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Merle Gering 
 
 
Comments on the final submission document of the Coventry Local Development Plan 
 
 
 I wish to testify in person at the EIP 
 
This plan is neither sound nor lawful. 
 
The main points of response. 
 
1. The plan does not follow the precautionary principle.   It relies on untested, inflated 
estimates of future population growth.  The precautionary principle requires a) careful 
testing and verification of predicted numbers and b) use of irreplaceable greenbelt, only as 
a last resort.    
 
2) the sustainability assessment is inadequate and misleading.   It does not meet the 
requirements of the SEA Directive.   Genuine reasonable alternatives are never 
considered.  The tick box scoring exercise for the assessment was tilted by including a 
large number of irrelevant factors , which have nothing to do with environment. The SEA 
Directive tells us that the factors to be considered are: 

“ (f) the likely significant effects on the environment , including on issues such as biodiversity, 
population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material assets, cultural 
heritage including architectural and archeological heritage, landscape and interrelationship 
between the above factors;  (Annex 1 SEA Directive). 

  

 
3) The Council fails to give proper weight to the NPPF  greenbelt policy.   The NPPF states 
that the government puts great weight on “protecting ” greenbelt.   Taking into account the 
Coventry overspill proposals, this plan is likely to remove 30-40% of the Greenbelt land 
immediately adjacent to the city.  That is not protection and it is not permanent. 
 

“79. The Government attaches great importance to Green B elts . The 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping 
land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence”    NPPF 

 
 
 
1) The Precautionary Principle. 
 
The Context: 
a) Coventry is one of the most densely populated parts of the country.  Open green 
countryside is in short supply - 
b) We are in the midst of an environmental emergency, as documented by Natural 
England.  We have lost 97% of flower meadows since the war.   Loved Specialist farmland 
birds – such as the skylark and lapwing -  have declined by 70% in the last 40 years.  
Butterflies, considered by Defra to be an indicator of environmental quality,  have suffered 

69% losses over the same period
1
.   (see EIN008, Land Management, 2015, Natural 

                                                 
1 JNCC figures (BIYP 2010) 
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England).  
c) The SEA Directive and the EIA Directive requires a “ high level of protection for the 
environment” 
d) Government policy, stated by the minister for planning, is that “Our natural environment 
is essential to our well being”. 
 
Taken together with the precautionary principle, which is enshrined in UK law through the 
EU Treaty,  these facts strongly argue that green belt land should only be removed if there 
is no other alternative, and that the case is firmly based on high quality scientifically valid 
evidence.  Speculative developments on greenbelt and greenfield, for aspirational reasons,  
would be a violation of the precautionary principle. 
 
In fact there is no compelling case to remove greenbelt 

 I. There are alternatives, - broadly speaking to build at higher density  within the 
previously developed areas of the city. 

 II. the evidence for a huge population increase in Coventry is shot through with 
inaccuracies 
 A. It is a piece of pseudo science: It has never been tested by by open peer review.   

 i.  BS42020,”Biodiversity Code of Practice for Planning and development” is an 
appropriate standard for any scientific estimates of population and population 
growth. 

 ii. It states: “6.10 Full Disclosure of Scientific Method 
 a) “6.10.1 The evidence underpinning all reports and advice should be 

robust and obtained using reproducible methods that allow the reliability 
of the data to be verified.   

 b) “Such practice is called “full disclosure”.  Scientific experiment or study 
needs to be capable of being accurately reproduced by someone else 
working independently.” 

 c) Under the Aarhus Convention, The public has a right to participate in 
environmental decision making at an early stage before decisions are 
reached.   As part of the right we wish to independently reproduce the 
population growth calculations of the Council.   It has been impossible . 

 B. Neither the actual working methodology nor the underlying proprietary 
databases, of the GL Hearn SHMA have ever been disclosed.     
 i. It has been impossible to check the working – even on GCSE maths, you 

have to show your work. 
 ii. Nonetheless, considerable errors, which inflate the numbers, are apparent  -. 
 iii. No estimates of error are given.   

 a) official 'expert' estimates of Coventry Housing, need by Coventry City 
Council have swung wildly since 2009: from 33,000 homes, to 11,000 
homes, to 42,000 homes. Undeniably, there is a huge margin of 
uncertainty in any of the population projections.     

 iv.  Given this vast degree of uncertainty, the precautionary principle must insist 
on a brownfield first policy.  Any development on greenbelt, if it is to be 
countenanced at all,  should only be considered towards the end of the plan 
period, when it will be clear whether or not the population estimates are 
remotely accurate or not. 
 a) It is entirely premature to project a continuing trend of strong international 

migration, before the outcome of the Referendum on EU membership.  
 b) See below – over the period 2001-2014, based on the MYE estimates, 

net international migration, dwarfs every other source of population 
change in Coventry.   
• Net internal migration (exits from Coventry)  and natural growth from 

births and deaths more or less balance each other out (19,313 natural 
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gains from births and deaths versus 20,527 losses from internal 
migration: people moving out of the city.    

• Compare that  to the  net gain of 50,527 from international migration.   
If that ceases, with Brexit, and you add in the further drain from 
'unaccountables', Coventry will be losing population, not gaining.  

 

 
 

 III. Ways the Shma has inflated population growth 
 A. Coventry has a well known problem with over counting of students. 

 i. There are 50,000 students at the 2 universities 
 ii. ONS methodology routinely counts them into Coventry, but does not count 

them out when they leave. 
 a) The methodology largely relies on GP registrations.   Students often fail to 

de-register when they go. 
 b) For ONS, they remain resident in Coventry when they have actually gone. 

 iii. between the 2001 and 2011 Censuses, ONS  (using MYEs) overestimated 
the population of Coventry by 12,000 people.   Over the plan period of 20 
years, this would create a ghost population of 24,000 people.  At a household 
rate of 2.36, this results in a phantom demand  for 10,169 homes that would 
not be needed.  See ONS paper 1.    Examining the difference between the 

rolled-forward mid-2011 … See figure 4.3.1
2
 

 iv.  This analysis – of over counting of students - is confirmed by examining the 
detailed age distribution of coventry residents.   There is a sharp bulge in the 
age range 18-23, the student years, which entirely dissipates by age 30.   If 

students were staying in Coventry, the bulge would persist over time to later ages.
3

 
 B. The GL Hearn OAN Model Spreadsheet, which was only recently supplied, contains 

excessive numbers 
                                                 
2  Examining the difference between the rolled-forward mid-2011 ... 
 www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/specif...Proxy  Highlight 
 25 Sep 2012 ... Difference between rolled-forward mid-2011 and 2011 Census-based MYEs. 2. 1 . ... LAs 
with specific population characteristics are examined. 
 
3 LA single year of age (SYOA) population comparison charts (12.92 Mb Excel sheet)   See 

appendix 

 

 



, 

 i. The household representative rates times the cohort populations do not give 
the correct number, according to DCLG methodology.   

 ii. For 15-19 year olds, DCLG project 647 households, which is the product of 
the household representative rate x the cohort population of 15-19 year olds 
= 0.035 * 19279 = 647 

 iii. GL Hearn, however, report in the OAN spreadsheet that they expect 806 
homes for this cohort.   They inflate the need by almost 20% 

 iv. No reasoning or working is given for this inflation. if this is true across all age 
groups, (to be examined)  then the SHMA overstates the need for homes by 
a further 8200 homes. 

 v. For clarity, the spreadsheet on its own, does NOT supply sufficient 
information to replicate the GL Hearn projection of population growth. 

 C. Without justification, The GL Hearn OAN spreadsheet  applies  inflated birth 
rates and depressed death rates. 
 i.  GLHearn  pump up the birth rate from 4513 (actual) in 2013/14 to 5379 

(predicted) in 14/15 -  Why?  
 ii. ONS on the other hand, have the Coventry birth rate predicted to be only 

4800 in 2031.   See: 
http://maps.warwickshire.gov.uk/IAS/dataviews/tabular?viewId=304&geoId=1
0&subsetId= 

 iii. in their latest published figures for 2013, ONS give the birth rate for Coventry 
as 4495. See: www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/vsob1/births-by-area-of-usual-
residence-of-mother--england-and-wales/2013/rtd-births-by-area-2013.xls 

 iv. The GLH figures, without justification, inflate the population growth due to 
natural increase by (5379-4513) = 866 unaccounted for extra births per year.   

 v. Projecting this unjustified excess over 16 years (2015 to 2031) gives a 
spurious increase of 13856 in the population.   This  creates a further 
phantom demand for 5871 homes. (calculated at 2.36 persons/home) 

 D. Hearns depress the mortality rates, 
 i. ONS report an overal death rate for Coventry in 2014 of 2673.   

 a) see http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-
tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-385235  

 ii. Hearn report the 14/15 death rate as only 2514.   The disparity further inflates  
natural increase by 159 persons per year.   Over 16 years (2016-31), this 
increases the population by  approximately 16*159=2560.   at 2.36 persons 
per home, this generates a phantom demand for 1085 homes. 

 E. See the graph below to see the way that GL Hearn have bent actual birth and 
death rates, without justification,    
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 F. Other:  - early evidence of coming population trends.  -Projected School 
registrations in Coventry, (figures from Coventry Council)  are falling well short of 
ONS projections.   In the real world, projected population growth is not 
happening.  The school children are not turning up in the reception class.  

 i.  
 

 G. Further analysis of population trends will be presented at the EIP. 
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 H. There is a particular pernicious effect to having excessive numbers in the 
SHMA:  it will inflate the 5 year housing supply to levels which are unachievable 
in practice.   Once the council falls behind and cannot deliver on the 5 year 
housing supply, which the excessive numbers in this plan require, the plan and 
its allocations will be set aside and builders can appeal to build anywhere.  It is 
the death of the greenbelt and greenfield by the back door.   
 i. Over 20 years, a housing target of 25000 homes requires 12500 

completions/year 
 ii. Over the period 2001-2015, net completions in Coventry have never reached 

this level, even in the best years.  (From the AMR 2015) 
 iii. on average, there have been only 767 net completions per year over that 

period.  
 iv. Requiring an unattainable level of housebuilding, makes the plan 

undeliverable and unsound.  
 
 

 
  
2) The SEA Directive 
 

 1. The Sustainability Assessment does not meet the requirements of an environmental 
report, as set out by the SEA Directive.   It fails in numerous aspects.  I shall 
mention only a few of them. 

 
The Directive says:  
Recital 14, SEA Directive: 
(14) Where an assessment is required by this Directive, an environmental report should be prepared 
containing relevant information as set out in this Directive, identifying, describing and evaluating the 
likely significant environmental effects of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable 
alternatives taking into account the objectives and the geographical scope of the plan or programme 

Article 5 

Environmental report 

1. Where an environmental assessment is required under Article 3(1), an environmental report shall be 
prepared in which the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the plan or 
programme, and reasonable alternatives taking into account the objectives and the geographical scope 
of the plan or programme, are identified, described and evaluated. The information to be given for this 
purpose is referred to in Annex I. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32001L0042&from=EN 
 
 

(a) Reasonable alternatives.   The Council claims that reasonable alternatives have 

been considered over the period from 2005.
4
      

 i. the process has been highly disjoint, and has never included the public or 
environmental groups  in the development of the options.    'Reasonable' 

                                                 
4 1.8 The Local Plan has been developed through the consideration of a number of potential 
 reasonable alternative options in terms of meeting the development needs of the city. These 
 alternative options were expressly considered and tested through previous versions of the 
 Local Plan, and as recently as 2014 but going back to 2005 when the Council began preparing 
 a replacement plan for the existing 2001 Coventry Development Plan..   The Sustainability Appraisal. 
 http://www.coventry.gov.uk/downloads/file/19258/sasea_final_draft_report_-_local_plan_january_2016 
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options must include the views of the public, and environmental groups, as to 
what is 'reasonable'.   
 A. Under the Aarhus convention, the public have a right to participate in 

environmental decision making.   This  includes the development of 
options – when you can only vote for government selected candidates, in 
banana republics,  we are clear that is not democracy.  When you can 
only comment on government selected options, it suffers the same bias.  

 B. As an example of the  bias in the process, (and the consequent failure to 
consider reasonable alternatives,)  you will find in  appendix 4 a list of 
guests invited to a meeting to present preliminary findings of the SHMA, 
on 5 Nov 13 

 C. Not one environmental group (CPRE, RSPB, Coventry Society, Wildlife 
Trust, Ramblers, etc) or parish council was invited to this meeting – only 
developer and LEP interests were represented.   The alternatives being 
developed were entirely tilted in the direction of development.   

 ii. There have been 3 different preferred options since 2005.  The reasons for 
discarding at least two of them have never been clearly explained.  As such, 
the council has failed in its duty to give reasons for not selecting reasonable 
alternatives. .  

 iii. In 2009, 13,000 people signed petitions around Coventry protesting against 
development on greenbelt.  One of the reasonable options, to be considered 
in this process must be a plan that avoids building onto greenbelt. 
 A. Such a scheme, and its benefits, was articulated in the Regional Spatial 

Strategy – it was for high density, high quality living, with multiple benefits 
to air quality, recreation, biodiversity, wildlife,  traffic, human health, 
climate change, and communities – See Appendix 2 

 B. Coventry Council has never properly considered such a plan or given the 
reasons why it has not chosen this obvious plan: to build up rather than 
out.  

 C. While the RSS has no legal validity now, the strength of the arguments it 
makes about ending urban sprawl and building European style cities,  
remain stronger than ever. 

 D. It specifically argues that it is UNSUSTAINABLE to go on expanding cities 
at the edges – on a small island, that is a plan for disaster – for endless 
sprawling cities, on an American style. 

 E. See the appendix for extracts from the RSS that further articulate this 
vision 

 F. oddly Coventry Council claims that it wants to be a top 10 city, but it's 
main ambition seems to be to perpetuate a very old fashioned concept – 
sprawling suburbs of detached houses.     
• In leading cities of the world, high rise apartment blocks with shopping 

malls, cafes, gyms, and entertainment are being built.     
• Putting such buildings near the station would make Coventry an 

attractive place to live for people to commute to London and 
Birmingham by rail – a huge improvement over suburbs of 4 and 5 
bedroom homes, where you would have 3-6 cars parked in the drive. 

 G. Really modern cities have opted for high quality high density 
environments.  

 iv. Another very significant consultation was held on greenbelt which the council 
has entirely failed to incorporate into its choice of reasonable alternatives 
and its reasons for not choosing some of them: there have been two local 
elections where greenbelt was a major issue.  
 A. In 2010, the Labour party took control of the council on an election which 

was largely fought on greenbelt and pot holes.   Resoundingly, the public 
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voted for protecting greenbelt – the issue was very clear:  the Tories, 
under Ken Taylor, had promised to build 7000 homes on greenbelt, 
including Keresley, Finham, and Cromwell Lane.  

 B. John Mutton, the labour leader, pledged, in writing, “to protect greenbelt, 
greenfield, and green anything”.  Labour won, convincingly.  

 C. in 2014, Anne Lucas and the labour party confirmed in writing their pledge 
to protect greenbelt 

 D. a month after the election, having said not a word about building on 
greenbelt in their manifesto or literature, the labour party reversed itself 
and said that they would build thousands of homes on greenbelt.  

 E. At the very least, an option to protect greenbelt should have been one of 
the alternatives, and given the strength of democratic opinion behind it, 
should have been heavily weighted.  

(b) Effects on the environment  
 i. The council has not properly weighted the very significant effects on the 

environment 
 ii. Keresley is the best remaining example of the Arden Landscape in 

Warwickshire 
 iii. It is home to 13 of 18 BAP birds considered of significance by natural 

England.  The Lawton Report of 2010–“Making Space for Nature”  which was 
accepted by the government says that we need more nature areas, bigger, 
and better connected.   Building over one of the best such wildlife areas in 
Coventry would be entirely contrary to the government policy on Biodiversity 
(the Aichi Convention) which is to reverse losses of biodiversity by 2020.   
See appendix 3 for lists of BAP birds and others in Keresley 

 iv. The Council  has not assessed the effects on birds, mammals, insects and 
other fauna. Given the commitment of the government to reverse losses of 
biodiversity, and the concession that protecting BAP sites alone will not 
achieve an increase in biodiversity, it is essential to assess fauna, on good 
local habitats such as Keresley – which are not of BAP quality, but are 
nonetheless  important for wildlife and an essential element for restoring 
Biodiversity.    

 v. It contains a major Saxon barrow off of penny park lane, recently discovered 
by ground penetrating radar,  and a rare upstanding medieval village behind 
Bennetts Rd and the Beechwood Hotel. 

 vi. It is the only remaining complete stone age settlement area– containing 
areas of dwelling, hunting, foraging,  and cultivation. 

 vii. Putting 3100 homes on the land at keresley would have a very 
significant detrimental effect on the  environment, including fauna, landscape, 
and the historical and archaeological record.   It would be entirely 
inconsistent with providing a high level of protection for the environment. 

(c) A skewed assessment.- stuffing the ballot box.   
 i. The Directive requires an assessment of Environment.    
 ii. The Sustainability appraisal claims to score various alternatives and come up 

with a winner. It does so by a highly subjective and unreliable process.   
 
This is how the Council describes the process:   
 
“The sustainability appraisal of the submission core strategy document 
was carried out through a series of in-house workshops. Participants 
at the workshop included council officers from the City Planning Team, 
regeneration services and the sustainability unit. Although guidance 
was provided and care was taken to ensure high levels of consistency, 
there is potential for subjectivity on the appraisal matrices. (the SA ) 
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The council rather downplays the  degree of subjectivity involved.  
here is an example of a comment  (obtained through FOI) made by 
council officers carrying out a workshop assessment: 
 
 
Re city centre,   
 “This was challenging because we felt there were a number of if's, 
but's and maybe's. Subject to the implications being considered for the 
whole of the city, there were a number of potential negatives with 
focussing on the city centre: regeneration resources that could have 
been spent in equally needy places are diverted to the city centre. It 
was difficult to assess whether communities would be more vibrant 
and active in local decision making if they live in the city centre or 
elsewhere, still more difficult to assess the overall impact on the city as 
a whole of 6000 homes in the city centre. We found it difficult to 
reconcile enhancing quality (which implies not only development, use 
of resources, but also that if successful the regeneration and 
expansion of the city centre would attract more visitors) with 
minimising in particular air, light and noise pollution. 
  

 iii. The contest, between alternatives,  is heavily skewed by including scores for 
items which have nothing to do with the environment -  such as vibrant 
communities, economy, and education for all etc.   These are worthy matters 
but they have no place in an assessment of environmental effects. See the 
table below.  Only half of the points to be scored have anything to do with 
environment.   A plan which gained full marks for environment, would have 
scored only 50% . In effect, the council stuffed the ballot box with irrelevant 
votes.  The factors specified by the directive are:      

“ (f) the likely significant effects on the environment , including on issues such as 
biodiversity, population, human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, 
material assets, cultural heritage including architectural and archeological heritage, 
landscape and interrelationship between the above factors;  (Annex 1 SEA 
Directive). 

The factors considered in the Sustainability Assessment 

 The proposed Sustainability 
Objectives for Coventry are: 

 

Does this relate to the  
'Environment' as defined 
in the SEA Directive and 
the Environmental 
Information Directive ?

1.  Improve accessibility to and 
use of basic services and 
amenities to 
  all residents. 

NO 

2. Enable vibrant and inclusive 
communities that participate 
in decision-making. 

NO 

3. Reduce social exclusion and 
poverty. 

NO 

4. Improve health, reduce health 
inequalities and promote 

NO 
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active living. 

5. Provide decent and affordable 
housing for all, of the right 
quantity,   type, tenure and 
affordability for local needs. 

NO 

6. To reduce crime, disorder and 
fear of crime. 

NO 

7. To encourage increased 
cultural and recreational 
activities across all       
sectors of the community. 

NO 

8. To protect and enhance 
landscapes, local countryside, 
open spaces         and the 
historic environment 

YES 

9.  To protect and enhance 
biodiversity.        

YES 

10. Promote a high quality built 
environment by improving 
design and    layout and 
encourage local 
distinctiveness and 
stewardship of local       
environments. 

YES 

11.  Enhance quality and 
minimise air, soil, water, light 
and noise pollution levels. 

YES 

12.  Minimise and manage the 
risk of flooding and impacts of 
climate       change. 

YES 

13.        To minimise greenhouse 
gas emissions and energy 
use and 
  13   increase energy 
efficiency and the proportion 
of energy generated       from 
renewable resources. 

YES 

14. To minimise use of water, 
minerals and other natural 
resources.   

YES 

15.  To reduce travel by car and 
air. 

YES 

16.  To reduce pollution and 
waste generation and 
increase levels of 
         reuse and recycling. 
 

YES 

17.  To meet local needs locally. YES 
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18.  To improve Coventry's 
economy through developing 
a successful and diverse 
modern economy. 

NO 

19.   19   To ensure access to 
good quality employment 
opportunities for all. 
   

NO 

20. 20   Good education and 
training opportunities for all. 

NO 

Items shown in green relate to Environment 
Items shown in red are not environmental measures and do not 
belong in the assessment. 

 
(d)   Dormitory Building  

 i. Building for commuters to work elsewhere must have a highly detrimental 
effect on the environment.  This is particularly the case in Keresley, as 
indicated by the road building plans.  

 ii. The linking of housing at Keresley  and  Eastern Green  to the A45 (and also 
in Keresley's case to the M6 ) will mean that the housing there is unlikely to 
meet Coventry's needs ( ie the housing will be dormitory for employment in 
the Solihull or Birmingham areas) . There will remain the same need for 
housing in and around Coventry leading to further release of land.  See page 
100 and 101 of the sustainability/SEA report.    Also see page 122 / 123 of 
the plan re these new accesses to the A45 and M6.  

 iii. Similarly, a good deal building on land in Finham, will facilitate commuting to 
Solihull, Stratford, and Warwick.  

 iv. Whatever housing numbers are used, this remains true as long as there is 
major building in Keresley, Eastern Green, and Finham  It is clear from the 
plan that this is intended ; ie it is a free standing point . Page 4 at the bottom 
and pages 134/135 are quite explicit - Coventry's connectivity to UK Central 
in Solihull is seen as important . 
 

“It also allows for the city to maximise the benefits and connectivity to 
the proposed HS2 interchange and supporting development at UK 
Central” pg 4  
 
“It will be important that Coventry is well connected to UK Central and 
able to form part of a broader UK Central Plus economic offer 
supported by excellent highway and public transport services.” pg 134  
 

 v.     Thus roads linking the " new Keresley " to the A45 and M6 indicate that 
development in Keresley very likely would serve the out of Coventry 
development aspirations and not Coventry's needs.  Building for commuters 
who will shop in Solihull and drive to HS2, to commute to London,  is 
unsustainable and cannot be sound. It greatly aggravates climate change, 
and pollution and won't help Coventry city centre or businesses, and will not 
provide for genuine housing need in Coventry.  

 
(e)   Employment and commuting 

 i. In so far as Coventry has a large number of unemployed, it does not need to 
attract workers to come live in Coventry.  Building to attract a workforce is not 
necessary.   Training of available workers, who already have homes in the 
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city, is what is required.     
 ii. Coventry experiences net incommuting of workforce.  Combined with low 

house prices in coventry, the obvious conclusion is that these commuters 
from elsewhere do not wish to live in Coventry.     Building more homes -
even 4-5 bed homes are unlikely to attract them.    Other places have better 
shops, cafes, theatres, trees, parks.  We have a city centre filled with student 
accommodation.  That is not an attractive formula.  

 
3) Greenbelt  
 
3) The Council fails to give proper weight to the NPPF  greenbelt policy.   The NPPF states 
that the government puts great weight on “protecting” greenbelt.   Taking into account the 
Coventry overspill proposals, this plan is likely to remove 30-40% of the Greenbelt land 
immediately adjacent to the city.  That is not protection and it is not permanent.   Here is 
what the NPPF says: 
 

“79. The Government attaches great importance to Green B elts . The 
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping 
land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence    NPPF 
 
it is worthwhile reflecting on the meaning of 'permanence.   Coventry Council 
say they are only wanting to withdraw 10% of the greenbelt.   If you remove 
10% of the greenbelt, every 10 years at every local plan review, it is not hard 
to see where this goes.  In short order the whole greenbelt will be gone.    
 
The characteristic of permanence, is the main defence of greenbelts, not 
roads, or rail lines.  When we talk about permanence we mean something, 
like Coventry cathedral, which will be there for our children, and their children 
and their children too.   Coventry Council seem to mean 10-20 years when 
they consider  permanence 
 
The NPPF says, it is a “Core Planning Principle” ….”protecting  Greenbelts “. 
“recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and 
supporting thriving rural communities within it”  (para 17 NPPF) 
 
Greenbelt is exempted from any presumption of growth.   The overwhelming 
enthusiasm for growth in the NPPF does not and should not apply to 
Greenbelt.  14. Local Plans should meet objectively assessed need... 
unless.....specific policies in this framework indicate development should be 
restricted...(9) for example, land designated as green belt. “ 
 
“Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local 
Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries 
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they 
should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period.“      
 
 
The minister of planning, Greg Clarke makes plain his feelings in the matter.  
“Our natural environment is essential to our wellbei ng , and it can be 
better looked after than it has been.  Green Belt land that has been depleted 
of diversity can be refilled by nature – and opened to people to experience it, 
to the benefit of body and soul”   Ministerial Forward, NPPF 
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Keresley greenbelt is heavily used by local people for recreation, walking, 
kite flying, dog walking, birdwatching, photography, tree climbing, education, 
trysts, nature study and many more purposes than one could imagine.   It is 
particularly important for children as a wild place where they can be curious, 
creative, build dens, and be independent – all vital aspects of growing up.    
The NPPF endorses the importance of all these uses of greenbelt, 
 
“81.Once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should 
plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as 
looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for 
outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual 
amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land”   NPPF 
 
Taken all together, the overwhelming weight of government policy is that 
green belt should be protected from development unless there are truly 
exceptional circumstances.  Coventry Council has entirely failed to show 
such special or exceptional circumstances to justify removing Keresley, 
Eastern Green,  and other areas from the greenbelt.    For example, at 
planning committee, in 2015, when considering a proposal for 800 homes on 
greenbelt at Sandpits Lane, they chose to argue that the exceptional 
circumstance was the availability of £1.5m from the developer to spend on a 
local swimming pool.   This would be nothing more than bribery and cannot 
possibly be a valid principle for preventing urban sprawl and achieving the 
other purposes of greenbelt.   It demonstrates the fundamental weakness of 
the council argument for removing land from greenbelt in Keresley. 
 
Under the duty to co-operate, the council must also consider the effect of 
planned developments on greenbelt in Finham and Nuneaton Bedworth – 
which are over the border in Warwickshire and Nuneaton and Bedworth. .  It 
is entirely disingenuous to claim that only 10% of greenbelt will be removed.  
A great deal more will be deleted through these overspill plans.  By my rough 
and ready reckoning, 30-40% of the greenbelt immediately adjacent to 
Coventry, will be removed by development in Coventry and the adjoining 
local authorities 
 
 It is also relevant, that the council fails to recognize that the greenbelt 
immediately adjacent to the built up area a) has the greatest effect in 
preventing sprawl and b) has the most value to city residents as open space 
which is easily accessible to them.  The RSS specifically recognised these 
points.   Though the RSS no longer applies, the logic is still entirely valid, in 
terms of the accepted purposes of green belt. 
 
The council may argue that they have unmet housing need, but in Keresley, 
they continually emphasise the need for 4-5 bed houses.  Coventry citizens, 
who have an average income of £13,000, will not be able to afford these 
homes.  The major feature of population growth in the plan period is for a 
38% increase in the over 65's.   They want small bungalows and sheltered 
and care housing.   Luxury homes, on greenbelt, will do nothing for this 
genuine need in the city.   Big homes built on greenbelt, is just about 
aspiration, not objective need. 
 
 
In the palpable absence of genuine exceptional circumstance, there is no 
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argument for removing greenbelt in Keresley, Eastern Green, Finham, 
Nuneaton Bedworth, or elsewhere around Coventry.     Indeed , the Joint 
Greenbelt review of 2015, failed to recommend withdrawal of greenbelt in 
Keresley or Eastern Green.   On its own evidence, the council has no 
justification for removing greenbelt from Keresley or elsewhere. 
 
Finally, let me offer no more policy documents, but   Blake's  Jerusalem, as 
evidence of the weight and importance to be attached to protecting greenbelt.  
Greenbelt embodies  the deep  national attachment to a “green and pleasant 
land”.   It matters greatly – it is even holy - and should not be squandered. 
 

And did those feet in ancient time 
Walk upon England's mountains green? 
And was the holy Lamb of God 
On England's pleasant pastures seen?  

And did the Countenance Divine 
Shine forth upon our clouded hills? 
And was Jerusalem builded here 
Among these dark Satanic mills?  

Bring me my bow of burning gold: 
Bring me my arrows of desire: 
Bring me my spear: O clouds unfold! 
Bring me my chariot of fire.  

I will not cease from mental fight, 
Nor shall my sword sleep in my hand 
Till we have built Jerusalem 
In England's green and pleasant land. 
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Appendix 1 . 

Comparing a university town, - Coventry -  where the 19-23 bulge does not persist into 
older age groups, and a non university town – Dudley - (nearby and of similar size and 
character) 
 
 “Examining the difference between the rolled-forward mid-2011 population estimates and 
the 2011 Census-based MYEs at local authority level” 

Here are  the same 2 charts for both  Coventry,  and Dudley 

2001 – census populations  - actuals. 

Coventry 302,804 2 universities 

Dudley 305,052 No university 

 

 

 

 

Compare Coventry (above)  to a non university town, also in the West Midlands, with a 
very similar population size (Dudley) below. – near 300K population in 2001 census.   IN 
Dudley, the dotted green line is the population prediction, 10 years after the 2001 census- 
while the purple line is the actual 2011 census figures – it closely mirrors what was 
predicted.   That is not the case in Coventry, above.   The early bulge in population 

1. Coventry -The student peak, ages 18-23, does not persist 10 years on. 
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vanishes. Students leave. 

 

.See this ONS paper.  1.    Examining the difference between the rolled-
forward mid-2011 ...  

See this ONS paper.  1.    Examining the difference between the 
rolled-forward mid-2011 ...  

 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 2- extracts from the RSS.  
 
The Regional Spatial Strategy for the West Midlands      Jan 2008 
 
 
1.27.  this guidance sets out a fundamental change of policy direction….. 
 
1.28 ….to give direction to …..the Regional Sustainable Development Framework 
 
The West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) is a statutory planning document which seeks 
to 
provide a long-term land-use and transport planning framework for the Region. 
 

 
2.1  The Government’s Sustainable development objectives ….lie at the heart of it’s planning 
policies and this regional planning guidance and …spatial strategy 
 

2. Illustration: Dudley.  a trough in the student years in 2001, aged 10 years on, closely matches real 2011 
census data,   
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b)Effective protection of the environment 
 
The Regional vision 
 
2.4.d) diverse and distincitive cities, towns, sub-regions and communities 
e) distinctive high quality natural  and built environment 
 
2.6  For the regional planning guidance, this means  

b) reversing the movement of people and jobs away f rom the Major Urban Areas  
(MUAs – Birmingham, Solihull, Coventry, North Staffordshire, and the black country) 
c) tackling road and rail congestion 
d) achieving a more …sustainable patter of development 
 

2.7  the outward movement of people and jobs away from t he Major Urban Areas is …. 
unsustainable , and provides the region with a key challenge.   [it] increase[es] the pressures on 
the environment, encourages develop of Greenfield sites, increased the need for car based travel, 
and creat[es] danges of abandonment and …social polarisation in the region 
 
The guiding principles: 
 
A) stemming the unsustainabler  decentralisation of people , jobs and activities by improving the 
quality of the urban environment 
Making the best use of existing urban capacity 
Priority given to brownfield development in sustainable locations 
 
B)being sensitive to local requirements and needs 
 
D) ensuring sufficient housing …to meet people’s need locally 
 
F) to protect and enhance the quality of the environment 
Ensuring the integral role [of] the environment 
 
G 
To ensure the region’s economic and social potential is not undermined by congestion. 
Ensuring more sustainable patterns of living to reduce the need and demand for travel  
 
2.10 
Climate change is …one of the greatest threats facing the world. 
 
2.11  Regional Planning Guidance has a responsibility to help meet national  targets for reduction 
of greenhouse gases. 
 
2.13  Road transport constitutes …85% of CO2 from transport, with passenger cars accounting for 
half of that. 
 
Policy CC1 
 
 
Chapter 3 
“A Fundamental Change of direction”  
3.2  An important factor in the trend of decentralisation …has been the availability of development 
land in the settlements close to them.  This has contributed to loss of investment, abandonment, 
and environmental degradation in the Major Urban Areas.  The dispersal of population , contributes 
to …unsustainable development [and ] leads people to make more and longer jouorneys, more 
often than not by  private car. 
 
3.4  4 major challenges are identified for the r egion 
a) Urban Renaissance – to counter the unsustainable outward movement of people and jobs 
facilitated by previous strategies. 
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3.6  The strategy ….protect[s] and enhances[es] the regions environmental assets [which] is a core 
element, ….and will be particularly important in guiding the nature and location of development at 
subregional and local levels. 
 
3.8  In the major urban areas (Birmingham, Coventry, and North Staffordshire) development [will] 
resist peripheral expansion for housing 
 
3.9  New development [will] primarily meet local …needs at a level to support sustainable 
communities. 
 
Spatial Strategy Objectives  
3.14  d) to retain the Green Belt but to allow adjustment of boundaries where this is necessary to 
support urban regeneration 
 
g) To ensure the quality of the environment is cons erved and enhanced  
 
4) Urban Renaissance.   
4.1The Urban areas experience[ed] a net loss of population between 1991 and 2001 [with] many of 
the people leaving  …the most economically active.  It is critical that the regions urban areas 
again become vital attractive places.  
 
4.3 Fundamental to urban renaissance is the creation…of sustainable urban communities in which 
people will choose to live, work and invest.  This guidance target[s] radical change on selected 
areas. 
 
4.4The Regional Planning Body will. Identify projects to …achieve very high quality residential 
environments .. a) combining high density with high quality living environments 
 
Policy UR1  
A) ….local authorities will…iii) maximise the use of existing housing …stock. 
 
Policy UR3 
V – adopting strategies to encourage more people to live in or close to centres through the reuse of 
sites, development of mixed use schemes, conversion of property…and ‘living over the shop’. 
4.15 revitalising city and town centres is an essential element of attracting people back into urban 
areas. 
 
Chapt 6 – Communities for the future  
 
6.1   The spatial strategy requires a significant redistribution of housing….moving from the recent 
position of 2 houses built outside the Major Urban Areas for each one within them, to less than one 
outside for each one within.   New housing provision in other areas [outside the MUAs] will need to 
be reduced to ….largely meeting local needs, hence discouraging decentralisation .   
 
6.7  Outside the major urban areas, progressively lower levels of housing growth are proposed so 
that they meet local needs and do not provide for continued out-migration [from the MUAs] 
 
Policy CF2 large settlements and market towns should not accommodate migration from the MUAs 
 
6.9  …Out migration can be stemmed [dependent upon] ….a commitment to large scale housing 
renewal and redevelopment,[in the MUAs] …with high replacement ratios for cleared housing stock 
and willingness to support a significant increase in overall densities. 
 
Policy CF3 
 
C  Locations which extend the  boundaries of the MU As will not be acceptable   
 
Communities for the future – Monitorinmg (pg 43) 
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No adjustment of boundaries at the inner edge of th e green belt for housing development.  
 
Chapt 8  
 
Introduction  
8.1 Conserving the quality of the environment [is a] key element of achievement of sustainable 
development, …the spatial strategy 
8.2 The underlying philosophy is that the environment should be regarded as a major asset to t he 
Region, supporting wider economic and social aspirations and…a key component in regeneration. 
 
Policy QE1 
Environmental improvement is a key component of the spatial strategy [to] support wider economic 
and social objectives. 
 
Local authorities should 
iii) protect and …enhance irreplaceable assets 
8.8 have regard to the wider benefits that arise from these assets. 
8.9 identify locally significant environmental assets and assess their contribution to the broader 
quality of life indicators.  Identify irreplaceable assets. 
 
8.25 
Policy QE6 
Local authorities should conserve, enhance and restore the quality, diversity, and distinctiveness of 
landscape character. 
Consider factors that contribute to landscape character including tranquillity and the minimisation 
of noise and light pollution. 
8.27Support biodiversity 
 
8.27 Ecological integrity should be re-inforced by …. 
a) landscape enhancement projects  [We are an officially recognised character area “Arden”] 
b) promoting sustainable access, enjoyment, and education and business to contribute to and 
capitalise on a high quality natural environment. 
 
Policy QE8 
a) development plans should encourage tree cover. B) conserve and protect woodlands, especially 
ancient and semi natural woodlands. 
 
Chapt 9 
The strategic context for transport 
9.3 a) to protect and enhance the …natural environment 
b) to promote accessibility to everyday facilities for all, especially those without a car. 
 
9.26  land use changes can have significant implications for demand for transport.  ….High density 
developments should be encourage in locations well served by public transport. 
 
 
Appendix 3  
 
Breeding Birds of considered of significance by Natural England found in Keresley.  
 
Table 13, from the Natural England Farm Environment Plan FEP manual, with annotations 
of Birds in Keresley .  

 Species group Feature  Recorded in Keresley, within the last 5 
years  by Mark Whittle, Naturalist.  

 Birds    

1.  SB01 –Barn owl  Regular breeding bird, pellets seen within 
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last year 

2.  SB02 – Bullfinch*  Regular breeding bird,   
 

3.  SB03 – Corn bunting  sporadic wintering bird –  

4.  SB04 – Curlew   

5.  SB05 – Grey partridge  Regular breeding bird,  

6.  SB06 – Kestrel*  Regular breeding bird,   

7.  SB07 – Lapwing  Regular breeding bird, last seen nesting 2 
years ago.     

8.  SB08 – Linnet*  Regular breeding bird,  

9.  SB09 – Redshank   

10.  SB10 – Reed bunting*  Regular breeding bird,  

11.  SB11 – Skylark*  Regular breeding bird,  

12.  SB12 – Snipe  sporadic wintering bird,  

13.  SB13 – Song thrush*  Regular breeding bird,  

14.  SB14 – Starling*  Regular breeding bird,  

15.  SB15 – Tree sparrow  Regular breeding bird, last seen 2014, 

16.  SB16 – Turtle dove   

17.  SB17 – Yellow wagtail   

18.  SB18 – Yellowhammer  regular breeding ,  

 SB19 – Uncommon birds   

19.  Black grouse   

20.  Brent goose   

21.  Cirl bunting   

22.  Dartford warbler   

23.  Dunlin   

24.  Golden plover  Occasionally seen in very cold winters 

25.  Merlin   

26.  Nightjar   

27.  Ring ouzel  Seen occasionally as bird of spring 
passage 

28.  Stone curlew   

29.  Twite   

30.  Woodlark  

   
 
 
 
The BTO identifies significant long term declines (more than 50%) in the following species, 
which breed in Keresley or use the habitat in passage.     
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These are: Grey Partridge, Lapwing, Redshank, Woodcock, Snipe, Turtle Dove, Cuckoo, 
Little Owl,  Willow Tit, Marsh Tit, Skylark, Willow Warbler, Whitethroat, Starling, Song 
Thrush, Mistle Thrush, Spotted Flycatcher, House Sparrow, Tree Sparrow, Yellow Wagtail 
Grey Wagtail, Tree Pipit, Linnet, Lesser Redpoll, Yellowhammer and Corn Bunting. (Those 
highlighted in yellow live or breed in Keresley.) 
 
Full list of Birds observed in the Keresley area 
 
little grebe 
mute swan 
canada goose 
mallard 
tufted duck 
red kite? 
sparrow hawk 
buzzard 
kestrel 
hobby 
grey partridge 
red legged partridge 
pheasant 
water rail? 
moorhen 
coot 
little ringed plover, has bred 
ringed plover, has bred 
lapwing 
woodcock 
wood pigeon 
stock dove 
collared dove 
cuckoo? 
barn owl 
little owl 
tawny owl 
swift 
kingfisher 
lesser spotted woodpecker 
great spotted woodpecker 
green woodpecker 
skylark 
woodlark, held territory 2014 
house martin 
swallow 
meadow pipit 
pied wagtail 
grey wagtail 
yellow wagtail 
wren 
dunnock 
robin 
blackbird 
spong thrush 
mistle thrush 
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grasshopper warbler 
sedge warbler 
reed warbler 
whitethroat 
lesser whitethroat 
garden warbler 
blackcap 
willow warbler 
chiffchaff 
goldcrest 
spotted flycatcher 
long tailed tit 
coal tit 
marsh tit 
willow tit 
blue tit 
great tit 
nuthatcheses 
treecreeper 
jay 
magpie 
jackdaw 
rook 
carrion crow 
raven - building nest 2015 
starling 
tree sparrow? 
chaffinch 
greenfinch 
siskin? 
linnet 
redpoll 
goldfinch 
bullfinch 
reed bunting 
yellow hammer 
 
Appendix 4  
 
Invitees to 5th Nov 2013 SHMA workshop 
 
Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA Stakeholder Workshop invites 
 
ACCORD HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD  
 
Accord Lettings 
 
ADVANCE HOUSING AND SUPPORT LTD  
 
Affinity Sutton 
 
ANCHOR TRUST 
 
ASHRAM HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD 



, 

 
ASRA Midlands Housing Association Ltd  
 
Baxter Todd 
 
BROMFORD HOUSING GROUP  
 
CENTRAL & CECIL HOUSING TRUST 
 
Chapter 1 
 
COVENTRY & WARWICKSHIRE YMCA  
 
COVENTRY CHURCH (MUNICIPAL) CHARITIES  
 
DIMENSIONS (UK) LTD (Prev. New Era)  
 
FRY HOUSING TRUST  
 
HOUSING 21 (formerly The Royal British Legion HA Ltd)  
 
JEPHSON HOMES HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD  
 
Jephson Housing Association  
 
Margetts  
 
Mayday Trust  
 
MERCIAN HOUSING ASSOCIATION LIMITED  
 
METHODIST HOMES FOR THE AGED HOUSING ASSOCIATION  
 
Midland Heart 
 
NEHEMIAH HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD  
 
Orbit Housing Group  
 
STARLEY HOUSING CO-OPERATIVE  
 
STONHAM HOUSING ASSOCIATION LTD 
 
THE ABBEYFIELD COVENTRY SOCIETY (ABBEYFIELD UK)  
 
THE GUINNESS TRUST 
 
THE SALVATION ARMY 
 
Viridian Housing  
 
Warwickshire Rural Housing Association  
 
Waterloo Housing Association  
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Wilbraham  
 
Whitefriars Housing Association 
 
A C Lloyd 
 
Abode Partnership 
 
Banner Homes (Midlands) Ltd 
 
Barberry Coventry Ltd 
 
Barratt David Wilson Homes (Mercia)  
 
Bellway Homes - West Midlands 
 
Benfield Homes 
 
Bigwood Associates Ltd 
 
Bloor Homes West Midlands 
 
Bovis Homes 
 
Brandon Estates Ltd 
 
Brian R Bassett Ltd 
 
Bromley Planning 
 
Bruton Knowles - I Mercer 
 
Brown and Co 
 
CALA Homes (Midlands) Ltd 
 
Capita Symonds (incorporating Andrew Martin Associates) 
 
Catesby Property 
 
Cartwright homes  
 
Cassidy Developments 
 
CB Richard Ellis 
 
CBRE  
 
Christine Levine Ltd 
 
Complex Development Projects Ltd 
 
Court Homes 
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CSJ Brooke-Smith  
 
Cushman & Wakefield 
 
D and P Holt Ltd 
 
Davis Planning Partnership 
 
Deeley Properties Ltd 
 
Delta Planning 
 
DNS Planning and Design Consultants  
 
Evans Hardy Bromwich 
 
Fosse Homes Ltd  
 
Framptons 
 
Gallagher Estates 
 
Godfrey-Payton 
 
Grevayne Properties Ltd 
 
GVA 
 
Hall Bros (Note: this building company builds new homes for rent mainly for older people) 
 
Harris Lamb 
 
Henry Boot homes / Hallam Land Management 
 
Home Builders Federation 
 
Howkins & Harrison 
 
James O'Flanagan Limited 
 
Lambert Smith Hampton 
 
Mar City Developments Ltd 
 
McCarthy and Stone  
 
MCD Property Development 
 
Miller Homes Ltd 
 
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 
 
Noralle Traditional Country Homes Ltd 
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Oakmoor Estates Limited 
 
Oxalis Planning 
 
Persimmon Homes 
 
Peter Manning Design Group 
 
Planning & Development Management 
 
Pro Vision 
 
Redrow Homes Midlands  
 
Richborough Estates Ltd 
 
Roger Tym & Partners 
 
RPS Planning & Development 
 
Shire Consulting 
 
Signet Planning 
 
Smith Stuart Reynolds 
 
St Modwen 
 
Stoford Developments 
 
Taylor Wimpey Homes 
 
Tetlow King Planning 
 
Vagdia Holmes 
 
Wates 
 
Westleigh Developments Ltd 
 
JOHNSON BROS (COVENTRY) LTD  
 
Banner Homes  
 
A C Lloyd 
 
Alliance Environment & Planning Ltd 
 
AMEC 
 
Andrew Martin Associates 
 
Arlington Planning Services LLP 
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Barlow Associates Limited 
 
Barton Willmore 
 
barwood 
 
Bidwells 
 
Bluemark Projects 
 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
 
Boston Fieldgate Property Consultants 
 
Broadway Malyan 
 
CB Richard Ellis 
 
CBRE 
 
Cerda Planning 
 
CgMs Consulting 
 
Colliers CRE 
 
Connells 
 
D & P Holt Ltd 
 
David Lock Associates 
 
Deeley Group Limited 
 
DPP LLP 
 
Entec UK Ltd 
 
Fisher German 
 
Framptons Planning 
 
G R Planning Consultancy Ltd 
 
G.F Moreton & Sons 
 
Gerald Eve LLP 
 
Godfrey Payton 
 
GVA 
 
Holmes Antill 
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How Planning  
 
Howkins and Harrisons 
 
Jones Lang LaSalle 
 
Keyhaven Consulting Limited 
 
Loveitts 
 
Marrons 
 
Martin Robeson Planning Practice 
 
Peacock & Smith 
 
Pegasus Planning 
 
philpot properties ltd 
 
PJPlanning 
 
Pro Vision 
 
Rachel Padfield 
 
RICHARD SEAL 
 
Savills Commercial Ltd 
 
Shortland Penn & Moore 
 
Smith Gore  
 
Smith Stuart Reynolds 
 
Stansgate Planning LLP 
 
Stewart Ross Associates 
 
Terence O'Rourke Ltd 
 
Tetlow King Planning 
 
The Hitchman Stone Partnership 
 
Thomas Vale Construction 
 
Turley Associates 
 
Tweedale Ltd 
 
Tyler Parkes Partnership 
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VLH Associates 
 
Wareing and Company 
 
William Davis 
 
Coventry and Warickshire Chamber of Commerce 
 
Chamber of Commerce Members 
 
Homes and Community Agency 
 
West Midlands Councils 
 
The Planning Bureau 
 
Coventry and Warwickshire Chamber of Commerce 
 
Chamber of Commerce Members 
 
West Midlands Councils 
 
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council  
 
Tamworth Borough Council 
 
Daventry District Council  
 
Warwickshire County Council  
 
Harborough District Council  
 
West Northants Joint Planning Unit  
 
Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP  
 
Worcestershire LEP 
 
Gloucestershire LEP 
 
Oxfordshire LEP 
 
Leicester and Leicestershire LEP 
 
Derby, Derbyshire, Nottingham and Nottinghamshire LEP 
 
Northamptonshire Enterprise Partnership 
 
Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire LEP 
 
SOUTH EAST MIDLANDS LEP 
 


