiding the local schools on Bowling Green Lane, Ash 
Green Lane and Wheelwright Lane.).’  
 
Should all strategic allocations involving B8 not require an 
HGV routing strategy? Why are schools in some areas 
considered but not others? What protections will be put in 
place along the Bedworth Road-Longford Road-Foleshill 
Road corridor (B4113-B4119), Windmill Road and 
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Alderman’s Green Road? All these roads are on walk routes 
to schools and nurseries but are not being protected in the 
same way because they are in Coventry. Should there not be 
a duty of care for all children?   
 
According to the NPPF, ‘Plans should make explicit which 
policies are strategic policies.  
These should be limited to those necessary to address the 
strategic priorities of the area (and any relevant cross-
boundary issues), to provide a clear starting point for any 
non- strategic policies that are needed…Local planning 
authorities and county councils (in two-tier areas) are under 
a duty to cooperate with each other, and with other 
prescribed bodies, on strategic matters that cross 
administrative boundaries…Effective and on-going joint 
working between strategic policy-making authorities and 
relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively 
prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working 
should help to determine where additional infrastructure is 
necessary, and whether development needs that cannot be 
met wholly within a particular plan area could be met 
elsewhere…In order to demonstrate effective and on-going 
joint working, strategic policy- making authorities should 
prepare and maintain one or more statements of common 
ground, documenting the cross-boundary matters being 
addressed and progress in cooperating to address these. 
These should be produced using the approach set out in 
national planning guidance, and be made publicly available 
throughout the plan-making  process to provide 
transparency.’  
 
There should be an equivalent item in the SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane policy which refers to the avoidance of local walk 
routes to schools within Coventry on the B4113-B4119 
corridor, Windmill Road and Alderman’s Green Road. This 
should also reference Coventry’s AQMA as an additional 
reason for ensuring that HGVs do not use these roads.   
 
Furthermore, there should be a reference to Wilson’s Lane 
and Rowley’s Green Lane being on a walk and cycle route to 
the Coventry Building Society Arena, the weak bridge across 
the River Sowe on Rowley’s Green Lane and the low bridge 
on Woodshire’s Road as reasons why a TRO is required for 
restricting HGV access to Wilson’s Lane.   
 
The prevention of the use of onsite employment parking 
areas (which should include lorry parking) for visitor parking 
during CBS Arena matchdays or major events has also been 
established during the consultation process for an outline 
planning application (037237) for the site; therefore, this 
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should also be included within the SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane 
policy.  
 
‘41. The employment site shall not be used for matchday, or 
event parking associated with the adjacent arena, currently 
known as the Coventry Building Society Arena  
 
Within the policy for SEA-1 – Faultlands, it states,  
 
‘A proportionate financial contribution towards delivery of 
an area-wide green infrastructure supplementary planning 
document (or equivalent), that promotes species movement 
along identified green corridors.’  
 
 
‘Development should be set back from the northern 
boundary of the site to allow for a landscape buffer and 
ecological mitigation for Griff Hollows local wildlife site.’  
 
There should be equivalent items within the SEA-2 – 
Wilson’s Lane policy to acknowledge the importance of the 
River Sowe as a blue corridor and to ensure that  
there are landscape buffers and ecological mitigations for 
the Sowe Meadow LWS and the River Sowe (along the 
southern and western boundaries of the site) as they are  
part of a wider ecological network. ‘18. Maintain an 
appropriate landscape buffer to western and northern  
boundaries.’  
  
 
This item should be amended to acknowledge that this part 
of the employment site is within the Bug Life’s B-line. 
Therefore, reference to the creation of meadow (including  
floodplain meadow) with an appropriate biodiversity 
enhancement management plan to support pollinators 
should be added.  
 
  
 
There should also be a policy for the removal and use of soil. 
Parts of the site SEA-2 –Wilson’s Lane site have been 
managed as pasture over a prolonged period and it has  
kept its Medieval ridge and furrow features. It is possible 
that they may have originally contained areas of ancient 
meadow and that the soil in those locations may have 
retained a seed bank which is lying dormant. Areas of 
pasture retaining ridge and furrow features should, 
therefore, not be built on and instead should be restored as  
wildflower meadows (see link to Oxford City Council’s 
webpage on ‘harnessing ancient  
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flower power to help wildlife and tackle climate change’). 
The policy should also refer  
to the Government’s code of practice for the sustainable use 
of soils on construction  
sites (see link).  
 
 
In a similar way, historic maps should be used to identify 
ghost ponds. If possible, they should be restored using the 
sediment from their original location (see link for research 
paper on this topic). Historic maps should also be reviewed 
for locations where there were once trees as it is possible 
that they may be suitable for woodland regeneration.  
 
  
It is reassuring to see that Policy SA1 – Development 
principles on strategic sites refers to the following,  
 
  
‘6. Areas of high distinctiveness (value 6) should be retained 
and enhanced along with other habitat retention, creation 
and enhancement required to achieve a minimum of  
10% net biodiversity gain. Existing high quality biodiversity 
features must be retained and enhanced, including financial 
contributions for long term management.’  
 
 
However, there should be an additional item added which 
reiterates expectations of 10% BNG for SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane. This site has the potential to deliver a mosaic of  
onsite habitats which would support nature recovery and 
build-in resilience within the wider ecological network. With 
the right mix of land uses and carefully considered layout, 
improvements onsite should easily be able to deliver 10% 
BNG.  
 
  
I recommend that NBBC looks at the standards of ‘Building 
with Nature’ (BwN, see link) to see if they could support the 
delivery of high-quality green infrastructure.  
‘Strategic policy documentation, such as Local Plans and 
SPDs, can be strengthened  
by integrating the BwN Standards wording or content; and 
policy documents can also achieve a BwN Policy Award.’   
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403.2 JB 13.46 NE4 I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound  
because it is does not accommodate unmet need from 
neighbouring areas; neither is it consistent with achieving 
sustainable development. Furthermore, it has not been  
based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters.  
 
 
The River Sowe is a tributary of the River Avon and forms part of 
the River Severn Catchment. Its source is within Bedworth and 
the river flows through Exhall before  
crossing the administrative boundary into Coventry. Breach Brook 
is a tributary of the River Sowe, which flows from Corley through 
Ash Green and into Exhall, forming a confluence on the other side 
of the A444 before the River Sowe enters SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane. 
The river then flows along the boundary of the site into Sowe 
Meadow  
LWS before crossing Rowley’s Green Lane in Longford.  
 
 
The Borough Plan has, so far, focused on the River Trent CFMP. 
The River Severn CFMP was not given enough consideration 
during the inspection of the Borough Plan  
and as a result has had an impact on the decision-making 
processes when looking at  
issues such as flood risk, flood storage, impacts of climate change, 
ecological networks, nature recovery and water quality within 
Exhall and Longford.  
 
 
The map below is a section of the River Severn CFMP which 
clearly shows that part of the NBBC’s administrative area is 
included.  
 
 
In fact, residents in Longford have had to campaign (going to the 
local press on occasions) to get the issue of flooding in Rowley’s 
Green Lane to be considered by NBBC during the planning 
process. If policies are not updated to include the River  
Sowe and the River Severn CFMP, this issue is likely to be 
repeated in the future. It is important that NBBC policies 
accommodate Coventry’s unmet need for the provision of flood 
storage and that NBBC works more closely with Coventry City 
Council’s LLFA to deliver 'Policy Option 5’ and make sites such as 
SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane sustainable.  

‘13.46 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council lies in the 
River Trent Catchment  
Flood Management Plan (CFMP), Upper Soar and Upper 
Anker sub-region  
where policy option 4 has been allocated . Policy 4 requires 
further action to  
sustain the current level of flood risk into the future 
(responding to the potential  
increases in risk from urban development, land use change 
and climate change).  
‘Policy NE4 – Managing flood risk and water quality’ aims to 
support this aim of the  
River Trent CFMP by effective management of future 
development.’  
 
  
 
Paragraph 13.46 should also reference the River Severn 
Catchment Flood Management  
Plan (CFMP) regarding the River Sowe and its tributaries. It 
should also refer to Sub  
Area 5 (Telford, Black Country, Bromsgrove, Kidderminster 
and Coventry Cluster) and  
its Policy Option 5.   

Unmet need concerns residential 
and employment provision, not 
flood storage. 
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403.3 JB 13.46 HS5 I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound because it is does not accommodate unmet 
need from neighbouring areas; neither is it consistent with 
achieving sustainable development. Furthermore, it has not been 
based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters.  
 
  
 
When referencing AQMA’s, the Borough Plan should also mention 
Coventry’s AQMA as its policies can have an impact on Coventry’s 
air quality and so the health and well- 
being of its residents. In particular, NBBC should look carefully at 
land use especially if it is likely to introduce B8 into locations 
which could increase traffic levels along the B4113-B4119 
corridor within Coventry.  

‘12.51 Health and well-being are key issues at the national 
and local level…mental health, dementia and cardiovascular 
disease are all particular health concerns for the  
borough. Health is not simply about access to medical 
facilities; it is also about  
lifestyle…’   
 
  
 
This paragraph should refer to the impacts of poor air 
quality on health and quote WHO’s latest guidelines and 
interim targets. Policies should be careful to not to focus  
solely on access to services or ‘lifestyle’ when there are 
other important factors such  
as substandard housing and poor air quality. For example, 
‘emerging evidence supports a link between environmental 
factors-including air pollution and chemical  
exposures, climate, and the built environment-and severe 
acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) 
transmission and coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) 
susceptibility and severity. Climate, air pollution, and the 
built environment have long been recognized to influence 
viral respiratory infections, and studies have established  
similar associations with COVID-19 outcomes.’  
 
  
 
Residents do not have a choice about the air they breathe 
especially if they are on low  
incomes and live in built-up areas. Although, the legal 

Noted 
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requirements have not changed  
yet; it is likely that that they will be updated at some point 
to reflect the WHO  
guidelines and interim targets.   
 
  
 
This policy should also outline how NBBC will improve air 
quality for its residents and  
those living near to its administrative border within 
Coventry’s AQMA e.g., Longford’s  
residents.  
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403.4 JB 
 

SA1 I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound because it does not address national policy 
(NPPF) regarding overnight lorry parking or ensure that proposals 
for new or expanded distribution centres (B8) have sufficient  
lorry parking to cater for their anticipated use. There are other 
issues regarding HGV routes, employment parking and facilities 
for sustainable forms of transport. For a strategic employment 
allocation to be sustainable, it must show that it can provide the  
level of parking and facilities required to cater for the floorspace 
being proposed.  
Ideally, there should be a separate policy dealing with the issues 
that HGVs create.  
 
On their website, Warwickshire County Council state the 
following, 
‘Warwickshire has a number of distribution centres, 
manufacturing and industrial estates which are serviced by Heavy 
Goods Vehicles (HGVs). HGVs are therefore prevalent on the 
county’s road network which results in a number of concerns 
being raised by local residents.’  
‘We have produced a lorry map which has been distributed to 
haulage companies and relevant associations. The map shows the 
most suitable routes around Warwickshire,  
the main industrial areas, refuelling stops, parking areas and 
services stations, all of which are suitable for heavy goods.’  
 
 
It is clear that there are issues with HGVs across Coventry and 
Warwickshire.  
Therefore, it would be useful for NBBC’s policies to link in with 

Policy SA1 – Development principles on strategic sites needs 
additional items to  
mitigate issues often created by B8:  
 
• Employment sites will need to demonstrate how the 
development will deliver the provision of overnight lorry 
facilities and sufficient lorry parking to cater for  
their anticipated use.  
 
 
• Employment sites will need to demonstrate how the 
development will deliver secure car, motorbike and cycle 
parking and any related facilities such as  
lockers, showers, etc.  
 
 
• Employment sites will need to show how HGVs will 
access/egress the site by submitting an HGV routing 
strategy. The HGV routing strategy will need to  
demonstrate how walk and cycle routes to schools will be 
avoided.  
 
  
• Employment sites will need to demonstrate how the 
development will deliver bus infrastructure to support 
anticipated use and how it will address the needs  
of people with disabilities and reduced mobility.  
 
• Employment sites will need to demonstrate how the 
development will cater for  

We have responded to the 
comments on HGVs in a previous 
officer response. 
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WCC’s ‘lorry map’ and that HGV routing strategies are required 
for sites with elements of B2 and B8.  

pick-up and drop-off of employees to reduce the risk of 
causing a nuisance to nearby residents.  
 
• Employment sites will need to demonstrate how the 
development will incorporate an access road for emergency 
vehicles.  
 
For strategic employment sites, would it be possible to set a 
maximum floorspace to ensure that they are sustainable and 
able to deliver enough onsite parking to cater for  
anticipated use including overnight lorry parking facilities?  

403.5 JB 
 

NE3 I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound because it does not refer to Natural 
England’s standing advice for the natural  
environment and protected species.  

The wording could be amended to include a version of the 
following:  
 
  
 
Development must meet the requirements set out within 
Natural England’s standing advice for protected species and 
the natural environment. Where Government  
guidance is changed or superseded, the appropriate 
replacement standing advice will be used. Advice must 
always be sought from a qualified ecologist.  
 
  
 
Along with looking at the standards of Building with Nature, 
I recommend that NBBC  
refers to the book Designing for Biodiversity A Technical 
Guide for New and Existing  
Buildings by Kelly Gunnell, Brian Murphy and Carol Williams 
when considering policies  
for sustainable building and biodiversity.  

The Borough Plan is not unsound 
because it does not refer to standing 
advice from Natural England. 
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403.6 JB 
 

NE1 I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound  
because it is not based on effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic matters  
and is inconsistent with achieving sustainable development.  
 
  
 
There are no references to the River Sowe within this policy. Yet, 
its source is within Bedworth and the river flows through Exhall 
before crossing the administrative  
boundary into Coventry. Breach Brook is a tributary of the River 
Sowe, which flows from Corley through Ash Green and into 
Exhall, forming a confluence on the other side  
of the A444 before the River Sowe enters SEA-2 – Wilson’s Lane. 
The river then flows along the boundary of the site into Sowe 
Meadow LWS before crossing Rowley’s Green Lane in Longford.  
 
  
 
A gallery on Flickr shows the route from the source all the way 
into Longford Park and beyond. This shows that it has potential 
for restoration and providing a walk route from the source all the 
way into Coventry, extending the existing Sowe Valley Walks.  
It also illustrates its importance within Longford and Exhall’s 
ecological network.  

There should be an equivalent item for restoring Bedworth 
and Coventry’s relationship with its river valley corridor 
landscapes. It could include:  
• Improve the River Sowe for people and wildlife by 
upgrading public rights of  
way and links to the river in order to give access for walking 
and cycling.  
• Improving and restoring wildlife habitats along the River 
Sowe and  
incorporating the use of wildlife buffers for ecology 
including protected species.  
The following section should also be amended as it is too 
restrictive,  
‘4. Create spaces for people in town centres and 
microclimates to adapt to climate change by:  
a. Planting trees within Nuneaton and Bedworth town 
centres to create urban cooling as well as visual connections 
to green spaces.’  
 
Consider using the phrases ‘built-up areas’ or ‘urban areas’ 
rather than ‘town centres’. It is important that all locations 
at risk to the heat island effect are considered and that 
measures are put in place to prevent it.  
When looking at the use of trees, I recommend referring to 
the resources provided by The Trees and Design Action 
Group (TDAG, see link). They look at all aspects such as 
climate change, air quality, green infrastructure, etc. 
Conflicting advice can sometimes be an issue. For example, 
Secured by Design recommend the following in their ‘Homes 
2019 SBD Development Guide’,   

Not making specific reference to the 
river Sowe does not mean that 
effective joint working on cross-
boundary strategic matters has not 
taken place, nor does it mean that 
the plan will not deliver sustainable 
development. 
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‘8.15 Think carefully when selecting tree species to be used 
adjacent to a footpath or verge, and consider their whole-
life growth characteristics. Many trees will grow tall, dense 
canopies as they reach maturity. If unmaintained, this broad 
canopy will spread many metres from the trunk of the tree, 
and over- hang paths and may create difficulties in 
maintaining a clear, accessible route, in addition to creating 
a sense of enclosure for path users. Routes with 
overhanging branches can also be a particular issue for 
people with sight loss. A large canopy may also block natural 
light and restrict the effectiveness of street lighting.  
8.16 Trees with slender or fastigiate forms naturally grow a 
narrow, tall canopy, and  
are less likely to over-hang paths regardless of their 
maturity. Similarly, pleached  
trees have been trained to produce a narrow canopy above 
a very straight, clear stem.  
A variety of species are available with similar growth forms, 
which provide height and  
structure without the issue associated with large canopies.’  
 
However, regarding adaptation for climate change, the use 
of slender or fastigiate forms of trees would give little 
benefit in terms of providing a canopy for shade. In the 
wrong location, a dense tree canopy risks trapping more 
polluted air at street level.  
Sometimes relatively short-lived trees are used in planting 
schemes which may create issues in the longer-term when 
they need to be replaced.  
As well as protecting our existing veteran and ancient trees, 
how does NBBC ensure that that we continue to create a 
similar legacy for the future? Are we planting the  
right species and providing enough opportunities for newly 
planted whips to become  
the next generation of veteran and ancient trees? I believe 
all strategic allocations  
should incorporate space for planting some of the larger 
native tree species in the hope that they become our next 
generation of veteran and ancient trees. Would it be  
possible for NBBC to consider having an urban forest 
strategy?  
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403.7 JB 
  

I believe that the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options 
document is unsound  
because, regarding the mixed-use allocation SEA-2 – Wilson’s 
Lane (EMP2), its  
Sustainability Appraisal (Second Interim Report: Regulation 18 
June 2022) does not  
accommodate unmet need from neighbouring areas; neither is it 
consistent with  
achieving sustainable development. Furthermore, it has not been 
based on effective  
joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters.   
There appears to be no references to the River Sowe and the 
Severn CFMP, Sowe  
Meadow Local Wildlife Site (LWS), the adjacent residential area of 
Woodshire’s Green,  
traffic issues along the B4113-B4119 or Coventry’s AQMA. 
Neither does it mention the  
presence of Medieval ridge and furrow, hedgerows or that part 
site is on a Buglife’s B- 
line and was once historic parkland associated with the 
Moathouse.    

‘Similarly, the employment sites EHX13 and EMP2 are not 
expected to have direct  
impacts on the Bedworth Slough’s LNR as they are 3km and 
2km away, respectively,  
and separated by major highways and existing 
development.’  
 
Although there may be major highways and existing 
development between EMP2 and  
the Bedworth Slough’s LNR are they not linked together 
through the River Sowe? I  
believe the Sustainability Appraisal needs to be rewritten 
taking the River Sowe and  
the Severn CFMP into account. It also needs to highlight the 
connection between the  
Bedworth Slough’s LNR and the River Sowe’s course through 
to EMP2 and beyond.  
 
‘Site, EMP2, a large 18 ha site allocated mainly for 
employment with some residential  
use is at the urban fringe of the settlement comprising open 
fields intercepted by the  
M6 and A444 and large warehouse developments visible to 
the south west of site.  
Whilst development here would alter the semi-rural/ open 
character of the site the  
landscape is rendered somewhat less sensitive due to the 
major highway  
infrastructure and the adjacent warehouse development. 
The landscape has been  

This comment has been responded 
to through another officer response. 
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assessed as having few attractive features/ views and as 
having moderate-high  
capacity to accommodate employment and residential use. 
This site is already  
allocated in the adopted Plan for employment.’  
 
Why does this paragraph not mention the residential area of 
Woodshire’s Green to the east of the site? Why is there no 
reference to the River Sowe and Sowe Meadow Local 
Wildlife Site? Why has traffic issues along the B4113-B4119 
and Coventry’s AQMA not been referred to? It also fails to 
mention the site’s Medieval ridge and furrow,  
hedgerows and that part of the site is on the Buglife’s B-line 
and was once historic  
parkland associated with the Moathouse which are all 
important local landscape features.  
 
Allowing some release for residential development is likely 
to have a less negative effect upon landscape character 
given that it would be less intrusive in terms of traffic and 
scale of buildings.’  
I believe that the proposed mix of land uses for this site 
needs to be reviewed. For  
example, it would be an ideal biodiversity offsetting 
receptor site. However, I would  
agree that residential development would be far less 
intrusive than B8 in terms of  
traffic and scale of buildings. A mixed-use development 
which was predominantly  
housing would be able to accommodate the site’s 
constraints more easily and so be  
able to deliver 10% biodiversity net gain (BNR) onsite. The 
current EMP2 Wilson’s  
Lane Policy and SPD has encouraged proposals which would 
be unsustainable,  
enabling biodiversity net loss within an important ecological 
network. Furthermore, the  
issue of overnight lorry parking facilities has not been 
addressed so far. Other uses on  
the site should also be considered which have benefits for 
nature recovery and tackling  
the issues of climate change e.g., carbon-offsetting, flood 
storage, solar farm, etc.  

404 DB 
  

The removal of HSG4 from the Borough Plan reasons: 1) The cost 
of the infrastructure to support the planned housing 
development on HSG4 will be unsustainable due to costs. 2) The 
development is not needed based on the statement on the NBBC 
website: the 5 year housing supply is on track. 3) The Woodlands 
floods on a regular basis. A housing development will impact this 
problem which will affect local nature reserves. 

I believe the Wooldands HSG4 should be removed from 
Borough Plan and placed in Green Belt status to protect: 1) 
Infrastructure, 2) Flooding, 3) Protect nature reserve, 4) 
Wildlife, 5) Protect several oak trees, 6) The Borough Plan is 
supposed to protect green spaces. 7) Coventry CC local 
planning figures are flawed. They do not require 
Warwickshire land for development. 

1) Our viability study shows that the 
infrastructure is deliverable. 2) 
Noted. 3) Our Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment has shown that the site 
can be developed without affecting 
local nature reserves. 
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5 A/SC 
  

We support the removal of HSG4, Woodlands development, from 
the Borough Plan. The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
necessary. Main reasons for removal, 1) Road access, causing 
congestion (narrow roads), 2) The need for new housing in 
Bedworth has been over estimated, greatly. 

 
Noted 

406 DC 7.63-7.72 HSG5 The plan is not sound. It does not support local road 
infrastructure, it is building on valuable arable land, when there 
are many brownfield sites available. There is no local school extra 
provision for this particular site. There is no evidence that there is 
a need for the extra houses within the local population. The land 
belongs to the people of Bedworth who were not consulted 
regarding this. It is a loss of fields that are used regularly by the 
local population. There have been many residential developments 
within a 3 mile radius of this area we have had enough 
development already to justify another one. 

Consult the people of Bedworth who have a vested interest 
in this. Show evidence that the increasing population 
justifies the need for the build. Stop the development. 

The plan supports local road 
infrastructure, as it is accompanied 
by a Strategic Transport 
Assessment, which sets out required 
infrastructure improvements as part 
of the developments. 
 
There aren't many brownfield sites 
available, as we have assessed all 
brownfield sites submitted to us for 
development, and we have 
allocated all sites that are 
appropriate. 
 
There is extra school provision for 
this site, as is set out in the Borough 
Plan. 
 
There is robust evidence to show 
that there is a need for extra houses 
within the population, which is set 
out in the Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment. 
 
The land belongs to private 
landowners, who put the land 
forward for development. 
 
The people of Bedworth have been 
consulted multiple times on this 
proposal. 

407.1 KD 
  

To many developments going ahead smorrol lane area as loads of 
fields and wildlife habitats being destroyed also bulkington griff 
area Whitestone exhale hawksbury village when you go out now 
every corner you turn is been destroyed or is going to be 
destroyed the environment is suffering trees wildflowers are 
being lost at a alarming rate all we will have to see here is 
concrete jungle traffic is getting worse in bulkington there is only 
one doctors and one dentist not enough police to cover areas  

Stop destroying the green fields at this alarming rate it is 
soul destroying  

Noted 
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407.2 KD 7.63-7.72 HSG5 There is new developments going up every corner you turn the air 
quality is getting worse traffic is bad already and will get a lot 
worst nowhere for wildlife and wildlife habitats to flourish and 
survive the are replaced by green deserts for people but not for 
wildlife life there are woodpecker owls various birds of prey 
insects are been destroyed you hardly see any now small deer live 
and also it is farming land the infrastructure is at breaking point 
not enough doctors dentist no countryside to walk into you keep 
on about climate change and the environment but are quite 
happy to make profit from turning the green fields into concrete 
jungle  

 
Our Air Quality Assessment shows 
that air quality will not deteriorate 
as a result of the Borough Plan, 
whilst our Strategic Transport 
Assessment shows that any increase 
in traffic will be acceptable. 

408 MD 
  

The removal of HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands from The Borough 
Plan "sound". The site is not sustainable there will be traffic chaos 
and until such time that the A444 is improved this should not be 
re visited. It would result in loss of landscape and biodiversity - 
great crested newts are thriving in the local area. The area is a 
huge flood plane and regularly floods more housing = worse 
flooding. There are no public transport links out of Woodlands 
and the roads are not suitable for HGVs. The area should be 
returned to Green Belt. 

 
The site would not cause traffic 
chaos, as the impact has been 
assessed as acceptable within our 
Strategic Transport Assessment. 
 
There would not be an overall loss in 
biodiversity, as the Borough Plan 
requires biodiversity offsetting for 
developments. 
 
Our Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
shows that flooding will not be 
worse once new developments are 
completed. 
 
Public transport improvements for 
the Woodlands site are set out in 
the adopted Borough Plan. 
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409 C/AD 
  

Very little seems to have changed since the last consultation. It 
was clear that your representatives were not up to date with 
progress, different people giving different replies to the same 
question. On one information board you claim that no green belt 
areas are included in the plan but this is only because many areas 
were "quietly" removed from green belt, without consultation. 
 
The Hospital Lane part of this plan includes land left to the people 
of Bedworth in Nicolas Chamberlaines will. How is it possible to 
sell this land without public consultation? The Trust Governors do 
not appear to have taken the views of the people in their quest 
for profit. 
 
The Hospital Lane land has been farmed for well over 50 years to 
our knowledge, yielding good crops every year. The Government 
is now realising that there is a need for agricultural land to grow 
our own food and not rely on imports so the site should continue 
to be used for farming. 
 
These fields have been a lifeline for locals, especially during the 
covid lockdowns. They are used daily by dog walkers and people 
enjoying the scenery. Walking through a housing estate is no way 
comparable. This development will be ruining the living 
environment of many of the locals. Ancient trees and hedgerows 
need to be preserved, along with public footpaths. A tree survey 
on site is essential. Wildlife is abundant in this area. Muntjacs and 
birds of prey are just a couple of the rarer residents. 
 
New houses should not be built close to existing dwellings. A 
buffer zone with trees and hedges could soften the blow. 
 
According to the plans put forward by Richborough Estates, all 
traffic will enter and exit via Hospital Lane. This has a high 
probability of causing long delays on Hospital Lane and also on 
entering Goodyers End Lane. Many children use the fields to 
access local schools. A huge increase in traffic will put their safety 
at risk and also affect air quality. 
 
There is no infrastructure to support this development. We were 
told that infrastructure always comes after the housing. So we 
have to put up with the pain of traffic jams, lack of doctors, 
schools, etc. prior to anything being done. This is not what we 
could call planning. 
 
We do not consider the plan to be 'sound'. Brownfield sites 
should be considered before others - e.g. Daw Mill Colliery site. 
Many other sites which are not farming land or recreation should 
be considered. 

 
No areas were quietly removed 
from the Green Belt without 
consultation, as all sites removed 
from the Green Belt as part of the 
plan were subject to several 
consultations, in addition to being 
referred to in several articles in the 
Nuneaton Telegraph. 
 
Ancient trees and hedgerows will be 
preserved where possible, whilst all 
public footpaths will be preserved. 
 
A tree survey would be undertaken 
at the planning application stage. 
 
There is not a high probability of 
long delays on Hospital Lane, as a 
Strategic Transport Assessment was 
carried out for the Borough Plan, 
which shows that the impact on 
traffic will be acceptable. 
 
Warwickshire County Council will 
assess the safety of roads as part of 
any planning application. 
 
There are various pieces of 
infrastructure that will support the 
development, as set out in the 
Borough Plan. Traffic, doctor 
services and schools will be 
unaffected, as developments have 
trigger points at which they have to 
deliver the infrastructure, which 
ensures infrastructure is in place to 
support the community in an 
appropriate timescale. 
 
Brownfield sites have been 
considered before greenfield sites, 
however Daw Mill Colliery is not 
within the borough, so we cannot 
allocate land for housing outside the 
borough. 
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410 VD 
  

I attended the meeting at Goodyear’s End School last Tuesday 
evening, to look at the borough plan. I understand this has now 
been taken out of the plan. 
If this is considered again in the future, I urge the planners to 
consider the impact this Development  will have in this area i.e. 
1. Traffic on Heath Road is saturated during the day, more 
development will increase traffic substantially. 
2. I have lived in this part of Bedworth for over 60 years, this year 
I have seen a great increase in the birds in my garden. This is due 
to the birds losing their natural habitats, i.e. the hedgerows and 
grass areas. 
3. During Covid it has been proved that WE NEED green areas for 
our mental wellbeing. This development will reduce these green 
areas for our residents. 
4. I have noticed in recent years, particularly on the Woodlands 
Park, developers build houses very close together, with very small 
gardens, many are three storey, so householders have very little 
privacy, therefore these green fields, in and around The Nook are 
a ‘life saver’ for many. 
As I am in my 80’s, have no family or grandchildren in this area, 
this development will have little impact on me, BUT I am looking 
out for future generations. 

 
Noted 

411 EE 
  

The removal of HSG4 Bedworth, Woodlands is justified and 
correct. For years the whole area is prone to flooding and the 
building of more houses would just increase the flooding. The 
infrastructure does not cope as it is, the increased in housing can 
only make matter's worse. It should not have been in the plan in 
the first place 

 
Noted 

412 RF 
  

1. Happy with the Woodlands development has been removed 
from the plan and remains greenbelt. 
2. Concern that Industrial development has been introduced in 
Bowling Green Lane close to Goodyers End School and existing 
housing. This will cause major problems with access and traffic 
congestion. In addition pavement in Bowling Green Lane is 
extremely narrow and non existent on one side of the road and 
would cause risk to pedestrians using it.  
3. Developments in Bowling Green Lane and Hospital Lane are on 
agricultural land which one would think is important during this 
period of time when the country has to grow more to feed itself. 
In addition extra housing places extra demand on services and 
nothing has been said regarding doctors, schools etc. 
4. The development on the Bedworth Rugby Ground off Smarts 
Road apparently is not in the strategic plan. This is now an 
eyesore and if there is no intention 
to progress using this site it should be returned to recreational 
use for the benefit of the local community. 

Address points 2-4 above. 1) The Woodlands is not in the 
Green Belt. 
2) Transport improvements will be 
carried out along Bowling Green 
Lane as a result of the development. 
3) The policy for Hospital Lane 
specifically sets out that it is 
required to delivery an on-site GP 
surgery or financial contribution to a 
new or expanded GP surgery in the 
western Bedworth area. 
Additionally, the Borough Plan sets 
out that the site must allocate land 
on site for the expansion of 
Newdigate Primary School to 
increase capacity to a 2 form entry 
school, as well as requiring financial 
contributions towards secondary 
level education to expand existing 
secondary provision in the area to 
an additional 3.5 form entry. 
4) The former Bedworth Rugby 
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Ground already has planning 
permission, therefore we do not 
need to plan for it. 

413 SF 8.0 Strategic 
Allocations 

I strongly support the removal of HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands as a 
site identified for housing development and consider its removal 
to be entirely justified. The site was always unsuitable for 
development and should not have been included in the previous 
version of the Borough Plan. The primary reason for its 
unsuitability is that the existing road network (Woodlands Lane / 
Woodlands Road / Newtown Road / Heath Road) is already 
unable to cope with the traffic from; a) existing housing 
developments and b) 'rat run' traffic that uses the above named 
roads as a route from the Stockingford / Hartshill side of 
Nuneaton into Coventry. Additionally the proposed site and road 
network floods on a regular basis to the extent that roads 
(particularly Woodlands Lane) can be closed for several days by 
flooding. Additional housing would only exacerbate the current 
flooding situation and nothing in the previous Plan offered any 
serious mitigation of the flooding occurrences. 

In order to deter developers from making speculative 
applications, the Borough Plan should include a statement of 
a presumption against development in areas not specifically 
identified for development within the Plan. 

The site was suitable for 
development, as was judged as such 
by an independent Planning 
Inspector appointed on behalf of the 
government. Improvements to the 
road network would have enabled 
the development, whilst a Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment was carried 
out, which showed the site could be 
brought forward without a negative 
effect on flooding issues. 
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414 KG 
  

The alternative Borough Plan with the removal of policy HSG4 
Woodlands from the strategic site allocations. This development 
is not required and would put too much pressure on the existing 
infrastructure and established ecology and wildlife that exists at 
the site, as well as severely increasing pollution (air, light, noise). 
This green space is a vital source for health and well-being of the 
local population of the Woodlands and Bedworth. 

The removal of HSG4 Woodlands from the plan and turned 
into greenbelt to protect this green space and wildlife rich 
area from future development, 

HSG4 would not put too much 
pressure on existing infrastructure 
and ecology, as the policy ensures 
infrastructure would be provided, 
and ecology would be protected. 
 
Pollution would not be severely 
increased, as an Air Quality 
Assessment was undertaken which 
showed that air pollution would not 
increase as a result of the 
development, whilst light and noise 
pollution would be considered at 
the planning application stage. 

415 AG 
  

Housing provision within bulkington will change the character of 
the village and the nature of the dwellings from a village to a 
town ! The infrastructure is not in place to support such 
expansion on this large scale. 
Schools , Doctors , Police, water pressure & WiFi signals, Parking 
in the village.  
The, proposed sites have been allocated with housing numbers 
without using traditional brown fill sites first 1) The former New 
Inn site Nuneaton road / wolvey road junction. 2) poppies club 
new street bulkington 3) a dwelling is being built opposite the 
church on school road. If all these sites were taken into 
consideration first and allocated within the housing numbers 
required as the strategy seeks to deliver a brownfield first 
approach before vital farming land where crops are grown at 
present and green fields are lost forever. 
HSG8 west of bulkington  
Habitats - nature present within the green pasture land allocated.  
a) Newts  
b) Owl’s nest 
d) Foxes  
E) Bats Access to HSG8 
Original access to HSG8 was from Coventry Road with 2 access 
points to the development. This is how the original plan was 
consulted on.  
Access via Benn Road /Leyland road is not viable due to 1) 
demolishing an already established dwelling 2)an already 
established estate with the allocated number of houses that 
filters onto a main road. The volume of traffic from additional 
houses and access from Coventry road for unlimited traffic 
numbers to use as a cut through would exceed statutory numbers 
.3) narrow road via Benn road already difficult to navigate with 
cars parked/ vans. 
Services- Poor water pressure in the area and Wifi signals. 
Flooding - in winter  

1) Reassessment of Housing numbers required ,not taking 
allocations from other authorities. Take into consideration 
the housing needs of the villagers & types of houses / 
bungalows required. 
2) Detailed wildlife reports. 
3) Access points on all developments. Traffic calming 
measures traffic lights  
4) infrastructure enhancement provision first for existing 
villagers before overloading an already struggling system. 
5) flooding defences  

Infrastructure will be provided as 
part of the development. 
 
Brownfield sites were selected 
before greenfield sites. 
 
The sites mentioned would not 
deliver the required housing figures. 
 
The housing numbers have been 
reassessed, and exclude allocations 
for overspill from neighbouring 
authorities. The housing needs of 
those living in Bulkington have been 
considered. 
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416 LG 
  

I agree with the proposals put forward by Craig Tracey in his letter 
to residents living in the Woodlands area, that the proposed 
development to the north of The Nook, should not be included in 
the Borough Plan. Mr Tracey sets out his believe, that with all the 
current proposals for new housing in Bedworth, and in view of 
the suggestion that Coventry "has got its figures wrong on the 
number of new homes it needs", there is sufficient cause to drop 
the Woodlands development from the Borough Plan. 
 
The Woodlands development would be on green fields, which are 
now right on the boundary of Bedworth, and are currently 
enjoyed by local residents of all ages. The land is very prone to 
flooding, and if anyone from the council took the trouble to 
actually walk across the fields (there are public footpaths), they 
would see the variety of flora and fauna there. Local 
infrastructure would not cope with the large Woodlands 
Development. We would need new doctors, dentists, schools, 
roads, public transport etc. The Woodlands area is simply not 
suitable for a large development. 

There is already a smaller development proposed by A R 
Cartwright Builders (MacArthur Gardens) off Woodlands 
Road, and this will more than fill the available capacity for 
local infrastructure on Woodlands Road and the routes 
leading to it.  

The council have put forward that 
the Woodlands site is removed from 
the plan. 
 
Local infrastructure has been 
planned for in the adopted Borough 
Plan which sets out that the site 
must deliver an on-site GP surgery 
or financial contribution to a new or 
expanded GP surgery in the western 
Bedworth area. The plan also 
requires a new 1 form entry primary 
school as well as a financial 
contribution towards secondary 
level education in order to expand 
existing secondary provision in the 
area to an additional 3.5 form entry. 
Additionally, the development 
would be required to make 
transport improvements/upgrades 
along Woodlands Lane, Woodlands 
Road, Bedworth Lane, Newtown 
Road, Heath Lane and surrounding 
streets as a result of the 
development. In relation to public 
transport, the development would 
be required to provide on-site bus 
infrastructure and a contribution to 
the secure diversion of frequent 
local bus services in order to access 
the strategic housing site. 

417 KH 
  

I find the removal of HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands from the 
Borough Plan to be justified and a sound suggestion. I have 
always thought it was wrong to nominate this area for building 
houses on in the first place. The plan should require a slip road to 
the A444 to be built and the cost of that would make the plan 
unsustainable. It is a known fact that this whole area is prone to 
flooding and the building of more houses would just increase the 
flooding. Removing it from the plan will save local ecology and 
biodiversity and it should never have been included into the plan 
in the first place. 

 
The plan does require a slip road 
onto the A444, and the cost was 
considered to be viable by our 
independent viability consultants. 
 
We had a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment undertaken, which 
stated that the development would 
not increase flooding. 
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418 KH 
  

I am writing to you regarding the above planned development, 
there are several reasons as to why it shouldn't go ahead. 
Firstly, there are already developments on the go that are within 
a few miles radius of Hospital Lane. There is one by the Hungry 
Horse on Wheelwright Lane, another near the junction of School 
Lane and  Coventry Road. There is another at the bottom of 
Smarts Road on the old rugby club land, there is also the 
extending of the Eliot Garden's estate up on Astley Lane. All these 
alone will put a strain on existing infrastructure without adding 
the extra houses on Hospital Lane.  
Further the planned house's and industrial estate planned for 
between Bowling Green Lane and Goodyers End Lane would only 
be a few hundred metres from the Hospital Lane site. This would 
likely cause a problem for traffic due to large number of vehicles, 
which will in turn increase pollution. 
Secondly there would be a need to increase school places and 
medical facilities such as doctors surgeries, dentists are hospital 
beds to cope with increase in the population. The roads would 
need to be improved to take extra traffic. The sewers and water 
supply would also need upgrading. 
Thirdly, the field's are being used for growing crops which as we 
are being told we need so the country can be more self reliant. 
You can't grow crops if you have buildings on the field's, also 
would be damaging to the local wildlife, no plant's mean no 
insects which in turn mean no bird's or small animals that feed on 
them. The trees and hedges provide a habitat that supports the 
wildlife, if they go then we lose them. The field's also act as a 
soakaway, if there is a period of heavy rain then the field's soak it 
up and prevents any flooding of house's nearby. 
The field's are also a place where people can walk their dog's 
safely. When so much has been said about the affect green area's 
can have on your mental health then it makes sense to keep as 
much as possible without building on them. 
Lastly, I believe there was a government review into planned 
development two or three years ago for this area and it said that 
there should be no development as the infrastructure was not 
strong enough to support it, the infrastructure hasn't improved in 
this time, the only difference is more buildings going up.  
Whilst I appreciate the need for housing I don't feel that Hospital 
Lane would be a good place for them. 

 
The existing development in 
addition to those proposed are 
necessary to deliver sufficient 
housing for the borough. 
 
The development at Bowling Green 
Lane is not anticipated to cause 
traffic problems, as we have had a 
Strategic Transport Assessment 
undertaken, which states that the 
impact on traffic will be acceptable. 
Additionally, we have had an Air 
Quality Assessment undertaken, 
which shows that air pollution will 
not increase as a result of the 
developments proposed in the 
Borough Plan. 
 
Requirements are set out in the 
policy for the site to meet schooling 
and medical needs, as well as road 
improvements. Sewerage and water 
supply will be dealt with at the 
planning application stage. 
 
A government review has not taken 
place which has said no 
development should take place at 
Hospital Lane due to infrastructure 
not being strong enough to support 
it. 
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419 IH 
  

No sound plan to combat local flooding. This area already suffers 
from insufficient soak away areas, drainage areas and vegetation. 
The extra hard standing would only create further issues. 
 
Woodlands Lane exit at Heath Road junction already suffers with 
the excess morning cut through traffic. The width of the lane 
struggles with standing traffic that backs up to a parked vehicle 
area. Adding more vehicles from a new estate would only make 
matters worse and highton the air pollution in the area. 
 
The cost of a new link road to access the estate from the A444 
would be financially excessive as it would not benifit any existing 
houses in the area and could add to the cutthough traffic 
problems to-from Nuneaton. 

 
There is a sound plan to deal with 
local flooding, as a Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment was carried out to 
inform the Borough Plan. 
 
A Strategic Transport Assessment 
was carried out to inform the 
Borough Plan, which ensured 
measures were set out in the 
Borough Plan which would deal with 
road issues. An Air Quality 
Assessment was also carried out, 
which showed that there would be 
no increase in air pollution as a 
result of the developments within 
the Borough Plan. 
 
The slip road onto the A444 was 
deemed to be financially viable by 
our viability consultants, and it 
would have benefitted existing 
houses, as well as new houses. 

420 AH 
  

Following on from my objections previously to this proposal I am 
reiterating my decision then. 

We have so many building sites now in our borough that we 
will be more and more congested. 
 
Bedworth Woodlands in my view is a local treasure which 
needs to be protected for the sake of future generations. 
The abundance of wildlife and natural habitat would be 
destroyed. 
 
My mum who is now 92 was born in the Woodlands and 
since then the area changed dramatically. However the 
fields still remain and it needs to be kept that way. 

Noted 
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421 IH 7.63 to 7.7 HSG5 The proposal for the building of 398 dwellings on the fields of 
Hospital Lane is absolutely unsound.  
The fields on which it is proposed to build regularly flood during 
winter, despite the drainage being assisted by the vast amount of 
mature trees and vegetation. If the land was subsequently built 
upon, there would not be sufficient drainage and any houses built 
would be at risk. This is unethical.  
The land in question was left for the benefit and good of the 
people of Nuneaton and Bedworth under the Chamberlaine Trust. 
There has been NO consultation with those people who benefit 
from the fields in relation to the sale of these fields and we 
believe there is a conflict of interest in that a member of the 
Chamberlaine Trust is also a Labour Counsellor who would be set 
to benefit from any monies received.  
The current crisis in the NHS in relation to mental health means 
that green spaces, such as these, are crucial to reducing the 
pressure on the NHS due to the recognised and proven 
improvement to those with mental health issues having access to 
green, open space where exercise can be taken. These fields are 
used by hundreds of locals for such purposes. There is no other 
suitable area accessible by foot for similar use.  
The proposed building would severely impact on the properties 
on Moat Farm Drive, with proposals to build right up to the edge 
of Moat Farm Drive, causing disruption of both noise and 
pollution to the existing residents, alongside significant 
devaluation of their properties. This is in direct contravention of 
paragraph 7.25 of the Borough Plan.  
Paragraph 7.23 states that discussion and consideration should be 
given to the education requirements and engage in conversation 
with the local schools. Expansion of Newdigate School is already 

Taking into consideration of the above, we seek to have the 
plan revoked entirely. It is environmentally and strategically 
unsound.  
 
If however a complete rejection of the proposal is denied, 
serious consideration is demanded for a significant 
reduction in proposed number of properties to a maximum 
of 150 houses, to be built in the central fields, leaving a 
larger boundary of fields to those living in existing properties 
in the surrounding areas. This would reduce the financial 
detriment to existing property values, the mental and 
physical well-being of local residents and have a lesser 
environmental impact on the flora and fauna found in those 
fields. No properties should be built at all within the fields 
which have a direct boundary on an existing residential 
road.  
 
Should planning proceed, financial compensation will be 
sought specifically from the residents of Moat Farm Drive 
for the significant devaluation of their homes and the 
environmental and pollution impact (including noise) for 
those who live in an already economically challenged area.  
 
A revised plan would also need to include new schools to 
accommodate the growing number of children who are 
already unable to secure a school space in a well performing 
school in their local area and any future needs, not 
‘expansion’ to schools which are unable to do so and would 
become unmanageable. Addition GP and dental surgery 
would need to be guaranteed to accommodate and ensure 

The building of 398 dwellings at 
Hospital Lane was proven sound by 
an independent Planning Inspector 
appointed by the government. 
 
A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
was carried out, which showed that 
houses would not be put at an 
unacceptable risk of flooding. 
 
Additional space for the expansion 
of Newdigate School is required 
through the Borough Plan. There 
will also be provision for secondary 
school children as the Borough Plan 
states that financial contributions 
must be made towards secondary 
level education to expand existing 
secondary provision in the area to 
an additional 3.5 form entry. 
 
The Borough Plan specifically makes 
provision for GP surgeries, and will 
prevent further strain on local GP 
surgeries, as the plan requires an 
on-site GP surgery or financial 
contribution to a new or expanded 
GP surgery in the western Bedworth 
area. 
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planned to cope with current over subscription and there is no 
additional space for this to be further increased should this plan 
be passed. Equally, from a secondary education basis, Ash Green 
School, identified as the suitable senior school is significantly over 
subscribed, with no space for further expansion.  
This proposal of AT LEAST 398 dwellings, could see an addition 
minimum of 400 children to be accommodated with no provision 
available to those in the existing housing. This proposal would see 
further strain on already challenged schools and put the local 
youth in the area at further disadvantage than they already are. It 
is acknowledged in the Borough Plan that people in this area are 
already at a significant disadvantage yet this proposal would see 
this deteriorate further. There is no consideration or reality being 
considered in this proposal for local residents and their families.  
From other resource perspectives, the local GP surgeries and 
dental surgeries are all over subscribed with inability to obtain an 
appointment even in emergencies. Further strain onto an already 
critical state of local NHS provisions would be the result if this 
proposal was passed. There is no provision in plans which have 
been seen for GP/Dental surgeries.  
Paragraph 7.71 relates to the access to the proposed housing site 
from Hospital Lane. This is currently a National speed limit road in 
places, and barely able to manage the traffic it currently incurs. 
The road is sadly a proven death trap, with mortalities having 
been experienced. The road is categorically unsuitable to sustain 
a further potential 900 cars. In addition, a significant number of 
school students use this route daily to get to school; such a 
development of this proposed size would place these young 
people at significant risk. This would also see a detrimental 
impact of the noise and pollution for those already residents on 
the boundaries of the proposed site.  

local people’s well-being and health are catered for, 
especially given the Borough Plan states already there is 
lower life expectancy in the area.  

The Strategic Transport Assessment 
we had carried out proved that 
Hospital Lane is suitable to take the 
increased traffic as a result of the 
development. Additionally, the 
safety of the road will be assessed at 
the planning application stage. 
 
The plan was judged to be 
environmentally and strategically 
sound by an independent Planning 
Inspector appointed by the 
government. 
 
If any homes were devalued as a 
result of the new development, 
financial compensation would not 
be possible, as this is not permitted 
in law. 
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422 TH 
  

Policy – ds7 Green Belt, Hs1 ensuring the delivery of 
infrastructure, NE3 biodiversity and geodiversity, Ne4 flood risk, 
BE4 valuing and conserving our historic environment  
I am very pleased to see that the formerly proposed development 
of the Woodlands site has now been removed from the strategic 
site allocations; it does not feature in the ‘Borough Plan Review - 
preferred options’ document: Borough Plan Review - Preferred 
Options - FINAL 09.06.2022.pdf (amazonaws.com) 
I am writing in support of the Woodlands being removed from the 
Borough Plan permanently and any possibility of development in 
this area being completely ruled out.  
If any proposed developments of the Woodlands site (formerly 
HSG4) were attempted to be reinstated in the Borough Plan then 
the plan would not be ‘sound’, it would fail the duty to consult, 
and it would not meet legal requirements. I will take these points 
in turn, with reference to points set out in the preferred options 
document.  
Soundness 
As you will know, according to paragraph 182 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, there are four elements to 
‘soundness’. To be sound a Local Plan must be: 
● Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a 
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development 
and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements 
from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and 
consistent with achieving sustainable development;   
● Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, 
when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence;  
● Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and 

 
Comments and support for the 
removal of HSG4 Woodlands noted. 
 
The Council is working with 
neighbouring authorities and 
relevant bodies as part of its Duty to 
Cooperate. A Duty to Cooperate 
Statement will be published 
alongside the Publication Version of 
the Plan. 
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based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
priorities; and  
● Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the 
delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the Framework. 
 
If the Woodlands were to be included in a proposed 
development, then this would fail to meet the soundness criteria 
for several reasons: 
1. Overcrowding  
According to the Borough Plan itself Nuneaton and Bedworth is 
the ‘smallest in size, at 7,895 hectares’ of all the boroughs in 
Warwickshire ‘but has the third largest population at 130’373’ 
(para 2.1).  
The building of new houses on the Woodlands would overcrowd 
the borough further, and the packing of too many houses into too 
small a space is a result that should be avoided.  
In relation to soundness, the risk of overcrowding the local area 
makes the plan lack in justification, effectiveness and consistency 
with national policy.  
 
2. Deprivation 
The Borough Plan damningly notes at 2.13 that ‘Nuneaton and 
Bedworth has the highest level of deprivation across 
Warwickshire...’ The building of new houses without planning for 
any more local jobs is likely to increase these levels of 
deprivation, an approach that is clearly unsound in every sense. 
Also, the national house building policy is focused on getting 
houses for local people and helping young people onto the 
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housing ladder. Due to the levels of deprivation in Nuneaton and 
Bedworth, few local people would be able to afford any houses 
intended to be built rendering the whole project pointless.  
Likewise, under the heading, ‘Issues facing the local community’, 
the Borough Plan itself identifies as issues the facts that ‘the 
population and number of households is growing and this is 
projected to continue’ (paa 3.4) and the lack of local jobs 
generally. It is clear that any plans to build extra houses on the 
Woodlands while not providing any more local jobs would 
exacerbate the problems the Borough Plan itself identifies and is 
thus highly unsound.  
3. Lack of infrastructure  
There is a lack of infrastructure to support any proposed housing 
(especially on the Woodlands), in terms of roads, schools, GPs 
and other matters. No effective means of addressing these have 
ever been identified.  
Para 3.4 also acknowledges that ‘Traffic congestion is high across 
the Borough and Nuneaton has experienced the highest rate of 
traffic growth across Warwickshire’. If any new houses were built 
on the Woodlands, this would lead to a large increase in other 
cars using the local roads which are not equipped for this. This 
would substantially increase the already significant tailbacks that 
form at rush hours, particularly at the Silver Birch Heath Road 
junction and the Heath Road into Newtown Road (near to 
Heather Drive). Causing these severe practical problems shows 
the plans are unjustified.  
It is unclear whether any proposed building at the Woodlands 
would be backed up by appropriate infrastructure. Previous 
versions of the borough plan (before the Woodlands site was 
rightly removed from the proposed development) suggested a 
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lack of effectiveness to plan and a lack of positive preparation 
here. Currently the Bedworth Health centre and the Woodlands 
Surgery are oversubscribed (It is impossible to get appointments) 
and under pressure, as are local schools. These problems would 
only be exacerbated by any new houses in this area. 
As the Borough Plan itself notes ‘Development will be required to 
provide infrastructure appropriate to the scale and context of the 
site in order to mitigate any impacts of the development’. 
Nothing along these lines have ever been identified in relation to 
the Woodlands. 
4. The risk of flooding  
The Borough Plan notes that ‘Extreme weather events, such as 
those experienced in Warwickshire in 1998, 1999, 2005, 2007, 
2008 and 2012, are becoming more frequent’ (3.6). This can be 
backed up by strong anecdotal evidence from many residents. In 
particular the Woodlands site (previously considered for 
development now rightly removed) is a well-known flood plain. 
Whenever there is excessive rainfall these fields are badly flooded 
to the point of being totally inaccessible for several days. Any 
suggestion of building on floodplains would be ineffective and 
unjustified and would also suggest a lack of understanding by 
those in charge of the proposed development of the nature of the 
area on which they wish to build.  
In other developments there are some suggestions on how 
problems of flooding can be dealt with, but we never saw any 
such mitigation plans for the Woodlands, displaying a lack of 
positive preparation. This lack of a plan to deal with flooding on 
the Woodlands site was remarkable given that one body of 
floodwater is so well established it forms a visible body of water 
on relevant maps.   

281



Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

Any proposed developments on the Woodlands floodplain would 
contradict a number of other provisions included in the most 
recent version of the Borough Plan: 
- ‘Objective 8  4.3 To address climate change and encourage 
sustainability in all new development’ 
 
- ‘Policy NE4 – Managing Flood Risk and Water Quality ‘New 
development should be prioritised to areas of lowest flood risk 
and must not increase flood risk elsewhere. This should consider 
the risk from all sources including fluvial, surface water and 
groundwater flood risk, making use of the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessments (both Level 1 and Level 2) available public mapping 
such as the Flood Map for Planning and the Flood Risk from 
Surface Water map and historic flood information (which is 
available from the LLFA & other partners). Flood risk should be 
considered proportionately for all development. A site-specific 
Flood Risk Assessment will be required to support planning 
applications for large developments or those in areas at risk of 
flooding, in order to demonstrate that the risk both within the 
site and to surrounding / downstream sites is not increased 
- ’13.53 In accordance with the NPPF and the Flood and Water 
Management Act 2010, Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) are 
required to be implemented at all scales of development’ 
- (para 13.42) ‘The NPPF promotes a sequential approach to 
identifying new land for development. This ensures that flood risk 
to people and property is avoided by selecting land at least risk of 
flooding from rivers and other sources. Site layout and design are 
recognised as ways to influence the risk and impact of flooding 
and to provide resilience for climate change’. 
It is welcome that the Borough Plan repeatedly acknowledges the 
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risk of building on land known to flood. Any proposals to develop 
on the Woodlands would completely undermine these concerns 
however; any local resident will attest that the Woodlands floods 
badly and regularly.  In respect of flooding, any proposal to build 
on the Woodlands is highly irresponsible, violates all the tenets of 
soundness, in particular the lack of positive preparation.  
Moreover, although referenced and stated to be important 
throughout, the Sustainable urban Drainage System does not 
seem to be set out in detail. It is unclear how this would relate to 
any of the proposed developments, in particular the Woodlands, 
this having been rightly removed from the development plans. 
This is a further indicator of unsoundness.  
It is also worth noting that a previous version of this borough plan 
noted that the Woodlands, among other sites, could not be 
screened out for possible hydrological linkages (see the previous 
version of the Borough Plan submitted June 2017 - Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Council Habitats Regulations) and any 
intention to push ahead with the development in spite of this 
point would be highly unsound, particularly in that it lack positive 
preparation. 
         4. The destruction of greenbelt fields and related habitats  
It is national policy to protect the greenbelt.  This is referenced in 
the Borough Plan itself: ‘Nationally, the government attaches 
great importance to the greenbelt’  (para 7.49).  
The Borough Plan also acknowledges ‘Nuneaton and Bedworth 
Borough sits within the wider West Midlands Green Belt... The 
Borough contains large amounts of Green Belt land, most of 
which is located to the south of Nuneaton and also surrounds the 
main areas of Bedworth, Bulkington and Ash Green’ (para 7.48).  
The Woodlands is so named because of its historic green fields 
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and ancient trees and hedgerows that stand in stark contrast to 
the urban sprawl in surrounding areas.   
Development on greenbelt land may be permitted in some cases 
(set out in paragraph 7.56) but none of these apply here in 
relation to the Woodlands. In respect of previous Borough Plans 
where the Woodlands was included, no attempt was made to 
explain how these possible exceptions apply. 
Likewise any development on the greenbelt must, according to 
the Borough Plan, ‘retain and enhance landscapes, provide visual 
amenity and biodiversity, or to improve damaged or derelict 
land’. Here any potential developments on the Woodlands site 
would have the very opposite effect and is therefore clearly 
unsound.  
Regarding habitats, it is clearly desirable, both as a matter of 
national policy and generally, to safeguard the multiple 
ecosystems and habitats that would be destroyed if development 
of the Woodlands site was allowed to go ahead. The Woodlands 
site borders the Nook (a designated local wildlife site) and the 
Woodlands generally is very notable for the vast array of wildlife 
to which is provides a home. Many horses and cows are also 
domesticated on this site as any local resident will attest.  
The Borough Plan also notes that ‘Any proposed development in 
Green Belt will need to maintain openness and demonstrate 
compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and 
accessibility of the land’. Any proposed development of the 
Woodlands would utterly contradict this as it would destroy one 
of the last remaining green spaces in Bedworth.  
Likewise, Policy NE5 discusses landscape character. It is stated 
that ‘Major development proposals must demonstrate how they 
will conserve, enhance, restore or create a sense of place and 
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respond positively to the landscape setting in which the 
development proposal is located’. Any proposed development of 
the Woodlands would need to show this, and it seems impossible 
to do.  
The current version of the Borough Plan notes that it is important 
‘to ensure the Green Belt across the borough continues to serve 
its fundamental aim and purpose, and maintains its essential 
characteristics, it will be protected by restricting development …. 
except where very special circumstances can be demonstrated’. 
Again, the purpose and nature of the Woodlands Greenbelt 
would be destroyed by any proposed development and the 
extremely high bar of ‘very special circumstances’ cannot be 
demonstrated here.  
For the avoidance of doubt, the Woodlands site formerly 
considered for development does fall within the Green Belt and 
has been long established as doing so. (A legitimate expectation 
has also been created here). This point can be proven in court if 
necessary.  
Please also note policy Ne5 where the borough plan itself notes 
‘Major development proposals must demonstrate how they will 
conserve, enhance, restore or create a sense of place, as well as 
respond positively to the landscape setting in which the 
development proposal is located… Major development proposals 
must demonstrate that they are in balance with the setting of the 
local landscape, respect the key characteristics and 
distinctiveness of that landscape, and in particular show how the 
proposal will: 1. Conserve or enhance important landmark views. 
Natural environment  2. Conserve, enhance or create boundary 
features and field patterns including ridge and furrow 
topography. 3. Conserve and where necessary enhance the 
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strength of character and landscape condition’ 
In short, any proposed development must do as much as possible 
to conserve the current natural beauty of a site. The woodlands is 
very notable for its natural beauty, rows of ancient oak trees 
dividing fields, bright meadows, babbling brooks and an array of 
flora and fauna. We never saw any explanation of how this would 
all be preserved on the occasion of a possible development. It 
seems impossible to do so given the unique features and natural 
beauty of the Woodlands site. As such the only possible 
conclusion is to keep the Woodlands site outside of the proposed 
development.  
5. Possibility of contaminated land  
Policy BE1 provides that ‘development proposals on or adjacent 
to land which may have been subject to contamination and/or 
land instability will need to demonstrate: 
• That measures can be taken to effectively mitigate the impacts 
of land contamination and instability on public health, 
environmental quality, the built environment and general 
amenity. 
• That the development site is or will be made suitable for the 
proposed final use and will need to provide, as a minimum, the 
following documents with the planning application (often 
referred to as a Preliminary Risk Assessment and/or Desk Study):   
n Detailed site history identifying contaminative uses and land 
instability.   
n The nature and extent of the contamination, land instability and 
the hazards and risks posed. 
The Woodlands is adjacent to an old coal mine and thus these 
very important contamination tests should be done for reasons of 
public health and the avoidance of serious civil or criminal 
liability, if any developments were proposed here. These essential 
steps do not seem to have been taken thus far, certainly not with 
the appropriate thoroughness, and no acceptable answers or 
proposals have been produced. This once again shows a lack of 
positive preparation and that any potential developments here 
cannot possibly be effective or justified. 
In conclusion, it is clearly undesirable to tear up some of 
Bedworth’s last green fields, fell historic trees and obliterate 
habitats. Many children and families enjoy walks across the 
Woodlands and these fields and well established public footpaths 
are a genuine cornerstone of people’s physical and mental health 
and wellbeing.  In these climate change times we should be 
seeking to maintain our green fields, trees and habitats rather 
than tearing them down. As noted, it is very welcome that these 
and other points appear to be being considered now, resulting in 
the removal of the woodlands site from the current version of the 
Borough Plan. However, any attempt to reinstate developments 
plans here would cause major issues for the reasons set out and 
would completely undermine the intentions set out in the 
Borough Plan itself. It is not possible for any development of the 
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Woodlands site to be ‘sound’. 
Local plan does not comply with duty to cooperate  
In addition to clearly being unsound for the reasons set out in 
detail above, the Borough Plan in general (in respect of all the 
proposed sites) also does not comply with the duty to cooperate.  
Part 2 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 
amended by s110 Localism Act 2011) requires the LPA to engage 
‘constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis’. The duty to 
cooperate has not been complied with in this case.  There is very 
limited mention of the duty to cooperate in the Borough Plan and 
related documents and equally there is limited information about 
occasions on which the LPA have engaged with the relevant other 
persons.  There appears to have been no attempt by the LPA to 
have satisfied themselves publicly (in the Borough Plan) that the 
duty to cooperate has been met, an action that would have been 
desirable for reasons of transparency.  As such it seems likely that 
the duty to co-operate has not been met here.  
The deliberate lack of engagement with residents, discussed 
further below, displays the LPA has a poor record for consulting 
and cooperating with others, and this seems likely to be the case 
in respect of the duty to cooperate as well.  
It is also worth noting that the duty is, in full, a ‘duty to cooperate 
in relation to sustainable development’ and that paragraphs 14 
and 15 of the NPFF indicates that there is a presumption in favour 
of sustainable development. However as the case of Bakermill 
Estates Trust [2016] EWHC 3028 held, the NPFF does not contain 
a general presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
each case must be considered on its own merits. Due to the 
evident unsoundness of the various plans here (most notable in 
respect of a hypothetical development of the woodlands) and the 
probable lack of compliance with the duty to co-operate this 
Borough Plan is patently lacking in any merits at all and this is 
only more pronounced in respect of any proposed development 
of the Woodlands.  
As noted, it is very welcome that the Woodlands Site has now 
been removed from the Borough Plan. However, we are only 
aware of this due to our MP and there is nothing in the Borough 
Plan itself on it. There is no specific invitation for views on the 
formerly designated Woodlands site itself. This is highly 
undesirable as it appears to be a deliberate attempt to discourage 
consultation responses on the Woodlands themselves. It is very 
unclear on the face of it what is happening with the Woodlands as 
per the latest Borough Plan. The duty to cooperate has therefore 
clearly not been met here.  
Furthermore it seems unlikely that any potential development of 
the woodlands is ‘sustainable’ in any case, so there should be no 
presumption in favour of it. A key tenet of sustainable 
development is promoting environmental prosperity for the 
future. Destroying habitats, trees and green fields in favour of 
overcrowding an already deprived area that lacks key 

287



Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

infrastructure to support the new houses is clearly not 
sustainable. As this version of the Borough Plan does not include 
the Woodlands site, there is no explanation of how it could be 
considered sustainable.  
The Suitability Appraisal Report contains several of the Local 
Planning Authorities aim, all of which would fail in relation to the 
Woodlands. The LPA means to: 
•‘Increase accessibility to key services and sustainable transport’ 
nAs noted this plan would cripple the local road network and 
decrease accessibility to services because of the increased 
number of residents.  
• ‘Enhance maintain and protect natural habitats and sensitive 
landscapes’ 
n Once again this aim is utterly contradicted by the nature of the 
plan  which would tear up the landscapes and destroy habitats.  
 
• ‘Ensure development is... resistant to flood risk’Again this has 
not been done. Any development on the Woodlands would be 
servely at risk of flooding.  
 
Plan is not legally compliant  
Finally this Borough Plan in general is not legally compliant.  
S19 of the PCPA 2004 sets out matters to which the LPA must 
have regard to when doing the borough plan. One is complying 
with the statement of community involvement (s19(3)).  It is 
unclear where this statement of community involvement is for 
this updated Borough Plan. One may not exist. Therefore the plan 
is not legally compliant.  
Moreover, as all interested residents will attest to, there has been 
very little consultation here, with very few short in duration drop-
in sessions planned that are hard for people to attend.  
Throughout the process the council has displayed a 
determination not to engage properly with the community. 
Generally, they do not reply to letters or emails expressing 
concerns. At the consultations, representatives proved unwilling 
or unable to answer concerns residents raised specifically in 
relation to habitat and greenbelt destruction, flooding and lack of 
infrastructure for the development.  In addition to the breach of 
their legal duties by not consulting properly, the general conduct 
of the LPA and its representatives throughout the process inspires 
no confidence that this plan is practically deliverable or that it will 
be effective.  
Please also note that as you will appreciate the Woodlands having 
now been removed from the Borough Plan limits the ability of 
people to effectively engage in respect of these former plans. To 
the extent that development here has not 100% been ruled out, 
then any potential development is to an even greater extent 
unsound, failing in the duty to co-operate and not legally 
compliant.  
As you will also appreciate that the Woodlands having been 

288



Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

removed from the Borough Plan creates a legitimate expectation 
that no development will go forward in that area, creating an 
ever-stronger legal right (a judicial review challenge) to prevent 
any change of policy in this area in the future. 
Further points – other proposed developments 
Although the majority of my response is focused on the 
importance of making sure the Woodlands site stays free of 
development, I also have severe concerns about some of the 
other proposed developments. Particularly the hospital lane 
proposed development where the points re overcrowding and 
lack of infrastructure apply very strongly also. This plan is clearly 
unsound due to these points. The points regarding tree and 
habitat destruction are also relevant here. Therefore, this 
element of the plan is also not sound, the duty to co-operate has 
not been met, and it is not legally compliant.  

423 JJ 
  

Future development of the Borough Plan should take into 
account the current economic crisis. In particular, access for 
growing of produce using allotments would be a useful addition. 
Surely, the existing green belt could be used for such purposes, in 
particular where the edge of the current boundaries are made up 
of parks or other land parcels controlled by the council. 
Small allotments of 5 to 10 acres would be most beneficial. 
 
At the end of Mill Lane, Bulkington, such a case exists. (See Land 
registry  
Ref. WK307061 totalling 4.37 hectares). 

 
Noted 
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424 AK 
  

The decision to remove HSG4 is justified. 1 - Huge cost 
implications for link road onto A444. 2 - Traffic congestion at peak 
times would cause traffic issues. 3 - Extra vehicle pollution. 4 - 
Create more flooding in the area. 5 - Saving local ecology and 
biodiversity. 6 - Should never have been included in the Borough 
Plan initially. 

Our viability consultants deemed the cost of a slip road onto 
the A444 as viable. 
 
Traffic at peak times would only increase to a level deemed 
acceptable by the Highways team at Warwickshire County 
Council. 
 
Air pollution in the borough will not increase overall as a 
result of developments set out in the Borough Plan. 
 
A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was undertaken for the 
Borough Plan, which showed that any flooding problems in 
the area could be mitigated against. 

 

425 MK 7.23 and others DS4 and others Housing numbers 
I do not believe that the housing numbers are correct. The 
requirements quoted are too high. The census figures from 2021 
census that were recently released show that Coventry 
population is considerably lower than that used in the 
calculations. There is no additional demand from Coventry 
‘overspill’ that needs to be accommodated by the Borough. Many 
people move to N&B simply because the house prices are lower 
than other areas, not because they particularly want to be in N&B 
so using the numbers of people who have come is not as result of 
demand for houses in N&B but simply because that is where 
houses that they can afford have been built. It is incorrect to use 
that number as an indicator of how many need to be built here. If 
those same homes had been built in Coventry they would have 
been sold just the same as it is nearer to where many people 
work. The appeal of N&B is because they are market towns (not a 
city). The numbers being discussed are ridiculous. We are losing 
all the reasons that it is attractive – countryside, small 
communities that are easy to get between etc.                                                                
There needs to be a Brownfield first approach that has been 
lacking. There should be a moratorium on new applications until 
all brownfield sites have been developed and until a significant 
proportion of those with permission have actually been built. It is 
crazy that we have so many part built sites at one time. If the 
need is 435 as stated in DS4, 7.23 which seems a sensible 
number, why are thousands being built at once?  
There is a mis-match between the amount of housing being 
provided and the amount of jobs available in the Borough which 
is resulting in an unsustainable situation where too many people 
are having to commute, leading to congestion and saturated road 

 
The Housing and Economic 
Development Needs Assessment 
sets out the housing numbers 
required, which is carried out by 
consultants who specialise in this 
field. 
 
We have taken a brownfield first 
approach. 
 
It is not legally possible to have a 
moratorium on new applications 
until all brownfield sites have been 
development, and until a significant 
proportion of those with permission 
have been built. 
 
More housing is being built per year 
than 435, as we are working on a 
stepped trajectory, so as the 
Borough Plan is from 2011-2031, 
and we didn't have the strategic 
allocations in place until 2019, more 
houses need to be delivered each 
year from 2019, to deliver those 
that are strategic sites which 
weren't available before the plan 
was adopted. 
 
Sufficient employment land has 
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networks which in turn lead to air pollution and poor air quality, 
leading to poorer health outcomes. The time people have to 
spend travelling, impacts quality of life and also leads to poorer 
health outcomes. 
Policy DS7 – Green Belt 
There must be no encroachment on the Green Belt. It is there for 
a reason. 
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) backs this up by saying that there 
should be ‘optimum use of previously developed land’. 
Policy NE1 
The needs of green corridors, existing waterways etc must be 
primary in planning applications. Currently they always appear to 
be an afterthought. 
The SA says that we must ‘protect and enhance the quality of 
watercourses’. The policies in the Plan mention buffer zones for 
ancient woodland, plantation woodland and hedgerows. There 
should be specific buffer zones for development near 
watercourses to protect them. 
Policy NE3 biodiversity 
It must be clear in the Plan that there should be at least a 10% 
gain in biodiversity on new developments, taken from it’s original 
condition prior to any clearance. It should not be permitted to 
have biodiversity offsetting elsewhere. The Borough is a small 
area and there are very few places left to create offsetting. The 
biodiversity is something that contributes to people’s health and 
well-being and so needs to be where the residents can actually 
see it. There is absolutely no reason that a large development site 
cannot provide the biodiversity on site. If you have a blank page, 
you just put a few less houses on the site so that you can provide 
the necessary habitat for biodiversity. There seems to be nothing 

been allocated through the Borough 
Plan. 
 
There is a requirement for a specific 
buffer zone for development near 
watercourses, at Policy NE4. 
 
The plan sets out a requirement for 
new development to provide 
electric vehicle charging points. 

291



Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

in the Borough Plan that states that we need to maintain enough 
land for growing food (not gardens/allotments) but actual 
farming. The current cost of living crisis and the difficulties as a 
result of Brexit means that we need to be producing more food 
locally and yet there is a total lack of mention of the need for 
food security. It’s no good people having a roof over there heads, 
if they do not have food to eat. 
HS5 – Health 
This needs to be the top priority in planning. Everything else can 
follow. Needs much greater emphasis. 
BE2, BE3 
We need to have climate change reduction measures as a much 
higher priority. 
All new homes must have solar panels as a default as well as 
optimum orientation for solar gain. This must be enforced. The 
cost as part of construction is minimal and the positive effects are 
long-term both on a population level and on an individual level, 
helping to reduce fuel poverty. Homes must be built with features 
to allow for easy cooling for the increasing amount of seriously 
hot days as well as being cheap and easy to heat in cold spells. 
Building in energy efficiency for all new homes is a win-win 
situation and will help to ‘level up’. EV charging points should be 
default on all new homes, for EV bikes as well as cars. This entails 
designs to allow that. 
Implementation of measures to deliver higher levels of walking 
and cycling should be put as a requirement at the beginning of 
construction of any new developments so that good habits are 
available for people from day one of living on a new site. This will 
help with climate change and air quality as well as being much 
better at building communities – it’s much easier to stop and chat 
or simple say ‘hello’ when walking or cycling. It also allows greater 
independence and safe movement for those who do not drive. 
All new streets should be tree-lined (NPPF July 2021) and we need 
large scale tree planting, focussing on green corridors.  
TC1,2,3 -Town Centres 
Town centres need to be people focussed, encouraging walking 
and cycling and plenty of greenery and places where people can 
simply sit and watch the world go by. We must not have town 
centres as simply a built environment, which would be poor for 
mental and physical health. 
In terms of strategic sites, there is no space to have more 
development North of Nuneaton  - one of the suggested options. 
Every bit already has permission or a planning application. Also 
the road infrastructure cannot take it. See the response from 
Highways England to the Issues and Options consultation. ‘First it 
should be noted that the A5/A47 ‘The Longshoot’ junction & the 
A5/A47/B4666 ‘Dodwells’ roundabout are operationally 
constrained and any development greater than that in the 
adopted Local Plans cannot be accommodated’. 
Employment Areas 
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Must have access to public transport and SAFE active travel. See 
response to previous consultation from Warwickshire Public 
Health but this also ties in with climate change reduction 
measures. 

426 JL 
  

1. The removal of HSG4 from the plan is sound. 
2. The environmental impact would have been terrible for the 
area. 
3. Flooding in the area and beyond like at the slough would have 
become a common occurrence. 
4. The road network in the local area would just not have coped.  

The council should carry on doing the right thing and get the 
Woodlands put back into the Greenbelt where it used to be 
and where it deserves to be.  

The environmental impact on the 
area would have been acceptable, 
as assessed in the Sustainability 
Appraisal, which accompanied the 
Borough Plan. 
 
Flooding could be mitigated against 
on the site, as is set out in our 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. 
 
Our Strategic Transport Assessment 
showed that the roads in the local 
area could cope with the increase in 
traffic. 
 
The Woodlands has never been in 
the Green Belt, and would not meet 
the criteria to receive such a 
designation. 
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427 KM 
  

The removal of HSG4 from the plan and the reasons policy DS5 – 
Residential allocations is sound are  
 
1,A week or so ago the office for national statistics released 
updated population figures for Coventry. These updated figures 
proved beyond doubt that Coventry City Councils local plan 
figures used were flawed, these flawed figures which resulted in 
NBBC taking extra developments to the value of 4020 dwellings 
through a memorandum of understanding of flawed unmet need. 
This should result in the 4020 of unmet need taken from 
Coventry’s local plan that haven’t been granted planning 
permission being erased from NBBC’s local plan like HGG4. 
2,The site is completely unsustainable due to its spiralling costs, 
which could have doubled since the inspectors report in 2019. 
The inspector clearly had trouble with the site which resulted in 
many stipulations and main modifications regards the A444 North 
slip road and the amount of houses on the site that could be built 
before the North slip was built ( 170 dwellings ) out of 689, which 
is now reduced to 680 due to 9 being granted permission in 
woodlands road . 
3,It would result in the loss of valuable rare Arden landscape and 
ruin local ecology and biodiversity and in general well used green 
space, adding to climate change. 
4,It would result in the bad local flooding situation getting worse 
and affect the river Sowe levels thus affecting two local nature 
reserves at the Nook and slough . 
5,It would create traffic chaos in the building of and completion in 
woodlands lane, woodlands road and both phases of newtown 
and heath road respectively . 
6,It should also be looked into by the planning team at NBBC into 
returning the site HSG4 to the green belt, as a boundary 
extension to existing green belt which the site borders to give the 
area protection for residents living in fear of a concrete future . 

 
The Borough Plan Review: Preferred 
Options does not allocate land for 
overspill from any other local 
authorities. 
 
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
stated that the development would 
not cause an unacceptable risk from 
flooding. 
 
The Strategic Transport Assessment 
showed that once completed, the 
traffic in the area would be at 
acceptable levels. 
 
The Woodlands has never been 
Green Belt, and does not meet the 
criteria to be designated as such. 
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428 J/TM 
  

Firstly we have a significant concern about the increasing level of 
flooding in the area of the proposed development. There has 
been an issue with flooding during the time that we have lived 
here but it is important to note that this is increasing in 
frequency, significance and duration. The extent of flooding is 
evident on Woodlands Lane through to Woodlands Road, in the 
field where the development is proposed and the field opposite. 
After heavy rain, the road is significantly under water. 
 
Surface water in the field is evident following even the smallest 
rain shower and remains so even after several dry days. 
 
There then remains substantial concentrations of mud on the 
road which is a safety hazard and increases the risks of skidding 
for cars, cyclists and slipping for pedestrians. 
 
The land currently offers some advantage of being a sponge for 
rainwater, if developed this would be lost. Changing soft standing 
to hard standing surfaces and raising the ground as stated will 
serve to force the water towards the residential site (Dove Close - 
south) and onto the road (Woodlands Lane - east). We note that 
this is recorded in the Flood Risk Assessment document as a 
medium/high risk (75% risk). 
 
There are two such areas of this risk in the borough and the 
proposed development will be on one of them. We ask that 
consideration be taken, of the implications of and who would be 
culpable, that even with measures put in place, the flooding 
increases. Both the existing pond and the new attenuation pond 
have the potential of overflowing and thus flooding the area of 

 
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
carried out for the Borough Plan 
stated that it is appropriate to 
develop the site, as mitigation 
measures can be put in place to 
ensure flooding does not cause an 
unacceptable risk to existing and 
future households. 
 
Climate change effects have been 
included in the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment. 
 
The current road infrastructure is 
not intended to support increased 
traffic, as various infrastructure 
improvements will be required 
alongside development of the site. 
 
The Strategic Transport Assessment 
includes consideration of the 
number of cars during peak times, 
and pre-dates 2021, so the data was 
not affected by Covid. 
 
Transport improvements/upgrades 
will take place as part of the site's 
development. 
 
The Borough Plan requires the 
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the nearby residences and the substation. Climate change must 
be taken into consideration. Calculations for surface water 
discharge do not take account of increasing strength and 
frequency of very heavy rainfall in the coming years and the 
consequences of that. The residents of Dove Close already suffer 
from significant moisture in our gardens. We have concerns about 
the impact of the proposed development on our properties in 
terms of drainage as well as ground stability. 
 
The existing roads are already highly congested around early 
morning and early evening which coincides with school and work 
travel. There are also many vehicles that use Woodlands Lane, 
Woodlands Road and Newtown Road as a thoroughfare from 
Astley, Nuneaton and Meriden etc. Consequently the traffic 
building up during those times is considerable, with wait times to 
join Heath Road being up to twenty minutes. The current 
infrastructure is not suitable to support an increased influx of 
traffic. It would be important to note that the data from the 
traffic survey did not account for numbers of cars during the peak 
times, only their speed and also that during most of 2021, travel 
was limited due to working from home Covid. As we return to 
increased travel, the traffic from the proposed traffic flow would 
only serve to augment the current traffic issue / wait time at the 
New Town / Heath Road junction. Furthermore, Woodlands Lane 
is a narrow poorly lit lane with poor sight lines. There are also two 
blind bends. We understand that there has been some 
consideration of the speed notifications, however this still does 
not take into account that the very tight bend in Woodlands Lane 
can be treacherous and the entrance to the proposed 
development is very close to this. There are frequent large 
vehicles that travel this route which already present a very real 
safety hazard. 
 
It is noted that public transport is an amenity on Heath Road, yet 
it is not an amenity on Woodlands Lane. The development is thus 
isolated and forms of transport would need to be cars, taxis, 
motor bikes and bicycles thus adding to the current traffic volume 
concern. Footpaths along Woodlands Lane are not continuous, 
they end at the junction of Dove Close and Woodlands Lane. They 
are used by residents of Dove Close, Woodlands Lane and 
Woodlands Road. They are narrow and often restricted by mud 
and detritus from the rain and inclement weather. Whilst it is a 
route for cyclists, there are no other special considerations for 
them and a cycling journey can be hazardous. 
 
Using the field for development would fundamentally change the 
use of the land by the community from green open space to one 
of residential. Currently, the land supports varied wildlife, the 
2007 ecological survey on this site identified newts and protected 
species. It is a logical extension of the green network serving as a 

provision of on-site bus 
infrastructure and a contribution to 
the secure diversion of frequent 
local bus services. 
 
The five year land supply is made up 
of developments including the site, 
therefore if the site is not 
developed, it would reduce the five 
year land supply. 
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wildlife corridor and its loss would impact on their numbers. 
 
The plan for the development is not in The Borough Plan and 
consequently should not even be considered because of this. We 
are aware of the Concept Plan for the Woodlands (HSG4) in which 
the proposed field does not feature. 
 
There is also a five year land supply which is current so again the 
development should not be considered because of this. 
 
We trust that the above objections will be taken fully into account 
in determining this application and we ask to be informed of the 
councils decision in writing. 

429 TM 
  

I would like to agree the proposal to remove HSG4 from the 
'Borough Plan'. The reasons are as follows: Currently there is a 
significant problem with flooding in this area, and this will be 
exacerbated by the  development. The infrastructure of roads in 
the area is not sufficient to support extra housing. The loss of 
important flora and fauna in the area, which has historical and 
ecological value. 

 
Flooding would not be exacerbated 
by the development, as we had a 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
conducted, which found that 
development of the site would be 
acceptable in terms of its effects on 
the risk of flooding. 
 
The existing roads are not intended 
to be sufficient to support the extra 
housing, which is why the Borough 
Plan contains requirements for 
infrastructure improvements to 
roads in the area. 

430 SN 
  

I feel that the original Borough plan which included the HSG4 
Woodlands area was unjust and the new proposals to remove this 
area as a site for redevelopment is justified. This area is an area of 
outstanding Biodiversity which cannot be replaced. In a country 
that is supposedly promoting ecological policies around the world 
we still seem to ignore our own needs.  

Removal of the HSG4 woodlands area from the plan. The inclusion of HSG4 Woodlands in 
the Borough Plan was deemed 
justified by an independent Planning 
Inspector appointed by the 
government. 
 
The plan does not need to be 
modified to remove HSG4 
Woodlands, as it the site is not 
included in the Borough Plan 
Review: Preferred Options. 
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431 KO 
  

We are being asked for our opinions on this plan - as we have 
previously and it's not made a single bit of difference! 
Landowners will put their land up for development, you will snap 
their hands off and then developers will develop exactly how they 
wish - it's never been any different. 
No regard will be made for the provision of our local road 
network, local services such as doctors or schools.  
No plan should be adopted without the provisions in place FIRST.  
The town simply cannot cope with anymore housing or 
development in the Weddington area with a  
SINGLE entry point to the town, The other side of town will not be 
able to cope once the developments planned for Arbury are in 
place (only to leave town via the Bermuda Bridge, not go in the 
opposite direction). 
Proper foresight needs to used prior to agreeing ANY further 
development.   

No development on greenbelt land until all brownfield sites 
have been used. 
No accepting overspill from neighbouring authorities which 
means development of our greenbelt and green spaces. 
Renovation of derelict buildings / or redevelopment of those 
sites first before MORE green space is taken away. 
Infrastructure in place BEFORE any further development is 
planned. 
Safety of pedestrians and health of residents in regards to 
emissions from standing vehicles should be a major concern 
due to lack of proper infrastructure/road network. 
Provision of ample parking on developments so avoid 
accidents (most houses need at least 2/3 parking spaces), 
ample parking for industrial developments too. 
Better walking / more walking routes. 
The list could go on, but residents historically feel like 
they're never listened to anyway. 

Regard has been had to the local 
road network and local services such 
as doctors and schools, as we had a 
Strategic Transport Assessment 
carried out to support the Borough 
Plan, which sets out infrastructure 
requirements related to the road 
network in the borough, whilst in 
relation to doctors and schools, the 
plan clearly sets out the need for 
these facilities, and the locations / 
financial contributions required to 
deliver them. 
Infrastructure needs to be delivered 
at pre-determined trigger points, 
when the facilities are needed. 
The Strategic Transport Assessment 
shows that all of the development in 
the Borough Plan will have an 
acceptable impact on the roads in 
the borough. 
All appropriate brownfield sites 
have been allocated for 
development. 
No overspill has been included in 
the housing figures. 
The council do not own all derelict 
buildings in the borough, and 
therefore cannot ensure they are 
redeveloped before greenfield sites 
need to be developed. 
Our Parking Standards 
Supplementary Planning Document 
sets out the parking standards for all 
new developments. 
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432 LP 
  

I am broadly supportive of the latest borough plan, provided 
HSG4 is totally removed and I sincerely thank NBBC for revisiting 
this, as the woodlands area should never have been in the 
borough plan in the first place. The area floods significantly - 
residents have been supplying NBBC with pertinent images and 
evidence of the flooding for years, to my knowledge. 
 
The flooding is so significant that Warwickshire County Council 
local flood Authority has objected to a recent proposed 
development, adjacent to Dove Close. I submit that it is not just 
woodlands Lane that floods, but the whole area, including all the 
fields to the side of woodlands lane and woodlands Road. 
 
There is no better proof of this, than a field situated between 
houses 198-206 woodlands Road. This has a permanent large 
'lake' within it, now host to herons, swans, geese and ducks. 
Anyone not knowing the area could be forgiven for thinking that 
this is actually a lake, however it is not. It is simply a farmers field 
which cannot take any more water and does not drain away. This 
field is currently included in the HSG4 plan. 
 
A neighbour at 2, Dove Close, is a retired civil engineer. So 
concerned about the severe flooding on woodlands Lane, he 
provided a detailed report to Craig Tracy on the subject in 2016, 
having walked the water course across Bedworth. In short, Roger 
Foster advises as follows: If NBBC were to sanction any building of 
houses on the woodlands Lane or the wider HSG4 area, due to 
the current water table and additional associated concrete, the 
new development would cause flooding in the Bedworth area, 
because there is simply nowhere for excess water to drain / soak 

1) Removal of HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands from the Borough 
Plan. 
 
2) Instigate the commission of Bedworth Woodlands into 
Green Belt. 

The Woodlands was approved for 
residential development by an 
independent Planning Inspector 
appointed by the government. 
A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
was undertaken for the Borough 
Plan, which showed that the risk of 
flooding on the site following 
development would not be 
unacceptable, and there would be 
space for excess water to drain / 
soak away, and this was accepted by 
the Planning Inspector. 
NBBC did not volunteer to deliver 
houses for Coventry's housing need; 
it was a requirement in order to get 
approval for the Borough Plan. 
It has not been proven that 
Coventry's housing numbers were 
overestimated, and therefore the 
figures cannot be immediately 
disregarded. The estimation for 
Coventry's housing figures was 
based on a specific statistical 
methodology, which is now being 
reviewed. 
The Woodlands has been 
considered for building in the past, 
including when the development at 
Dove Close was approved in the 
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away. Whilst I am not qualified to say this myself, I have had 
numerous conversations with Roger Foster on this subject and he 
would be in a position to provide you with this information 
directly. 
 
There is a suggestion that Bedworth, like any other town, needs 
additional housing. What needs to be seriously questioned are 
the number of new houses and how the total figure was arrived 
at. The biggest question has to the strange arrangement of NBBC 
'volunteering' to take on some of Coventry's allocation. I 
understand that Coventry overestimated their required numbers 
and therefore the numbers we took for them, should be 
disregarded immediately, with robust measures implemented to 
ensure this never happens again. 
 
NBBC, in their own leaflet, say greenfield sites must not be 
prioritised. This would also appear to be the view for the current 
government and I have lost count of the number of times, this has 
been raised by hopeful candidates in the current leadership 
campaign on TV. 
 
The woodlands (and the name is a clue) should therefore never 
be considered for building whilst other areas, particularly 
brownfield sites, exist within the borough. 
 
The woodlands is the last green area in Bedworth, where people 
can get away and be at one with nature. 
 
We have enjoyed this for many years, walking our dogs and bird 
watching and have encountered many people over recent years, 
during covid and the cost of living crisis, seeking sanctuary in this 
green space, to protect and support their mental health and 
wellbeing. This area is home to a vast variety of wildlife species, 
including deer, muntjacs, rabbits, birds of prey, herons, swans, 
geese, ducks and great crested newts, to name but a few. 
 
I have already stated, I understand that some new housing is 
possibly required in the borough. A number of areas of Bedworth 
are already overrun with vehicles and thousands of new houses, 
conservatively with 2 cars each, will not help the situation and the 
current infrastructure cannot support the volume increase. 
 
A good example would be cars spilling out from the HSG4 area 
onto the already gridlocked woodlands Road, at peak times, such 
as the school run. 
 
I understand that slip roads up to the A444 by pass are a non-
starter, due to the excessive construction costs. 
 
Personally, once the new Borough Plan is adopted, with HSG4 

middle portion of the area, and it is 
only fair that the rest of The 
Woodlands is similarly considered 
for its suitability for residential 
development. 
There are various public rights of 
way outside of The Woodlands for 
residents to use in order to access 
green areas and enjoy nature. 
There is a clear need for at least 
9,690 houses in the borough up to 
2039. 
All new developments are only 
approved once Warwickshire 
County Council's Highways team 
have assessed the proposal, and 
deemed the impact on transport to 
be acceptable. 
The slip road onto the A444 from 
the proposed Woodlands 
development is viable, as has been 
set out by the consultants we used 
to produce our Viability Assessment 
for the Borough Plan. The 
Woodlands cannot be placed in the 
Green Belt, as it does not meet the 
criteria to be designated as such. 
HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands cannot 
be removed from the Borough Plan 
Review: Preferred Options, as it is 
not contained in the document. 
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removed, we would respectfully request that moves are made to 
put the woodlands into greenbelt, as we were promised it would 
be, many years ago, by a previous administration. 
 
We have the right to live a peaceful and undisturbed life, having 
moved to woodlands Lane for just that reason, and these building 
considerations every couple of years, do nothing for our mental 
health and wellbeing. 

433 LR 
  

The removal of HSG4 from the plan and the reasons policy DS5 is 
sound are: 
 
Building in the area would make the flood situation even worse 
and would potentially have a negative impact on local nature 
reserves. 
 
It would add to climate change. 
 
It would add strain on the roads in the area and make the traffic 
situation even worse. 

Add HSG4 Bedworth Woodlands to the green belt. We had a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment undertaken for the 
Borough Plan, which showed that 
development on the site would not 
create an unacceptable risk of 
flooding. 
 
A Strategic Transport Assessment 
was undertaken to support the 
Borough Plan, which set out 
measures required to ensure the 
impact of the development on the 
road network would be acceptable. 
 
Bedworth Woodlands cannot be 
added to the Green Belt, as it does 
not meet the criteria to be 
designated as such. 
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434 DR 7.0 
 

Overall I have no reason to believe the Borough Plan Review 
Preferred Option document to be unsound, though a word of 
caution may be appropriate given that preliminary evidence from 
the 2021 Census suggests that earlier household projections in 
some areas may have been exaggerated. 
 
I welcome the removal of HSG4 from the revised Plan; indeed, in 
my submission it should not have been included in the earlier 
Plan. 
 
It's inclusion appeared to be in breach of the 'Managing Flood 
Risks" guidelines which advises that 'New Development' should 
be prioritised to areas of lowest flood risk and must not increase 
flood risk elsewhere. From my experience as a resident of Dove 
Close for 11 years I can readily affirm that HSG4 could not be 
categorised as an area of low flood risk. 
 
The other principal objection to HSG4 was the adverse effect the 
increased traffic would have on the poorly maintained narrow 
roads (Woodlands Road, Woodlands Lane, Bedworth Lane) with 
consequent queues and delays. I have seen no evidence of the 
willingness of the Highways Authority or others to upgrade these 
roads to accommodate the inevitable increased traffic. Again, 
another reason why I support the removal of HSG4 from the Local 
Plan. 

 
Household projections have not 
been exaggerated, however the 
methodology used to make the 
projections is currently being 
reviewed. 
 
HSG4 complies with "Policy NE4 - 
Managing flood risk and water 
quality", as although HSG4 may not 
have the lowest flood risk, 
development has been prioritised to 
areas of lowest flood risk. 
 
The highways authority have 
produced evidence of their 
willingness to upgrade the roads, 
including Woodlands Road, 
Woodlands Lane and Bedworth 
Lane, as set out in the HSG4 policy 
within the Borough Plan. 
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Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

435 SS 
  

The plans do not meet the infrastructure to support the new 
builds. There are insufficient roads to support the many cars 
already on the roads in Bedworth. To support builds you require 
sufficient green space. The NBBC are already building on football 
pitch at Miners Welfare, no longer use Marston Lane, Collycroft, 
only 1 at Bulkington and Heckley. Insufficient changing facilities. 
New builds should provide allotments, no new/additional 
allotment space has been created. 

 
The Borough Plan sets out the 
requirements necessary to meet the 
infrastructure needs to support the 
new builds. 
 
The Strategic Transport Assessment 
sets out that a new on-slip is 
required onto the A444 in order to 
support the development of the 
Woodlands, and is a requirement of 
the development of the site. 
 
Green space will need to be 
delivered as set out in a concept 
plan in order for there to be 
sufficient green space for new 
residents. 
 
New/additional allotment space will 
need to be provided at various 
development sites in order to meet 
the requirements of the Borough 
Plan, however new/additional 
allotment space is not necessary at 
the Woodlands site. 

436 VS 7.63-7.72 HSG5 Greenbelt, heavy flooding, no supporting infrastructure Cease project Noted 

437 WT 
  

Given that we have already seen houses built on School Lane and 
Hawkesbury SHA6 with more proposed off Hospital Lane, SHA4, 
surely we do not need more development in this area? 

We need to protect as much agricultural land and green 
spaces as possible. The war in Ukraine has highlighted the 
need for this country to be more self-sufficient in food 
production. How can we do that if we are build on so much 
of our agricultural land? The pandemic showed the 
importance of green spaces for people's health and 
wellbeing. The current heatwave also reminds us all that we 
need to take global warming seriously and green spaces 
should be protected at all costs. 

We do need more development in 
this area in order to meet the 
housing needs of the borough. 
 
Nearly half of the borough is within 
the Green Belt, therefore there is a 
substantial amount of land available 
for agricultural use. 
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Responses from Individuals 
 

Ref Initials Paragraph Policy Comments Suggested modifications Officer Response 

438 RT 
  

Supporting decision of removal of  HSG4 from Borough Plan and 
Reasons  
 
1. Increased financial cost to adapt/build new road structures 
within the area of the woodlands. For example, high cost to build 
slip road from A444 into the HSG4 plan. This money could be re 
directed to support local health initiatives or support networks 
within the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough. 
 
2. Increased traffic flow causing an increase in levels of harmful 
gases for residents and wider communities with a direct impact 
on wildlife. Resulting in negative impact on NHS services in the 
local/surrounding areas.  
 
3. Increased risk of already prone flood area within the 
Woodlands area with the potential of encroaching on major risk 
factor of High Voltage substation within vicinity of HSG4 Plan  
 
4. Loss of valuable green spaces and loss of wildlife/biodiversity 
within the woodlands area 

 
Money required for road 
improvements could not be re-
directed, as the money is only 
provided for the infrastructure 
required as a result of the 
development. 
 
The Air Quality Assessment carried 
out for the Borough Plan shows that 
air quality will not worsen as a result 
of all of the developments proposed 
in the Borough Plan. 

439 MW 8 SHA-4 I have concerns over the number of dwellings allocated to the 
Hospital Lane site SHA-4 given its remoteness from the town 
centre and its lack of public transport. Hospital Lane is designated 
a country lane where the site is which has a national speed limit. 
There have been numerous RTAs including fatalities along that 
stretch and the potential increase in traffic volume would only 
add to this. 

Reduce the number of dwellings so as to help with traffic 
management. This will also allow for more open space 
without over urbanizing a rural area. 

Hospital Lane is a 9 minute drive 
from Bedworth Town Centre, 
therefore it is not remote from the 
town centre. Public transport will be 
improved for SHA-4, as is set out in 
the Borough Plan, which states that 
the site must deliver provision of 
on-site bus infrastructure and 
contribution to secure diversion of 
frequent bus services. 

440 LW 7.40 DS5 The allocations of some of the non-strategic sites will lead to 
'town cramming', developing many areas of open land which are 
important to the character of the immediate area. This includes 
EXH1 and 2; BED3 and 6; CAM1; GAL7; POP2 and 4; KIN2; and 
WEM1. 

Allocate land on the edge of the larger settlements including 
Bulkington (notwithstanding that the land is allocated Green 
Belt). 

Land has been allocated on the edge 
of the larger settlements, including 
Bulkington. 
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Appendix 2  
Details of the consultation undertaken under Regulation 18 
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plans)(England) 
Regulations 2012  
 

This appendix addresses the requirements of Regulation 
22(1)(c) (i) to (iv).  
 

  



Appendix 2  
Details of the consultation undertaken under Regulation 18 of the 
Town and Country Planning (Local Plans) (England) Regulations 
2012  

 
This appendix addresses the requirements of Regulation 22(1)(c) (i) to (iv) and sets 
out:  
(i) Which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make 
representations under Regulation 18  
(ii) How those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under 
Regulation 18.  
(iii) A summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to 
Regulation 18.  
iv) How any representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 have been taken into 
account. 
 
 

Introduction  
 
Public consultation under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Plans) (England) Regulations 2012 took place in two stages.    
 
Stage 1 
The first stage of the review was the Issues and Options Stage (that was required by 
Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012). The stage included a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report (May 
2021). Consultation on the Issues and Options document took place for a six-week 
period between the 11th June 2021 and the 6th August 2021. 100 responses were 
received via electronic response form, by email or letters.  
 
Stage 2  
The second stage was the Preferred Options Stage, which was an informal stage 
between the Issues and Option and Publication stages and was carried out for a six-
week period between the 13th June 2022 and the 22nd July 2022. This also included 
an updated second interim SA Report (June 2022). A Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (June 2022) was also completed and consulted upon. 112 responses 
were received via electronic response form, by email or by letter. 
 

Publication stage under Regulation 19 is due to commence on the 4th September 2023 
until 16th October 2023.  
 
  



i)  Who was consulted on to make representations under 
Regulation 18  
 
At the commencement of the two consultation stages either formal notification 
letters or emails were sent to around 130 persons, businesses, landowners or 
organisations to invite them to make representations, these were ones that were 
on the Planning Policy consultation database.  
 
In addition, over a 100 specific consultees including statutory consultees were 
also contacted by email (pages 16 – 22 of the Council’s Statement of Community 
Involvement 2020 provides a full breakdown of these.)  Community Forum 
Groups and Resident Groups were also included. Full details of those consulted 
(excluding individuals on the Councils Policy database can be found at appendix 
2 schedule 1.  
 
 

ii)  How those bodies and persons were invited to make 
representations under Regulation 18  
 
A wide range of methods were used to raise awareness about the consultation 
and to encourage people to respond, particularly harder to reach groups.  This 
included email notifications and letters to landowners. A copy of the redacted 
email can be found at appendix 2 schedule 2a for the Issues and Options Stage 
and appendix 2b for the Preferred Options Stage.   
 
In addition, several drop-in sessions with exhibitions were held. For the Issues 
and Options Stage these were: 
 
Venue Date Times 

Nuneaton Market 23rd June 2021 12:00-14:30 

Bedworth Market 25th June 2021 09:00-11:30 

CHESS centre 29th June 2021 17:00-19:30 

Nuneaton Academy 1st July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Goodyers End Primary School 5th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Chetwynd School 8th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Higham Lane School 12th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Bulkington Village Hall 15th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Bermuda Phoenix Centre 19th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Woodlands Working Mens Club 22nd July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Hawkesbury Meeting Place 26th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

 
  



Drop-in sessions with exhibitions were also held for the Preferred Options as 
follows: 
 
 
Venue Date Times 

Bermuda Phoenix Centre 20th June 2022 5 pm - 7.30 pm 

Bedworth Market 28th June 2022 9 am - 12 pm 

Nuneaton Market 29th June 2022 12 pm - 2.30 pm 

Higham Lane School 4th July 2022 5 pm - 7.30 pm 

Goodyers End Primary School  12th July 2022 5 pm - 7.30 pm 

Bulkington Village Community 

Centre 

14th July 2022 5 pm - 7.30 pm 

 
 
Hard copies of the Documents for both consultation periods were made available 
at Bedworth Library, Bulkington Community Library and Nuneaton Town Hall.  All 
information was held on the Council’s dedicated consultation webpage at  
www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult  

 
Comments could be emailed using a formal response form which can be found 
at appendix 2 schedule 3a for the Issues and Options response and appendix 2 
schedule 3b for the Preferred Options response form. Alternatively, consultees 
were invited to email or write in with their comments. Responses could be 
returned to: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk or posted to 
Planning Policy, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Town Hall, Coton 
Road, Nuneaton CV11 5AA or completed and handed in during the consultation 
events or at the Town Hall. The formal response form for the Publication stage 
about to commence is included at appendix 2 schedule 3c.  
 
A telephone number was also provided for those who wanted to ask questions 
or seek further information. In addition, residents were invited to participate by 
telephone in the Borough Plan Briefing ‘Call a Planner Week’. There were also 
articles in the Council’s newsletters and posters and banners were erected 
around the Borough. Publicity was also by press releases, blog posts and the 
Council’s social media sites.  
 
The publicity methods aimed to target the full range of stakeholders, including 
those who had been characterised as ‘un-engaged’ or ‘harder to engage’. In 
addition to more traditional publicity methods, ward councillors, community 
groups including forums and networks were encouraged to raise awareness 
about the consultation through word of mouth and ‘cascading’ amongst their 
constituents and members.  

 
 

http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult
mailto:planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk


(iii)  A summary of the main issues raised by the representations 
made pursuant to Regulation 18.  

  
 A precis of the responses and officer responses for the Issues and Options Stage 

is within section 3.1 of the main body of this report. These were explained fully 
within the Preferred Options document. 

 
A precis for the Preferred Options Stage is within section 3.2 of the main body of 
this report.  

  
 

iv)  How any representations made pursuant to Regulation 18 have 
been considered. 

 
Appendices 1 schedule 1b and 1c provide the full responses to the 
representations and officers responses made during the two stages of the 
consultation carried out up until August 2023.    
 
Appendix 2 schedule 4 provides a summary of the key changes from the 
Preferred Options Stage to the Publication Stage. The main changes were due 
to the following: 

• Comments made during the Preferred Options or subsequent emails 
where more information was required.  

• Recommendations made through the Sustainability Appraisal and 
Habitat Regulations Assessments.  

• Changes suggested by the Planning Advisory Services and DAC 
Planning Limited. 

• Changes that came about due to the completion of the HEDNA  and 

Towards a Housing Requirement for Nuneaton & Bedworth), STA, SFRA 

level 2 and subsequent updated modelling, Viability Assessment and 

other completed evidence base documents and responses received from 

consultees in terms of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule.  

• General factual updates.  

• Advice given by the Planning Inspectorate.  
 
  

https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/downloads/file/4917/towards_a_housing_requirement_for_nuneaton_and_bedworth_2022


 

Appendix 2 Schedule 1: 
List of those consulted excluding those individuals on 
the Council’s Policy’s database for both the Issues and 
Options and Preferred Options Stages. 
  



Appendix 2 Schedule 1: 
List of those consulted for both the Issues and Options and 
Preferred Options Stages. 
 

 

Duty to Cooperate - Organisations  
AMEC on behalf of National Grid 

Ansley Parish Council 

Arley Parish Council 

Blaby District Council 

Bromsgrove District Council 

Burton Hastings and Stretton Baskerville Parish Council 

Cadent 

Centro 

Civil Aviation Authority 

Corley Parish Council 

Coventry and Warwickshire Clinical Commissioning Group 

Coventry and Warwickshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Coventry City Council 

Coventry City Council 

Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council 

East Staffordshire Borough Council 

EE 

EMF Enquiries (acting on behalf of Vodafone and O2) 

English Heritage 

English Heritage 

Environment Agency 

George Eliot Hospital NHS Trust 

Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership (GBSLEP) 

Hartshill Parish Council 

Highways England 

Highways England (Asset Manager - Coventry and Warwickshire) 

Highways England (Midlands Branch) 

Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council 

Historic England 

Historic England (Planning Adviser) 

Homes and Communities Agency 

Homes England 

Keresley Parish Council 

Leicester and Leicestershire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Leicestershire Police 

Lichfield District Council 



National Grid 

NHS Property Services 

Natural England 

Network Rail (Town Planner LNW) 

Network Rail (Town Planning Technician LNW) 

North Warwickshire District Council 

Office of Rail Regulation 

Redditch District Council 

Rugby Borough Council 

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough Council 

Severn Trent 

Sky 

Shilton Parish Council 

Stratford District Council 

Tamworth Borough Council 

The Coal Authority (Planning & Local Authority Liaison) 

Transport for West Midlands 

Virgin Media 

Warwick District Council 

Warwickshire County Council 

Warwickshire County Council (Transport Planning Manager) 

Warwickshire County Council (Project Support Officer, School Organisation and 
Planning) 

Warwickshire Local Nature Partnership 

Warwickshire Police (Design Out Crime Officer) 

Warwickshire County Council (Infrastructure Delivery Manager) 

Western Power 

 
Organisations 

A&M Group - Flexibus (bus service) 

Accord Housing Association 

Advance Land & Planning Limited 

Aitchison Raffety 

Age UK Warwickshire 

AJA Architects LLP 

Andrew Martin Associates 

Arbury View Estate Residents 

Arcus Consultancy Services Ltd 

Arriva Midlands - representing Hinckleybus 

Auto-cycle Union 

Barnt Green Developments 

Barratt & David Wilsons Homes, North Midlands Division 

Barton Willmore 

Bedworth Society 



Bellway Homes Limited 

Bermuda Park Residents Association 

Bidwells for Davidsons Developments Limited 

Bilton Architectural Services 

Birmingham Airport  

Bloor Homes 

British Geological Survey 

Bulkington Community and Conference Centre (Chairperson of the Board of 
Trustees) 

Bulkington Village Centre 

Canal and River Trust 

Carter Jonas LLP 

Cartwright Marston 

Castle Green Bungalows 

Catesby Property Group 

Chave Planning 

Cinema Theatre Association 

CN Planning 

Confederation of British Industry (CBI) - East Midlands Branch 

Confederation of British Industry (CBI) - West Midlands Branch 

Countrywide Managing Agents 

Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce 

Coventry Airport Limited 

Coventry Church Municipal Charities 

Cross Country Trains 

Crown Estate Office 

CT Planning 

David Lock Associates 

Davidsons 

DBA Estates 

Deeley Group 

Deeley Group 

Deeley Group 

Defence Estates Shrewsbury 

Design Council 

DLP Planning 

Equality and Human Rights Commission 

Federation of Small Businesses 

Fields In Trust 

Fisher German 

Fox Bennett 

Framptons 

Friends of the Earth 

Fry Housing Trust 

GL Hearn 



Gladman 

Glebe Residents Association & Higham Lane Leisure Association / New Hill Top 
Community Association / Hamilton Court Residents Association 

Goodman 

Green Nuneaton 

GVA 

Gypsy and Traveller Law Reform Coalition / Gypsy Council for Health, Education 
and Welfare 

Hallam Land Management Ltd 

Harris Lamb 

Hawkesbury Village Residents Association 

Hawkins Estate Agents 

Health and Safety Executive 

Heaton Planning 

Home Builders Federation Ltd 

Howes Percival LLP 

Howkins & Harrison 

Howkins & Harrison 

IG Land and Planning 

Igo (bus service) 

Indigo Planning 

Inland Waterways Association, Lichfield Branch (Chairman & Planning Officer) 

Inland Waterways Association, Warwickshire Branch (Planning Officer) 

Jephson Housing Association Group 

JMW Planning Solutions 

John Church and Partners Planning Consultancy Ltd 

Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies 

Lambert Smith Hampton 

Land Access & Recreation Assoc 

Loveitts 

Marcus Laing 

Marrons Planning 

Member of Parliament, North Warwickshire and Bedworth 

Member of Parliament, Nuneaton 

Member of Parliament, Rugby and Bulkington 

Ministry of Justice 

My Neighbourhood Plan 

National Custom & Self Build Association 

National Farmers Union 

National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups 

Northern Trust 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Cycle Forum 

Nuneaton Arts Council 

Nuneaton CTC Cycling Club 

Nuneaton Muslim Society 



Nuneaton Society 

Old Collycroft Residents Association 

Oxalis Planning 

Pegasus Group 

Permission Homes & Charles Church 

Plainview Planning Ltd 

Planware Ltd 

Porta Planning 

Rail Freight Group 

Rapleys 

Redrow Homes Ltd (Midlands) 

Reeds Rains - The Estate Agent 

Richborough Estates 

Royal Mail 

RPS 

RSPB 

Savills 

Savills 

Savills 

Savills - Smiths Gore 

Sirius Planning 

Skills Funding Agency 

Sport England 

SSA Planning 

Stagecoach 

Stansgate Planning Consultants 

Strutt & Parker LLP 

Tetlow King Planning 

The Gardens Trust 

Trensport Investments 

Tritax Symmetry 

Troy Planning and Design 

Vail Williams LLP Consultants 

Warwickshire Area The Ramblers' Association 

Warwickshire Community and Voluntary Agency (WCAVA) 

Warwickshire County Council, Property Estates 

Warwickshire Employment Rights Service 

Warwickshire Fire and Rescue 

Warwickshire County Council – Flood Risk Management 

Warwickshire Geological Conservation Group 

Warwickshire Historic Environment Record, Archaeological Information and 
Advice 

WCC - Planning and Development 

Warwickshire Wildlife Trust  

William Davis Ltd 



Woodland Trust 

WYG 
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Appendix 2 Schedule 2a: 
Issues and Options - redacted email to consultees 

 

From: Planning Policy  

Sent: Friday, June 11, 2021 12:12 PM 

Subject: Nuneaton and Bedworth BC planning policy consultation - 11th June - 6th August 2021 

Importance: High 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council has begun a consultation today on five sets of planning 

policy documents: 

 

Borough Plan Review Development Plan Document (DPD) – Issues and Options  

This document reassesses the vision and objectives of the adopted Borough Plan and also 

reconsiders the broad issues and key characteristics of the Nuneaton and Bedworth area. The 

document examines a number of issues such as housing, employment land, town centres, design, 

carbon reduction and biodiversity, as well as options for addressing the issues. The document is 

supported by a Sustainability Appraisal report. 

Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) – Issues and Options  

Identifies the key issues facing the provision of new gypsy and traveller sites. Different development 

options are provided which will be explored to guide the strategy for providing additional gypsy and 

traveller pitches. The document is supported by an updated assessment of the accommodation 

needs for the travelling communities and a Sustainability Appraisal report. 

Town Centres Area Action Plan (AAP) – Publication 

This is the second consultation stage on the AAP covering Nuneaton and Bedworth town centres. 

The document provides a vision for the town centres, along with the objectives and development 

policies for achieving the vision. Development policies for each of the town centres cover: 

development strategy; design; and development opportunity sites. The document is supported by a 

Sustainability Appraisal report. 

 

Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plan Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs)  

There are five documents covering the designated Conservation Areas of the borough appraising 

each conservation area, an audit of their heritage assets, an assessment of their condition, and a 

management plan. 

 

Transport Demand Management Matters – Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

(SPD) 



Supplements policy HS2 of the Borough Plan by providing updated parking standards. 

 

All the above will be subject to an 8 week public consultation. The consultation documents, 

supporting documents and response forms can be found on the Council’s website through 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult. Hard copies of the documents are also available for 

inspection at the following: Bedworth Library; Bulkington Community Library; and Nuneaton Town 

Hall, Coton Road, Nuneaton CV11 5AA, however, the latter is currently by prior appointment only on 

Monday to Friday between 9am and 5pm and can be arranged by calling 02476 376376. 

 

To support the consultation, officers of the Council will be available to answer questions on the 

consultation at a range of venues throughout the Borough. The provisional timetable of these is set 

out below but the definitive schedule will be available at 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult. 

 

Venue Date Times 

Nuneaton Market 23rd June 2021 12:00-14:30 

Bedworth Market 25th June 2021 09:00-11:30 

CHESS centre 29th June 2021 17:00-19:30 

Nuneaton Academy 1st July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Goodyers End Primary School 5th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Chetwynd School 8th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Higham Lane School 12th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Bulkington Village Hall 15th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Bermuda Phoenix Centre 19th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Woodlands Working Mens Club 22nd July 2021 17:00-19:30 

Hawkesbury Meeting Place 26th July 2021 17:00-19:30 

 

All responses should preferably be sent via email to planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk 

or in writing to: 

Planning Policy 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 

Town Hall 

Coton Road 

Nuneaton 

CV11 5AA 

http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult
http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult
mailto:planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk


 

The consultation will run from the 11th June 2021 and all comments should be received by 11:59pm 

on 6th August 2021.  

 

If you require further information in relation to the consultation, please contact the Planning Policy 

team on 024 7637 6328. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

Adam James MRTPI 

Principal Planning Policy Officer 

 

tel: 024 76 376 328 

Planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk  

 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 

Town Hall 

Coton Road 

Nuneaton 

CV11 5AA 

 

 

mailto:Planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk
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Preferred Options - redacted email to consultees 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix 2 Schedule 2b: 
Preferred Options - redacted email to consultees 

 
From: Planning Policy  

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 5:09 PM 

Subject: Borough Plan Review: Preferred Options consultation 

 

Dear consultee 

You are receiving this email as you are on our consultation database. If you would like to be removed 

from our consultation database, please respond to this email stating “Unsubscribe” in the body text. 

 

We are consulting on the Borough Plan Review: Preferred Options, along with the accompanying 

Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment, between 13 June and 22 July, and we 

are inviting people to respond to the consultation during this period. Once the consultation has 

ended, we will take into account any responses made. 

 

All documents related to the consultation are available to view at 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult. Paper copies are also available for inspection at the 

Town Hall between 10 am and 2 pm, however an appointment must be booked to inspect the 

documents here. Paper copies are also available at Bedworth and Bulkington libraries. 

 

Response forms can be downloaded from the above link, whilst paper copies of response forms can 

be picked up from the Town Hall between 10 am and 2 pm, however an appointment must be 

booked. Paper copies are also available at Bedworth and Bulkington libraries, as well as at the drop-

in events we are holding, details of which can be found at the above link. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Simon Daly 

 

Planning Policy Officer 

Phone: 024 7637 6359 

Email: simon.daly@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk 

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council 

Town Hall 

Coton Road 

http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/consult
mailto:simon.daly@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk


Nuneaton 

CV11 5AA 

 

www.nbbinvest.co.uk |@nbbinvest 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk | @NBBCouncil |@nbbinvest | Facebook | YouTube | 

Instagram 

Nuneaton and Bedworth: the place of choice to live, work & visit 

 

 

 

 
  

http://www.nbbinvest.co.uk/
https://twitter.com/nbbinvest
http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/
https://twitter.com/NBBCouncil
https://twitter.com/nbbinvest
https://www.facebook.com/NBBCouncil/
https://www.youtube.com/user/NBBConline
https://www.instagram.com/nbbcouncil/
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Appendix 2 Schedule 3a  
Formal response form for Issues and Options  
 

 

 

 

 

Borough Plan Review 
Issues & Options consultation draft 

Response Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only) 

 

Please return to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council by 6th August 2021 

via: 

Email: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk or 

Post: Town Hall, Coton Road, NUNEATON, CV11 5AA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal details 

Part B – Your response.  

Part A 

 1. Personal details* 

* If an agent is appointed, 

please complete only the title, 

name and organisation boxes 

below but complete the full 

contact details of the agent in 2. 

2. Agent’s details (if 

applicable) 

Title   

First name   

Last name   

Job title 

(where relevant) 

  

Organisation 

(where relevant) 

  

House no. and street   

Town   

Post code   

Data Protection  

We will treat your data in accordance with our Privacy Notice: 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21004/access_to_information/410/privacy_notice/7. 

Information will be used by Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council solely in 

relation to the Borough Plan review. Please note that all responses will be available 

for public inspection, and cannot be treated as confidential. Representations, 

including names, may be published on our website. By submitting this response form 

you are agreeing to these conditions. The Council is not allowed to automatically 

notify you of future consultations unless you ‘opt-in’.  

Do you wish to be kept informed of future stages of the Borough Plan review?  

Yes ☐ 

mailto:planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk
http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21004/access_to_information/410/privacy_notice/7


Telephone number   

Email address   

 

Part B 

Duration of Borough Plan 

Question 1. Do you agree that a Plan period of 2023 - 2038 is appropriate? If not, which 

other plan period would you recommend? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 2. Do you agree that the existing evidence base set out above needs to be 

updated or replaced? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 3. Are there any other evidence base studies which require updating? If so, 

what are they? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Employment 

Question 4. Which of the options set out below do you favour for the location of future 

employment areas? Please set out why. 

• Option 1 – Provide new employment through extension of existing employment 

      estates with no focus on a particular area within the borough. 

• Option 2 – Provide new employment in close proximity to the A5. 

• Option 3 – Provide new employment in close proximity to junction 3 of the M6.  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 5. Are there any other reasonable options for the locating of new employment 

areas that have not been set out above? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 6. Which of the options set out below do you favour for dealing with non-

employment uses on existing industrial estates? Please set out why. 

• Option 1 – Continuation of the protection of existing employment uses from non- 

employment uses. 

• Option 2 - Set out the types of non-employment uses that would be allowable in 

existing employment uses. 

• Option 3 - Set out the existing employment areas within which non-employment 

uses would be acceptable. 

• Option 4 - Restrict the number of non-employment uses that each employment 

area can accommodate. 



• Option 5 - Remove any form of protection of existing employment uses from non-

employment uses. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Green Belt 
Question 7. Which of the options set out below do you favour for the locating of new 

residential uses? Please set out why. 

• Option 1 - Prioritise the existing urban areas of the Borough followed by land in 

the countryside that is not Green Belt, and then Green Belt land. 

• Option 2 - Prioritise the existing urban areas of the Borough followed by land in 

the countryside no matter whether it is designated as Green Belt or not. 

• Option 3 - Prioritise to the most sustainable locations no matter whether it is 

designated as an urban area, countryside, or Green Belt. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 8. Which of the options set out below do you favour for the locating of new 

employment uses? Please set out why. 

• Option A –  Prioritise land that is in the countryside that is not Green Belt 

followed by Green Belt land. 

• Option B - Prioritise land that is in the countryside no matter whether it is 

designated as Green Belt or not. 

• Option C - Prioritise to the most sustainable locations no matter whether it is 

designated as countryside or Green Belt. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 9. Is there another reasonable hierarchy for selecting land for development, 

particularly housing, but including employment uses? If so, what would this look like? 

Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Housing 

Question 10. Do you agree that there should be a review of the existing allocated sites? 

Please state why. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 11. Which of the spatial options do you favour for the location of future housing? 

Please set out why. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 12. Are there any other potential spatial options that need to be considered? If 

so, please specify. 



 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Net Zero Carbon Emissions 

Question 13. Should the new Borough Plan seek to set targets for tree planting in large 

scale developments (option 1)? If not, why not.  If so, should these targets be based on 

area or number of trees? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 14. Should the new Borough Plan seek to require an orchard in large scale 

developments (option 2)? If not, why not. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 15. Is there a definition of large-scale development that would be appropriate 

to use? If so, please set out what this is.  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 16. Should the Borough Plan set no targets for tree planting in the Borough 

(option 3)? If so, why so?  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Town Centres 

Question 17. Which of the options set out below do you favour for the protection of 

primary and secondary frontages in the town centres? Please set out why. 

• Set out that use class E and use classes A4 and A5 (as was) are acceptable uses. 

• Set out that use class E are acceptable uses but not use classes A4 and A5 (as 

was). 

• Set out that use classes E and F1 are acceptable uses. 

• Set out that use class E and C3 (residential) uses are acceptable. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 18. Are there other uses not set out above that should be included as 

acceptable in primary and secondary frontages in the town centres? If so, which ones 

and why. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

 

  



Question 19. Which of the options set out below is appropriate for setting out the extent 

of the primary and secondary frontages in the town centres? Please set out why. 

• Option A –  Remove any designations of primary and secondary frontages. 

• Option B -  Reassess and redraw the extent of the primary and secondary 

frontages. 

• Option C -  Retain the designation of primary and secondary frontages as set 

out in current Borough Plan. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Transport 

Question 20. Should policies SA1 and HS2 be amended to give greater emphasis to the 

importance of cycling and walking connections/infrastructure being provided (option 1)? 

If not, why not.  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 21. Should the new Borough Plan be amended from that set out in policy HS2 

to require new developments to install vehicle charging points (option 2)? If so, what 

should the requirement be. If not, why not.  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 22. Should the new Borough Plan leave policies SA1, SA2 and HS2 unchanged 

(option 3)?  

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Other Matters 

Question 23. Should the new Borough Plan require, through policy, new development to 

meet, as a minimum, a 10% biodiversity gain? If not, what should be the target for 

biodiversity gain? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 24. Do you agree that design codes are best dealt with as supplementary 

planning documents? Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Question 25. Do you agree that the key issues for the Borough Plan review have been 

identified ?. Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 



Question 26. Are there any other issues that need to be considered and addressed ? 

Please justify your answer. 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

 

Question 27. Are there any other parts of the Borough Plan review document that you 

wish to comment on? 

Vision  

Objectives  

Page number  

Paragraph number  

Comments  

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see the 

document modified, it would be very helpful for that group to send a single response 

which represents the view, rather than for a large number of individuals to send in 

separate responses which repeat the same points. In such cases the group should 

indicate how many people it is representing and how the response has been authorised. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

Sustainability Appraisal Report 

Question 28. Do you have any comments you would like to make on the Sustainability 

Appraisal Report that accompanies the Borough Plan review document? 

Page number  

Paragraph number  

Table number  

Comments  

 

 

 

 

 

(Expand box if necessary) 

 

Future Consultations 

If you would like to be kept informed of other future stages of planning policy production 

then please tick the relevant box below. 

Do you wish to be kept informed of other Supplementary or Development Plan 

Documents? 

Yes ☐ 



 

 

Signature  

Date  
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Appendix 2 Schedule 3b  
Formal response form for Preferred Options  
 

 

 

 

 

Borough Plan Review 
Preferred Options consultation 

draft 

Response Form 
 

Ref: 

 

 

 

(For 

official 

use only) 

 

Please return to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council by 22nd July 2022 

via: 

Email: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk or 

Post: Town Hall, Coton Road, Nuneaton, CV11 5AA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This form has two parts – 

Part A – Personal details 

Part B – Your response.  

Part A 

 1. Personal details* 

* If an agent is appointed, 

please complete only the title, 

name and organisation boxes 

below but complete the full 

contact details of the agent in 2. 

2. Agent’s details (if 

applicable) 

Title   

First name   

Last name   

Job title 

(where relevant) 

  

Organisation 

(where relevant) 

  

House no. and street   

Town   

Data Protection  

We will treat your data in accordance with our Privacy Notice: 

www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21004/access_to_information/410/privacy_notice/7. 

Information will be used by Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council solely in 

relation to the Borough Plan review. Please note that all responses will be available 

for public inspection, and cannot be treated as confidential. Representations, 

including names, may be published on our website. By submitting this response form 

you are agreeing to these conditions. The Council is not allowed to automatically 

notify you of future consultations unless you ‘opt-in’.  

Do you wish to join the Planning Policy consultation database?  

Yes ☐ 

mailto:planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk
http://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/info/21004/access_to_information/410/privacy_notice/7


Post code   

Telephone number   

Email address   

 

3. How did you find out about this consultation? (please mark each box with an 

‘X’ next to all answers that apply) 

Community Forum notification  

Notification directly from the Council’s Planning Policy team  

Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council website  

Nuneaton News (paper)  

Nuneaton News (website)  

Twitter/Facebook  

Other – please specify: 

 

 

 

 

Part B - Please use a separate sheet for each representation 

 

Name or Organisation:  

 

4. To which part of the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options document does this 

response relate? 

Paragraph  

Policy  

Evidence base 

documentation 

(if applicable) 

 

 

5. Please outline your response in the box below.  It would be particularly helpful if you 

can say whether you consider the Borough Plan Review Preferred Options document to 

be ‘sound’ (as set out in the 2021 National Planning Policy Framework, which can be 

found at https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-

framework--2) i.e. whether the plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy. Similarly, if you believe that the plan does not meet legal 

requirements, please set out the reasoning below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

6. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary. 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 

 

Signature  

Date  
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Appendix 2 Schedule 3c  
Formal response form and guidance notes for Publication 
 – Reg 19  
 

Notes to accompany Representation Form 

1. Introduction 

1.1.  The plan has been published in order for representations to be made prior to 

submission. The representations will be considered alongside the published 

plan when submitted, which will be examined by a Planning Inspector. The 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) (PCPA) states 

that the purpose of the examination is to consider whether the plan complies 

with the legal requirements, the Duty to Cooperate and is sound. 

2. Legal Compliance and Duty to Cooperate 

2.1.  The Inspector will first check that the plan meets the legal requirements under 

s20(5)(a) and the Duty to Cooperate under s20(5)(c) of the PCPA before 

moving on to test for soundness. 

2.2.  You should consider the following before making a representation on legal 

compliance: 

• The plan in question should be included in the current Local Development 

Scheme (LDS) and the key stages should have been followed. The LDS is 

effectively a programme of work prepared by the Local Planning Authority 

(LPA), setting out the Local Development Documents (LDDs) it proposes to 

produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any plans which the 

LPA proposes to bring forward for independent examination. If the plan is not 

in the current LDS it should not have been published for representations. The 

LDS should be on the LPA’s website and available at its main offices. 

• The process of community involvement for the plan in question should be in 

general accordance with the LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement 

(SCI) (where one exists). The SCI sets out the LPA’s strategy for involving the 

community in the preparation and revision of LDDs (including plans) and the 

consideration of planning applications. 

• The plan should comply with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012 (the Regulations). On publication, the LPA must 

publish the documents prescribed in the Regulations by making them 

available at its principal offices and on its website. The LPA must also notify 

the various persons and organisations set out in the Regulations and any 

persons who have requested to be notified. 

• The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal Report when it 

publishes a plan. This should identify the process by which the Sustainability 

Appraisal has been carried out and the baseline information used to inform 

the process and the outcomes of that process. A Sustainability Appraisal is a 

tool for appraising policies to ensure they reflect social, environmental and 

economic factors. 



2.3.  You should consider the following before making a representation on 

compliance with the Duty to Cooperate: 

• The Duty to Cooperate came into force on 15 November 2011 and any plan 

submitted for examination on or after this date will be examined for 

compliance. LPAs will be expected to provide evidence of how they have 

complied with any requirements arising from the duty. 

• The PCPA establishes that non-compliance with the Duty to Cooperate 

cannot be rectified after the submission of the plan. Therefore the Inspector 

has no power to recommend modifications in this regard. Where the duty has 

not been complied with, the Inspector has no choice but to recommend non-

adoption of the plan. 

3. Soundness 

3.1.  Soundness is explained in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF). The Inspector has to be satisfied that the plan is 

positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy: 

• Positively prepared - This means that the plan should be prepared based on a 

strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and 

infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring 

authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving 

sustainable development. 

• Justified - The plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered 

against reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence. 

• Effective - The plan should be deliverable over its period and based on 

effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities. 

• Consistent with national policy - The plan should enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the NPPF. 

3.2.  If you think the content of the plan is not sound because it does not include a 

policy where it should do, you should go through the following steps before 

making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by 

national planning policy? If so, it does not need to be included. 

• Is what you are concerned with covered by any other policies in the plan on 

which you are seeking to make representations or in any other plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the plan unsound without 

the policy? 

• If the plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

4. General advice 

4.1.  If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the plan or part 

of the plan you should make clear in what way the plan or part of the plan is 

inadequate having regard to legal compliance, the Duty to Cooperate and the 

four requirements of soundness set out above. You should try to support your 

representation with evidence, showing why the plan should be modified. It will 



be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the plan should be modified. 

Representations should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and 

supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation and the 

suggested modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent 

opportunity to make further submissions based on the original representation 

made at publication. 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. 

4.2.  Where there are groups who share a common view on how they wish to see a 

plan modified, it would be very helpful for that group to send a single 

representation which represents the view, rather than for a large number of 

individuals sending in separate representations which repeat the same points. 

In such cases, the group should indicate how many people it is representing 

and how the representation has been authorised. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------  
 
 

 

 

 
 

Borough Plan Review 
Publication Stage Representation 

Form 
 

 

Ref: 
 
 
(For 
official 
use only) 
 

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: 

Borough Plan Review Publication Stage 

 

Please return to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council by 16th October 

2023 via: 

Email: planning.policy@nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk 

Post: Planning Policy, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Town Hall, 

Coton Road, NUNEATON, CV11 5AA 

This form has two 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* 2. Agent’s details (if 
applicable) 



* If an agent is appointed, 
please complete only the 
Title, Name and 
Organisation boxes below 
but complete the full contact 
details of the agent in 2. 

Title   

First name   

Last name   

Job title 
(where relevant) 

  

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

  

House no. and 
street 

  

Town   

Postcode   

Telephone number   

Email address 
(where relevant) 

  

 

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation 

Name or Organisation: 

 

3. To which part of the Borough Plan does this representation relate? 

Paragraph  

Policy  

Policies 
Map 

 

 

4. Do you consider the Borough Plan is: 

4.(1) Legally compliant? 

Yes  

No  

 

4.(2) Sound? 

Yes  

No  

 

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate? 

Yes  

No  



 

Please mark with an ‘X’ as appropriate. 

 

5. Please give details of why you consider the Borough Plan is not legally compliant, 

is unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as 

possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Borough Plan, or its 

compliance with the Duty to Cooperate, please also use this box to set out your 

comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 

6. 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 in 

part 5 above, where this relates to soundness (Please note that any non-compliance 

with the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). 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 

 

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, 

evidence and supporting information necessary to support/justify the representation 

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

opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation at 

the publication stage. 



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. 

 

7. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to 

participate at the oral part of the examination? 

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral 
examination 

 

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral 
examination 

 

 

8. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why 

you consider this to be necessary: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt, to 

hear those who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the 

examination. 

 

9. 

Signature: 
(Please sign the box if you are filling in 
a paper copy. If you are filling in an 
electronic copy, the box can be left 
blank) 

 

Date:  

 

 
  



 

Appendix 2 Schedule 4: 
Summary of key changes to the document made 
between Regulation 18 Consultation Preferred Options 
Stage and the draft Publication Regulation 19 Stage due 
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Appendix 2 Schedule 4:  Summary of key changes to the 
document made between Regulation 18 Consultation Preferred 
Options Stage and the draft Publication Regulation 19 Stage due 
to be consulted upon in September/October 2023.  

 
 
What does the document cover and how has the Borough Plan Review evolved 

since the Preferred Options consultation? 

Plan Period  

• The Publication draft for representations states that the Borough Plan, once 

adopted, will cover the plan period from 2021 to 2039. This has changed from 

the Preferred Options stage (2024 – 2039), as it is considered more appropriate 

to start the plan period from the year the Borough Plan Review commenced.  

Strategic Development Strategy 

• Additions have been made to Policy DS1 highlighting the need for future 

development to be more sustainable and contribute to the national need to 

achieve net zero carbon emissions. Climate change has been threaded 

throughout the policies with a need for development to be adaptable/resilient to 

this, whilst providing environmental mitigation and enhancement and 

sustaining/enhancing the historic environment.  

• The quantity of housing, that will be planned for and provided within Nuneaton 

and Bedworth, by 2039, has reduced from 646 dwellings per annum at the 

Preferred Options stage to 545 dwellings per annum (Policy DS4). This figure 

has been derived from the latest evidence on housing need, set out in the 

‘Towards a Housing Requirement for Nuneaton’ report. Overall, given the plan 

period has been elongated, the total number of homes to be delivered between 

2021 and 2039 is 9,810 as opposed to 9,690, consulted on at the Preferred 

Options stage for the plan period 2024 – 2039. 

• Some of the non-strategic sites listed in Policy DS5 of the Preferred Options 

document have been removed. Guidance for each of the remaining 15 non-

strategic sites, in the Publication version, have been provided, alongside a 

location map, site area (ha), proposed quantity of dwellings and alternative site 

references.  

• Inclusion of updated Section 106 requirements, where possible, from the Draft 

Infrastructure Delivery Statement. 

• Development Strategy Policies DS1, 2 and 3 combined and amended to DS1 

and DS2.  

Strategic allocations  

• Some minor tweaks have been made to some of the policies in Section 7 

through either slight wording/numerical changes or the addition of new parts to 



the policies. These primarily relate to where there is more up to date information 

available through the planning application process. 

• The red line boundary of strategic housing allocation site SHA2 – Arbury has 

changed to exclude some land.  

• The red line boundary of strategic allocation CEM1 – Land north of Marston 

Lane, Bedworth, has changed to include further land.  

Housing  

• Support for self-build and custom build homes has been added to Policy H1 of 

the Publication draft for representations. This section of the policy highlights 

that development proposals for self-build and custom build homes will be 

supported where they are sustainably located and subject to compliance with 

the development plan policies as a whole.  

• Policy H2 has expanded upon the tenure mix and First Homes required, 

alongside highlighting the exceptions.  

• Policy H3 has been minimised due to policy requirements relating to Gypsies, 

Travellers and Showpersons being brought forward in the upcoming Gypsy and 

Traveller Site Allocation Development Plan Document, due to be adopted in 

2023.  

• Two new policies have been added to the Publication draft. These are important 

additions to ensure that any future housing development is suitable for the 

Borough’s ageing and changing population as well as the way people live their 

lives:  

o Policy H4 – Nationally Described Space Standards. 

o Policy H5 – Accessible and Adaptable Homes (The percentages for 

M4(2) and M4(3) Building Regulation standards have been included 

throughout the Borough Plan policies). 

Employment 

• The quantity of employment land for local industrial and 

distribution/warehousing development is now defined as 68.45ha (including 

5.35ha for replacement provision) – Policy DS4. 

• 19.4ha of employment land for strategic B8 warehousing and distribution 

development (indicative) is defined in Policy DS4. 

• Sub-section ‘Employment land’, under Policy DS4, has been updated and 

‘Employment land supply’, ‘supply demand balance’, ‘further considerations’ 

and ‘employment trajectory’ sub-sections have been added. 

• Strategic employment allocations SEA1 - Faultlands Farm and SEA5 - Longford 

Road have been removed as they are now approved and the sizes of the 

remaining strategic employment allocations have been adjusted – Policy DS6 

and section 7 – Strategic allocations. 

• The status of each strategic housing/employment allocation has been added to 

the introduction of each site – section 7. 

• Section 9 – Employment has been fully updated/reviewed. 



• Under the ‘commercial’ section of Policy BE3, two points have been added 

specifying what applicants must submit with a planning application, in relation 

to BREEAM standards. 

• Appendix I – Employment estates suitable for alternative uses, has been 

updated. 

Healthy, safe and inclusive communities 

• Policy H3 – Telecommunications and broadband connectivity, has been 

updated regarding telecommunications proposals to ensure the most positive 

outcome can be reached, regarding the location, design and setting of 

telecommunications apparatus.  

• Additional text has been added to Policy HS6 regarding the retention of existing 

local sports pitches and playing fields. 

Natural Environment 

• Text relating to the zones and projects within the Green Infrastructure Plan has 

been removed from Policy NE1 of the Publication draft for representation, whilst 

further text regarding climate change has been added. For example, the 

installation of retro-fit sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) such as rain 

gardens, bio-retention and tree pits has been included in the policy. 

• A requirement for all developments to submit a drainage strategy demonstrating 

how surface water will be managed in accordance with the drainage hierarchy 

and flood risk will not be increased downstream, has been added to Policy NE4. 

Furthermore, the SuDS and Water Quality sections of the policy have been 

expanded upon and further requirements added.  

• Further inclusion of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 Report brief 

comments. 

Built Environment 

• Land instability has become a more prominent feature of Policy BE1. 

• Policy BE2 now includes a paragraph on how the Council will balance 

conflicting objectives, such as the need to increase renewable energy uptake, 

against the need to protect attractive landscapes, heritage, nature conservation 

and local amenity, in regard to proposals for wind turbines.  

• Parts of Policy BE3 have been tweaked with the removal and addition of some 

text. 

• Policy BE4 – Valuing and conserving our historic environment, delves into the 

requirements surrounding the proposed partial or total loss of heritage assets 

alongside the requirements regarding change of use proposals in Nuneaton 

Town Centre Conservation Area.  

Design, Climate Change and Biodiversity 

• These three factors have become prominent features of the Borough Plan 
Review and have been recognised and considered throughout the Publication 
draft for representations.  

 


