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Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Borough 
Plan 2011-2031 Examination – Matters 
Statement 
 

Date 1 February 2018 

Our ref 15947/MS/SFU 

From Lichfields on behalf of Greenlight Developments [1.0280] 

 

Matter 4 - Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Strategy), Development Principles 
& Approach to the Green Belt 

1.0 Issue 1: Whether the distribution of development is justified and 
consistent with the local evidence base and national planning policy. 

Q4.1) Is the submitted strategy the most sustainable when considered against 

reasonable alternatives?  Please explain.  What other spatial strategy options were 

considered and why were they rejected? How has Sustainability Appraisal 

assessed and recorded the process? 

1.1 No. Greenlight has previously set out1 that the SA has not adequately assessed the reasonable 

alternatives or shown that the proposals of the Plan are most appropriate2. There has been no 

update to the SA since January 2017 and so Greenlight’s position on this remains unchanged.  

1.2 The PPG sets out the requirements for SA based on the relevant legal framework3 which sets the 

basis for SA of Plans with Regulation 12(2) necessitating the assessment of reasonable 

alternatives in the context of the objectives and geographic scope of the plan4.  

1.3 The PPG (ID11-018) also requires SA to outline why the chosen alternatives were selected and 

the reasons why rejected options were not taken forward.  

1.4 Greenlight’s concerns remain as previously set out:  

1 The SA process does not appear to have ever tested the option of meeting the full OAN of 

14,060 dwellings. Therefore, no meaningful comparison can be made with an option that 

would meet or exceed full housing requirement (including Coventry’s unmet need).  

2 The 2017 SA suggested the Plan’s level of growth was a ‘tipping point’ for much greater 

negative impacts which appears to be based on a reference in the 2017 SA to earlier versions 

showing increased growth scenarios having negative effects on the wider environment and 

it being difficult to deliver the full need of Coventry – but this was not born out by the 

                                                             
1 In its Matter1 1 statement at Stage 1 hearings (Q7) 
2 Section 4.0 of SA 2017 
3 The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (‘‘SEA Regulations’’) 
implement the requirements of the EU Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA) Directive  
4The PPG defines that reasonable alternatives should be considered at an early stage (ID11-017) and 
compared on a like-for-like basis at the same level of detail (ID11-018) and identifies requirements for 
reasonable alternatives should be: realistic and deliverable; sufficiently distinct to highlight different 
sustainability implications of each; and allow for meaningful comparison.   
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evidence. The significance of this failure has proven to be high given the Council’s most 

recent updated supply position is now identified to be 14,840 (revised NBBC/20), or 15,233 

as referred to in NBBC/33.  

3 The 2017 SA sets out the method followed for assessing alternative strategic site options for 

housing5. A complete assessment of spatial strategy options has not been undertaken since 

Issues and Options NBBP. This stage considered eight general’ development areas for 

accommodating growth requirements of NBBC. Overall it was concluded that options 3 (a, b 

and c) and 4 scored best for the following reason: 

 ‘‘they reduce the geographic spread of development, contribute to the intensity, viability 

and vitality of the Borough’s existing urban areas, contribute to economic growth in 

deprived areas as well as potentially rationalising and enhancing public transport 

corridors…’’ 

This preferred spatial option was carried forward into all future stages of NBBP which seem 

to prioritise new growth within or adjacent to urban areas of Nuneaton, Bedworth and 

Bulkington. This considered all the suitable/available sites within the Borough and 

identified ten potential (large scale) strategic land areas focused around Nuneaton and 

Bedworth Urban Areas.   

Call for sites exercises were run at submission6 and publication stages7, following NBBC’s 

signatory of the MOU to take on an element of Coventry’s unmet need. However, it is clear 

that there are problems in terms of how individual sites have been appraised, with the SA 

providing no conclusion on why sites have been rejected. The SA states (para. 4.1.58) the 

sites ‘‘have not been ranked or prioritised but that positive or negative considerations are 

presented for each site’’. This fails to provide the basis for a decision on the selection or 

rejection of sites.   

1.5 Crucially, therefore, an alternative spatial strategy has not been assessed since the Council 

agreed to take on the full portion of unmet need from the HMA. The Council now needs to plan 

for far higher levels of growth and so reasonable alternative spatial options should be re-

assessed. For instance, a sustainable solution is likely to be to focus some growth in locations on 

the edge of the Coventry Urban Area, including on sites such as Greenlight’s (NUN178).  

Q4.2) Does the Memorandum of Understanding relating to the planned 

distribution of housing within the Coventry & Warwickshire Housing Market Area 

include any spatial dimension such as requiring development arising from the 

unmet needs of Coventry to be located either adjacent to the City’s boundary or 

along key transport corridors that connect into the City? 

1.6 The MOU itself does not appear to specify such a spatial dimension; however, the HTP helpfully 

clarifies8 that, as part of the duty to cooperate, officers had considered how best to redistribute 

the unmet need and ‘Edge of Coventry’ was included amongst six spatial options:  

                                                             
5 See section 4.1.34 
6 See 2017 SA 2017 page 66 
7 See 2017 SA para 4.1.55 
8 See paras. 2.89-2.93 
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‘‘A simple sustainability appraisal was undertaken on each option the outcome of which 

indicated that the edge of Coventry and Growth Corridors were the most sustainable spatial 

approach…a functional relationship option was also looked at, this considered each authorities 

relationship with Coventry based on a two-way commuting flows and gross migration flows, 

both were considered important…[it was]…considered that the functional relationship 

approach should be used to shape the Memorandum of Understanding. This gave Nuneaton 

and Bedworth 32.3% of the unmet need’’.  

1.7 The HTP makes clear that this distribution was agreed and that the MOU was written on this 

basis (para. 2.93). Clause 6 of the MOU requires each LPA to prepare a Local Plan that reflects 

this agreed distribution. To align with the agreed methodology behind the MOU, NBBC should 

therefore be looking to focus meeting Coventry’s unmet need on sites at the Edge of Coventry. 

Greenlight’s site offers a clear solution to this requirement.  

Q4.3) Explain whether other locations in the Borough proximate to Coventry have 

been assessed in sustainability appraisal as part of an alternative spatial strategy 

for meeting the housing and employment land requirements? Which parts of the 

Borough are within the Coventry Travel to Work Area?  Has accessibility to, and 

availability and capacity of, services outside of the Borough boundary informed 

the spatial strategy? 

1.8 No, the Council has not categorically assessed an alternative spatial strategy option in the SA to 

locate growth and meet requirements proximate to Coventry. None of the eight spatial 

development options for accommodating the growth requirements of the Borough9 focused on 

assessing locations proximate to Coventry. ‘Option 2’10 is the closest alternative, this considered 

development directed along a north/south corridor through the Borough following the A44 and 

the Nuneaton-Coventry railway line. The option was to absorb some development within 

existing urban areas in the Borough and, following that, focus development ‘‘within easy reach 

of the A44’’. Development on sites outside existing urban areas would be primarily located on 

the southern edges of Nuneaton in Abbey and Wem Brook11. The option did not focus on 

assessing development further to the south, i.e. areas closer to Coventry.   

1.9 At later stages of the plan, call for sites exercises assessed sites including Greenlight’s (NUN178) 

which is c.5 miles from Coventry City centre. However, Greenlight has made it clear that the SA 

assessment failed to provide the basis for a decision on the selection or rejection of sites12; in the 

context of insufficient land in the Borough to meet the full housing need13, there is no reason to 

reject the site as not representing sustainable development.  

1.10 For example, the SA does not appear to have assessed accessibility to and availability and 

capacity of services outside of the Borough boundary including Coventry. The SA includes the 

sustainability objective (15): ‘‘Ensure development is primarily focused in urban areas, and 

makes efficient use of existing physical infrastructure and reduces need to travel, especially by 

private car’’; however, it is clear that the Council’s ‘comments’ for this objective only assess 

                                                             
9 Considered at the Issues and Options stage of the plan, See SA 2017 para. 4.1.37 
10 See  para 4.1.37, page 71 
11  Both villages are a fair distance north of Coventry 
12 See Q.4.1 above and proposed Statement of Common Ground with NBBC which is appended to Matter 
Statement 3(Housing Land Supply Revisited). Greenlight has sought to reach an agreed position with NBBC 
on the content of the table in the SoCG but engagement is ongoing at the time of submission of matters 
statements. 
13 See Greenlights Stage 2 Hearings, Matter 3 Statement 
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relationship to town centres within the Borough, and therefore not Coventry, which would be 

more appropriate given the source of unmet need. For instance, the assessment for Greenlight’s 

site14 gives a ‘red’ rating but this only refers to Nuneaton and Bedworth and ignores the 

relationship of the site to an existing settlement (Keresley), its location just north of a major 

employment location (Prologis Park) and that the site is effectively part of the wider Coventry 

urban area15.  

1.11 NPPF paragraph 180 is clear that LPAs should take account of different geographical areas, 

‘‘…including travel to work areas’’. Paragraphs 178-181 of the framework highlight the 

importance of joint working to meet strategic priorities in order to enable sustainable 

development.  The joint Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA (2013) identifies a net commuting 

flow to Coventry from Nuneaton and Bedworth, the report states that ‘‘the strongest 

communing links are between Coventry with Nuneaton and Bedworth and Warwick district’’. 

1.12 Lichfields’ analysis of Census data confirms that, overall, 23% of working residents of Nuneaton 

and Bedworth work in Coventry16. The majority of output areas in Nuneaton and Bedworth 

demonstrate that between 10–20% of residents reside in Nuneaton and Bedworth but work in 

Coventry. However, the map at Appendix 1 clearly shows that output areas (OAs) at the far 

south of the Borough frequently have higher than 40% residents working in Coventry. The 

output area to the east of Ash Green (E00158437), which includes Greenlight’s site, has 43% of 

residents that commute to Coventry. For 12 OAs, more than 50% of residents work in Coventry, 

this includes 5 (out of a total of 6) of the OAs within Kerseley built up area which abuts 

Greenlight’s site to the east. Two of these OAs (E00165814 and E00168302) have over 60% of 

residents working in Coventry.  

1.13 Overall, this initial analysis identifies that there is a very close relationship between Nuneaton 

and Bedworth and Coventry in terms of commuting patterns. It is therefore a failure in the 

Council’s plan-making process that the Council has not assessed locations in the Borough for 

sustainability benefits in relation to adjacent urban areas such as Coventry.  

Q4.4) Does the spatial strategy in Policy DS2 reflect paragraph 179 of the 

Framework in terms of local planning authorities working collaboratively with 

other bodies to ensure that strategic priorities across local boundaries are 

properly coordinated and clearly reflected in individual Local Plans? 

1.14 No, Greenlight believes NBBP in this respect is unsound17. Firstly, Policy DS2 directs 

development to the existing urban areas of Nuneaton, Bedworth, Bulkington, Keresley and Ash 

Green/Neal’s Green. However, we consider that Kersley has a wider role to play in the 

settlement hierarchy, and should be described as having a ‘supporting role’ for housing (as per 

Bulkington), rather than the ‘local role’ currently afforded to it18.   

                                                             
14 See Appendix E of 2017 SA ‘NB70’ 
15 See proposed SoCG (Appendix 3 of Matter Statement 3) which notes the inconsistency of this assessment 
with the SHLAA assessment. Greenlight has sought to reach an agreed position with NBBC on the content of 
the table in the SoCG but engagement is ongoing at the time of submission of matters statements. 
16 Nomis Census 2011 data set - WF01BEW - Location of usual residence and place of work (OA level) 
17 This is informed by the answer to Q4.3 above and is a point previously raised by Greenlight in its 
representations to NBBP publication stage. See page 10 
18 Kereseley End provides for a range of local facilities local food store, post office, primary school, medical 
centre and pharmacy 
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1.15 On this point, it is worth noting that Policy H2 (Housing Allocations) of the adopted Coventry 

Local Plan (December 2017) allocates strategic urban extension ‘H2:1 to the west of Keresley’ to 

accommodate 3,100 dwellings, which proposes two local centres. On this basis, Keresley is 

clearly identified as being a highly sustainable location for housing, and from a duty to co-

operate/collaborative perspective, this approach should be continued in NBBP.  

1.16 It is also apparent that Coventry City Council’s representations to NBBP19 supported 

employment location, Prologis Park (EMP3) and, on this basis, asked that the ‘edge of Coventry’ 

should also be included within the settlement hierarchy in the Plan. It is apparent from this 

approach to Nuneaton and Bedworth’s settlement hierarchy that the City Council views the 

‘edge of Coventry’ within Nuneaton and Bedworth as playing a key role in delivering Coventry’s 

unmet housing and employment needs. Greenlight supports this logical approach.  

1.17 Therefore, to align with duty to co-operate requirements and the development intentions of 

Coventry City Council, Greenlight considers DS2 should be amended to state that Keresely has a 

supporting role for housing and that the ‘edge of Coventry’ should be included within the 

settlement hierarchy set out in Policy DS2 of NBBP; particularly given hat 4,020 dwellings of 

Coventry’s unmet housing need is to be accommodated in the Borough.   

Q4.5) Explain why the strategy of concentrating new development around 

Nuneaton is the most appropriate for sustainable growth and justify the approach 

of two strategic urban extensions for the town (North of Nuneaton & Arbury). 

1.18 Given the extent of OAN and Coventry’s unmet need, the approach for allocating two SUEs can 

be considered to be a practical and policy compliant approach; the NPPF is clear that LPAs 

should seek to ‘‘boost significantly the supply of housing…’’ (para. 47) and that sometimes 

supply of new homes can be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, 

including extensions to existing villages (para. 52).  

1.19 Despite supporting this approach to allocate SUEs, Greenlight has made it clear20 that the 

Council has significantly over-estimated annual build out rate for these sites. As a result, it is 

plain that the Council does not have a housing supply position that will enable it to meet its 

housing requirement. The Council needs to re-visit expected delivery for these sites, as it stands, 

an over reliance on large sites such as the SUEs is affording the Council in-flexibility in supply 

and could counter the current need for homes. Therefore, allocations such as HSG1 and HSG2 

should not obstruct other, clearly sustainable but relatively smaller housing sites, such as 

Greenlights site, coming forward. 

Q4.6) Is the Plan’s spatial strategy robust and sufficiently flexible to accommodate 

higher homes and jobs figures and/or able to respond to changing circumstances? 

(NPPF paragraph 153) 

1.20 No comment.  

                                                             
19 Submission Version, October 2015 
20 See Greenlight’s response, Issue 1 to Matter 3 (Housing Land Supply Revisited) 
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Q4.7) Explain the evidence that Bulkington can sustainably accommodate the 

additional scale of development proposed (691 dwellings).  What is the 

connectivity from Bulkington by non-car modes to higher order centres (including 

Coventry) and areas of employment? 

1.21 No comment.  

2.0 Issue 2: Development Principles – Policies DS1 and DS3 

Q4.8) Is there a need for Policy DS1 ‘the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development’, given the extent to which it recites paragraph 14 of the NPPF? 

2.1 No comment.  

Q4.9) Is Policy DS3 justified and sufficiently flexible? How would ‘sustainable’ in 

the policy be decided? 

2.2 No comment.  

3.0 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? 

3.1 The NPPF is clear that ‘‘exceptional circumstances’’ are required for any revision of Green Belt 

boundaries (para. 83), and, para.85 clearly sets out how LPAs should seek to (re)define Green 

Belt boundaries. Paragraph 84 highlights that ‘‘when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt 

boundaries local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable 

patterns of development…’’ However, there is nothing in the NPPF which indicates that the 

alteration of Green Belt boundaries should be considered after all other reasonable options for 

development have been fully examined, i.e. for it to be a ‘last resort’ as Q4.10 might be read to 

infer.  The High Court Judgement in respect of I.M. Properties v Lichfield District Council 

(2014)21 clarifies application of this policy:  

‘‘… it can be seen that there is no test that green belt land is to be released as a last resort. It is 

an exercise of planning judgment as to whether exceptional circumstances necessitating 

revision have been demonstrated.’’ 

3.2 Therefore, although once  a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than 

general planning concepts to justify an alteration, NBBC is not required to have fully examined 

all other reasonable development options before considering altering the Green Belt (in line 

with National policy) to ensure housing need is met. For example, hypothetically, if the spatial 

strategy of the plan was aligned to meeting Coventry’s unmet housing needs in locations with 

the greatest opportunities to deliver sustainable travel to Coventry, it would not be necessary to 

demonstrate that non-Green Belt sites around Nuneaton had been rejected as not suitable for 

development.  

                                                             
21 [2014] EWHC 2440 (Admin), Case No: CO/1049/2014 
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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? 

3.3 The HTP gives specific reference to what the exceptional circumstances are22, which Greenlight 

are in agreement with; however, the Plan itself should be clearer on this. The Council relies on 

the ‘Joint Green Belt Study’ (2015)23 as supporting evidence.  

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? 

3.4 No, NBBC has not carried out a Green Belt review that provides sufficient basis for setting Green 

Belt boundaries in line with Framework requirements. Flaws in respect of its parcel assessment 

(see Q4.13 below) are augmented by a lacuna in the Council’s evidence base because the Green 

Belt Study acknowledges that it does not include any assessment of paras 84 and 85 of the NPPF 

in terms of justification necessary for amending Green Belt boundaries24.  

3.5 Any justification for accepting or rejecting a change to Green Belt boundaries must consider the 

potential for the development of the site in terms of the factors identified in those two 

paragraphs of the Framework, which will include a balancing exercise comparing the benefits of 

meeting housing need, sustainable patterns of development and all the factors relevant to 

inclusion or exclusion of Green Belt land. Until that balancing exercise is completed, no 

conclusion can be drawn on the appropriateness or otherwise of Green Belt release.  

3.6 Certainly, the Green Belt Study on its own is not a sufficient basis to justify rejection of 

reasonable alternative sites from the SHLAA – as has occurred with Greenlight’s site. 

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

explain.  

3.7 No. The Council’s consideration of the Green Belt, upon which the SHLAA ultimately rejected 

Greenlight’s site, was undermined by two key flaws in the Study’s methodology25:  

1 The size of the parcels the study assesses. Greenlight’s site is located within parcel NG5 but 

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. 

2 The methodology for assessing parcels has been incorrectly applied to NG5. This is by virtue 

of, inter alia: 

a applying the NPPF Green Belt purpose on maintaining the separation of towns to the 

coalescence of villages; 

b how it has considered sprawl in relation to ribbon development and openness. In 

particular, the extension to Keresley would not be a protrusion or spur of development 

                                                             
22 See Section 3 to the HTP 
23 Undertaken across six West Midlands councils including Nuneaton and Bedworth and Coventry City 
24 As was described in Greenlight’s Matter 2 Statement and subsequent response to the HTP the Green Belt 
Review (CD P2.1) 
25 As stated in Greenlight’s response to the HTP Para 4.3 
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along New Road, and by sitting within a defined landscape framework (hedgerows), 

being appropriately masterplanned, and providing a clear defensible Green Belt 

boundary, it would not represent sprawl. 

Q4.14) The Housing Topic Paper at paragraphs 3.5-3.6 refers to paragraph 3-034-

20141006 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? 

3.8 The PPG ID3-034 is clear that that the NPPF should be read as a whole: need alone is not the 

only factor to be considered when drawing up a Local Plan. Therefore, LPAs should, through 

their local plans meet OAN ‘‘unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits’’ including those relating to Green Belt policies (3-044-

20141006). Once need has been assessed, the LPA should prepare a SHLAA to establish realistic 

assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet 

the identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing take account of any 

constraints such as Green Belt which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need (3-

045-20141006).  

3.9 Greenlight has indicated26 that there are intrinsic flaws with how both the Green Belt Review 

(Q4.14 above) and SHLAA have been carried out. Subsequently, the LPA cannot be considered 

to have appropriately met this guidance when preparing NBBP. This is clear via analysis of how 

the Council has assessed Greenlight’s site, for which in the context of insufficient land in the 

Borough to meet the full housing need, there is no reason to reject the site as not representing 

sustainable development in accordance with the tilted balance in the first line of paragraph 14 of 

the NPPF. 

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? 

3.10 The proposed Green Belt boundaries will not be capable of enduring beyond the Plan period. As 

drafted, the Borough has not identified enough land to meet the housing requirement27 let alone 

provide any contingency/safeguarded land, should any strategic allocations not come forward or 

be delayed within the plan period. This inflexibility would not allow NBBC to accommodate any 

future additional unmet need from Coventry up until 2031 which may be required. Therefore, 

the Borough will inevitably be required to undertake a further Green Belt Review within the next 

plan (and certainly before the end of the Plan Period). National Policy (para. 83) is clear that 

Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances and at the time of 

Local Plan review, when: 

‘‘…authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended 

permanence in the long term, so they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period.’’ 

3.11 In this respect, the plan does not accord with National Policy, Green Belt boundaries should not 

be viewed as features to be frequently or recurrently amended.  

                                                             
26 See Greenlight’s Representation, its most recent response to the HTP and Matter 3 statement 
27 See Q3.12, Matter 3 Statement 
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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. 

3.12 No comment.  

Q4.17) Has consideration been given to the need for a local policy to enhance the 

beneficial use of Green Belt? (NPPF paragraph 81) 

3.13 No comment.  

 

Words: 3,000 (excluding questions, footnotes, tables and paragraph numbers) 
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Appendix 1 – Travel to work data, Nuneaton and Bedworth, and Coventry  


