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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This statement has been prepared by Framptons in response to the Inspector’s 

Questions in relation to the following Matters within Hearing Programme Stage 2: 

 MATTER 3 - HOUSING LAND SUPPLY REVISITED 

 MATTER 4 - SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY (SPATIAL STRATEGY), DEVELOPMENT 

PRINCIPLES AND GREEN BELT 

 MATTER 6 - PROPOSED HOUSING SITES - NUNEATON STRATEGIC SITES 

 

1.2 The statement is submitted on behalf of representors 2.0040 and 2.0041 who have 

several land interests in the Borough, including land at Bedworth Woodlands and Gipsy 

Lane. 

 

1.3 Submissions have been made at previous consultations and Examination Stages of the 

draft Local Plan and these representations should be viewed in the context of these 

previous comments and submissions. 
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2.0 HEARING PROGRAMME STAGE 2 

MATTER 3 – HOUSING LAND SUPPLY REVISITED 

2.1 As was stated in the Stage 1 Hearing Session, there is a concern that the Local Plan 

strategy seeks to rely on a limited number of strategic sites in Nuneaton that are 

likely to be attractive principally to the larger national house builders. this limits the 

ability of smaller local and regional house builders to compete for sites and 

ultimately limits the choice available to potential purchasers. as stated at paragraph 

1.29 of the Government's Housing White Paper 2017 "Policies in plans should allow 

a good mix of sites to come forward for development, so that there is choice for 

consumers, places can grow in ways that are sustainable, and there are 

opportunities for a diverse construction sector. Small sites create particular 

opportunities for custom builders and smaller developers". There is no evidence of 

such an approach in this plan. 

 

2.2 We will identify other concerns about the focus on sites in Nuneaton under Matters 

4 and 6. 
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MATTER 4 

Issue 3: Whether the approach to the Green Belt is justified and consistent with the 

local evidence base and national planning policy 

 

Q4.10) Is there a robust evidence base that demonstrates that all other reasonable 

options for development land have been examined fully prior to the consideration of 

alteration of Green Belt boundaries?  

 

2.3 The key failings of the SA process are summarised below: 

 The SA has failed to predict and evaluate effects in sufficient detail or with links 

to appropriate evidence). 

 The SA has failed to assess all reasonable alternatives for housing growth and its 

distribution. 

 The SA fails to explain the results of the strategic housing site appraisals.  A 

summary of the results  is provided but not explained within the SA report and 

shows different results to the individual site assessments.  

 The SA fails to explain the change in strategy from the Submission Version 2015 

to the Publication Version 2017, particularly in relation to site HSG4 Woodlands 

 The assessment is not transparent and does not explain the selection or 

rejection of alternative sites. 

 The SA has failed to show how the evidence has supported the decisions made, 

specifically the Green Belt Review 2015, Landscape Capacity Assessment 2017 

and SHLAA 2016. 

 The SA fails to show how the findings of the consultations on the SA have been 

considered or influenced the plan’s development and SA. The responses to the 

Submission Version SA have not been included. 

 The cumulative impacts of the plan have not been assessed properly. 
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 The mitigation section of the report is confused, inaccurate and contradictory. 

 It is not evident how the SA has informed the development of the Plan, the SA 

does not demonstrate an integrated process. 

 The SA fails to show that the Plan is the most appropriate strategy when 

considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on the evidence available  

 The SA report has failed to comply with the Regulations and guidance - in 

particular SEA Directive (Articles 2(b) and 8), Environmental Assessment of Plans 

and programmes, Section 12 and NPPG (ID: 11-018-20140306). 

 The SA is a legal requirement – therefore the SA is not legally compliant. 

However the failure to comply with the legal requirements of the SA means that 

the Local Plan cannot be found sound as it is not justified – the Council has 

failed to demonstrate that it is the most appropriate strategy when assessed 

against reasonable alternatives 

2.4 Despite having made the council aware of these comments there has been no attempt to 

review or update the SA in the context of the local plan strategy. The Housing Topic Paper 

provides no further clarification on these matters. 

2.5 The assessment of options for housing growth and distribution is not clear (section 4, para 

4.1.3 of SA). 

2.6 3 of the 4 options identified were not considered ‘reasonable’ by the Council (SA para 

4.1.31) therefore only one option has been considered.  The SA fails to demonstrate that all 

reasonable alternatives have been considered. 

2.7 The options identified by the Council have not been assessed in the SA. The SA can 

therefore not verify the selection of the preferred option. The SA does not comply with 

NPPG Para 18. 

2.8 The SA has failed to explain the selection and rejection of the alternative housing sites. 

2.9 The audit trail is inadequate and does not address responses from consultation, reasons 

for change in allocations or the evidence base. 
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2.10 The change to the Woodlands allocation is not explained 

 

Q4.11) Is the Plan clear on what are considered to be the exceptional circumstances to 

justify the release of land from the Green Belt for housing and employment? What is the 

key supporting evidence that the Council relies on?  

 

2.11 NBBC has not produced any evidence to demonstrate the exceptional 

circumstances required to justify the release of land from the Green Belt on a site 

by site basis. A site by site approach is one which was adopted by the Inspector at 

the Warwick Local Plan (see paras 81 and 92 OTH/11). Exceptional Circumstances 

do not apply across the board. They need to be justified on a site by site basis. 

 

2.12 The impact of development upon the Green Belt is not mentioned at all in the Site 

Appraisals. The SA does not discuss whether sites are in or out of the Green Belt or 

the Council’s decision to alter the Green Belt boundary in the Local Plan. The failure 

to include the Green Belt in the SA when considering the land use implications of 

the Local Plan is a serious omission and is not in accordance with paragraph 84 of 

the NPPF which states: 

 

“84. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 

authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of 

development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable 

development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green 

Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or 

towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.” NPPF - Green Belt 

[emphasis added] 

 

2.13 Section 5 of the SA Report sets out the appraisal of the ‘significant’ environmental 

effects associated with the Publication Borough Plan. Para 5.2.4 informs the reader 
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that a number of the proposed allocations are in the Green Belt and are proposed 

for removal from this designation by the adopted Borough Plan.“The Borough 

Council will justify the removal of these sites as part of the evidence base of the 

Borough Plan. This assessment has been undertaken on the assumption that the 

land has been removed from the Green Belt and is therefore equal to other land 

outside the Green Belt.” Para 5.5.4 SA Report, 2017. The above methodology 

confirms the lack of integration between the two processes and that the evidence 

base has not been used to inform the decisions, contrary to the Regulations and 

guidance. 

 

Q4.12) Is the Green Belt Review evidence justified and does it provide a sound basis for 

altering the Green Belt boundaries as submitted? (NPPF paragraphs 83-85) Is it up-to-

date, robust and fit for purpose? Does it support the consideration of any reasonable 

alternative Green Belt alterations to those proposed in the submitted Plan?  

 

2.14 No the Green Belt Review does not provide a sound basis for altering the Green 

Belt boundaries as submitted. As noted above, the difficulty is in seeking to marry 

up the results of the Green Belt Review with the SA and site selection process. The 

SA results fail to mention the Green Belt Review, which affects a number of the 

selected sites currently within the Green Belt but identified for removal. The 

importance of the Green Belt was also identified in the Scoping Report 2016 as a 

key issue and should have been addressed in the SA: “The countryside surrounding 

the Borough is protected by green belt, area of restraint or countryside 

designations, which direct development pressures away from sensitive landscapes 

and help to protect biodiversity.” Scoping Report 2016, Landscape p192.20 

2.15 In fact it would appear from the results that greenfield land, not in the Green Belt 

(e.g. HSG4), is considered more significant than land that is in the Green Belt. Given 

the requirements of the NPPF that Green Belt land should only be altered in 
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exceptional circumstances, the failure to even discuss this issue is a serious 

omission. The results fail to show a transparent approach to the assessment, which 

link to the evidence available or show an understanding of the relevant issues. 

 

Q4.13) Has the Green Belt Review used the most appropriate methodology? Please 

explain.  

 

2.16 It is acknowledged that the Green Belt Review adopts the same methodology as 

used elsewhere in the Coventry and Warwickshire sub region. However, it is a 

broad based assessment not entirely suited to a disaggregated analysis of sites. For 

example, in the Coventry Joint Green Belt Study 2015, site N11 scored 11/20 in the 

Green Belt assessment. This is the same as N2 and BU2 which are now proposed as 

allocations since the previous draft plan. One less than BU1 (12/20) which is 

proposed as a new allocation, and one more than BU3 which is also proposed as a 

new allocation. No explanation is provided as to the exceptional circumstances that 

justify any of the Council's proposed allocations on a site by site basis of land 

currently within the Green Belt. 

 

2.17 It is considered that the NBBC overall approach to the release of green belt does 

not adequately demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist to justify their 

approach to Green Belt release. Moreover, even if the approach was consistent 

with other authorities, say for example, Warwick District, the Warwick Local Plan 

Inspector concluded at paragraph 92 (OTH/11) that: 

 
92. I return to the issue of specific site allocations and exceptional circumstances 

for altering the Green Belt in more detail later in my report. However, given 

the significant scale of committed and proposed housing sites within the 



 

 

Nuneaton &Bedworth Local Plan Examination              10                     Framptons Town Planning Consultants 
Hearing Programme Stage 2              January 2018 
Representors 2.0040 & 2.0041                    GM/9011 

 

urban areas of Leamington Spa, Warwick and Whitnash and to the south of 

the urban areas outside of the Green Belt, along with the constraints 

identified above, I do not consider that it is appropriate or indeed necessary to 

allocate housing sites on land which is currently in the Green Belt around 

these urban areas. Exceptional circumstances for altering the Green Belt in 

this part of the District do not exist.  

2.18 As with the Warwick Local Plan Inspector's approach, one may have expected Nuneaton 

to adopt a staged and iterative approach whereby: 

a) Does the Local Plan acknowledge that greenfield sites will be required 

and does the Council consider that there may be exceptional 

circumstances to alter the boundaries of the Green Belt to allow for 

development in some cases?; 

b) Does the sub regional level Green Belt Review Study identify the 

comparative performance of strategic locations assessed against the 

NPPF paragraph five purposes of the Green Belt? 

c) How does such a strategy relate to paragraph 84 of the Framework in 

terms of promoting sustainable patterns of development?; 

d) How does this strategy work through the SA and site selection process?; 

e) What are the exceptional circumstances that relate to each site 

proposed to be removed from the Green Belt? 

2.19 It seems to be the case that NBBC have moved straight to site specific green belt release 

without putting in place a robust and transparent evidence base that can demonstrate 

the exceptional circumstances that would justify both the overall strategy and then 

individual proposals for site selection and recent alterations to that strategy. 
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Q4.14) The Housing Topic Paper at paragraphs 3.5-3.6 refers to paragraph 3-034-

201t41006 of the PPG. Explain how the evidence has considered the guidance at 

paragraphs 3-044-20141006 and 3-045-20141006 of the PPG in relation to plan-making? 

 

2.20 We will respond to the Council's response when this is available. 

 

Q4.15) Having regard to their intended long term permanence, explain why it is 

considered the proposed Green Belt boundaries will be capable of enduring beyond the 

Plan period?  

 

2.21 We will respond to the Council's response when this is available. 

 

Q4.16) Are there the exceptional circumstances to expand the Green Belt designation in 

the Borough? (NPPF paragraph 83) Please explain, including particular reference to the 

Bedworth Woodlands area to the west/north-west of the town.  

 

2.22 We will respond to the Council's response when this is available. But it is our view 

that there are no exceptional circumstances to expand the Green Belt at Bedworth 

woodlands. 

2.23 In this context we refer to the Borough Plan submission version December 2015 

which was encouraging because finally the Borough accepted that the Woodlands 

site although temporarily subject to Green Belt policy in the early 1980s (in the 

Green Belt Local (Subject) Plan for Warwickshire 1982), the site has never had full 

Green Belt status. 

2.24 The Council’s position was clearly articulated in appendix B of the Borough Plan 

Background Paper – Scale and Location of Growth and settlement Hierarchy and 

Roles 2015 which stated: 

 

There is a significant amount of case law on the meaning of exceptional 

circumstances including Carpets of Worth Ltd v Wyre Forest District Council 
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(1991), Lang Homes Ltd v Avon County Council (1993), COPAS v Royal Borough of 

Windsor and Maidenhead (2001) and R (Hague) v Warwick District Council 

(2008). The case law demonstrates that exceptional circumstances are required 

for any revision of a Green Belt boundary and that what is capable of amounting 

to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law, and a plan-maker may err in law 

if they fail to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional circumstances. 

 

Case law shows that there can be no exceptional circumstances to justify 

changing a Green Belt boundary unless it is necessary to change it; and it cannot 

be necessary to change it unless something has fundamentally changed since the 

boundary was drawn demonstrating that whilst a site did not fulfil a Green Belt 

function when the matter was last reviewed, it does now. 

 

Conclusions 

 

Policies contained in the emerging Borough Plan offer the Woodlands protection 

against any negative impact on the 3 Green Belt purposes that the site has been 

identified to meet. Designating the Woodlands as Green Belt is likely to result in 

the need to designate less sustainable locations for development. There are no 

exceptional circumstances that warrant the designation of Bedworth Woodlands 

as Green Belt and no change in circumstances to justify exceptional 

circumstances. 

 

2.25 We consider that it remains the case that there has been no change in 

circumstances to justify exceptional circumstances to put Bedworth Woodlands 

into the Green Belt. Such a proposal forms no part of the Local Plan. 
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Matter 6 

Issue 2 - Are the Strategic Housing Sites in Nuneaton justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy? 

Issue 2(d) -  HSG9 Golf Drive, Nuneaton 

Q6.26) Are there exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary at this location? 

 

2.26 For the reasons we have set out under Matter 4, we do not consider that exceptional 

circumstances at a site specific level exist to alter the Green Belt boundary at this 

location. 

2.27 The Council, despite questioning from the Inspector, has singularly failed to produce an 

evidence base to justify its position. 


