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MATTER 4: SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY (SPATIAL STRATEGY), DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES 

AND APPROACH TO THE GREEN BELT 

 

 

 

Q.4 .1   

I s  t he  subm i t t ed  s t ra tegy  the  m os t  sus ta inab le  w hen  cons idered  aga ins t  reasonab le 

a l t erna t iv es?   P l ease ex p la in .  W ha t  o ther  spa t ia l  s t ra tegy  op t ions  w ere  cons idered  and 

w hy  w ere they  re jected?   How  has  Sus ta inab i l i t y  Appra isa l  assessed  and recorded the  

process?   

 

1. Yes.  We consider that the submitted strategy within Policy DS2 is the most sustainable 

when considered against reasonable alternatives.  It is sensible, logical and sustainable to 

direct the majority of growth to the primary settlements within the Borough which comprise 

of Nuneaton, Bedworth and Bulkington, as first, second and third tiers respectively.  They 

are the largest of the settlements and subsequently have the most accessible and larger 

number of services.  Nuneaton and Bedworth both benefit from a railway station and have 

access to good public transport links thereby reducing the reliance on the private car and 

encouraging modal shift in transport choices for the Borough’s residents.   

 

2. The Sustainability Appraisal (January 2017) set out the other spatial strategy options which 

considered a ‘do nothing’ approach – i.e. a no growth scenario; or a high growth option 

(based on 2% growth) above the baseline.  Paragraph 4.1.28 of the SA set out that the SA 

identified and considered three alternative options for development over the plan period.  

The first was to allocate sites to meet the OAN for the Borough in full and as much of 

Coventry’s unmet need as possible.  The second being to allocate sites to meet a lower level 

of OAN for the Borough; and the third being to allocate sites to meet the level of OAN for 

the Borough and 4,020 dwellings towards Coventry’s unmet needs. 

 
3. Considering the three alternative options, the spatial development options were considered 

to comprise of five options which focused on the following scenarios:  

 
 Option 1 – Sequential Approach 

 Option 2 – North/South Corridor 

 Option 3 – Nuneaton Focus (A: North of Nuneaton; B: East of Nuneaton; C: West of 

Nuneaton) 

 Option 4 – Bedworth Focus 

 Option 5 – Small Urban Extensions  
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4. It is clear from reviewing the SA that Options 3 and 4 were considered to offer the most 

sustainable strategy for the growth of the Borough.  The consideration of the other options, 

(1, 2 and 5) show due diligence and detailed consideration of alternative spatial strategies 

to inform the content and strategic allocations within the Local Plan.   

  

5. With regards to the assessment of the Sustainability Appraisal, it has been undertaken in 

accordance with the requirements of Section 19 (5) (b) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004.  Appropriate reviews and addendums to the SA have been undertaken 

throughout the preparation of the Borough Plan (previously the Core Strategy).  This has 

ensured that spatial development options and strategic site allocations have been duly 

assessed and considered against the social, environmental and economic effects to achieve 

sustainable development.     

 

Q.4 .2  

Does the  M em orandum  of  Unders tand ing  re la t i ng  to  the  p lanned d is t r ibu t i on  o f  hous ing  

w i th in  the  Coven t ry  and  W arw i ck sh i r e Hous ing  M ark et  A rea  i nc lude any  spa t ia l  d im ens ion  

such  as  requ i r ing  deve lopm en t  a r i s ing  f rom  the unm et  needs o f  Coven t ry  t o  be  l ocated  

e i ther  ad jacen t  t o  the  C i ty ’s  boundary  or  a l ong k ey  t ranspor t  cor r idors  tha t  connect  i n to  

the  C i t y?   

 

6. A review of the Memorandum of Understanding (NBBC/18.2) clearly demonstrates that it 

seeks to ensure that the housing needs of the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market 

Area are met in full.  It is acknowledged and agreed between the signatory authorities that 

Coventry is unable to meet its full Objectively Assessed Housing Needs within their 

administrative boundary and as such a MoU is required to distribute the remainder of the 

housing need throughout the other Warwickshire authorities within the Housing Market Area.   

 

7. The MoU however, does not go into specific detail as to a requirement to locate Coventry’s 

unmet need adjacent to the City’s boundary or along key transport corridors that connect 

into Coventry.  Indeed, the Memorandum only sets out the understanding that the unmet 

need will be met across the Housing Market Area as a whole.   

 

Q.4 .4  

Does  the  spa t ia l  s t ra tegy  in  P o l i cy  DS2  ref lec t  paragraph  179  of  t he  Fram ew ork  in  t erm s  of  

loca l  p lann ing  au tho r i t ies  w ork ing  co l labora t iv e l y  w i th  o ther  bod ies  to  ensure tha t  

s t ra teg ic  pr io r i t i es  a c ross  l oca l  boundar ies  a re  p roper ly  coo rd ina ted  and  c l ear l y  ref lec ted  



BARTON WILLMORE 
ON BEHALF OF TAYLOR WIMPEY 

 
RESPONDANT NUMBER: 2.0046 

 

3 

in  ind i v i dua l  Loca l  P lans?   

 

8. To some extent we consider that Policy DS2 reflects the principles of Paragraph 179 of the 

NPPF.  It is clear, and we would agree, that the primary focus for housing, employment, retail 

and leisure growth should be to Nuneaton as the primary town for the Borough.  There is 

however little reference to joint working to reflect meeting the development needs within 

independent local authority areas.   

 

Q.4 .5  

Ex p la in  w hy  the s t ra tegy  o f  concent ra t ing  new  deve lopm ent  a round Nunea ton  i s  t he m os t  

app ropr ia te for  sus ta inab le grow th  and jus t i fy  t he approach  of  tw o s t ra teg ic  u rban  

ex tens ions  for  the tow n (Nor th  o f  N unea ton  and  A rbury ) .  

 

9. The primary focus for housing, employment, retail and leisure growth should be to Nuneaton 

as the primary town for the Borough.  This approach is not at the expense of appropriate 

growth to other settlements.  Indeed, it is just under 50% of growth directed to Nuneaton. 

 

Q.4 .6  

I s  the  P lan ’ s  spa t ia l  s t ra tegy  robus t  and  su f f i c ien t ly  f lex ib l e  to  accom m oda te  h igher  hom es 

and  j obs  f i gu res  and/ or  ab le t o  respond  to  chang ing  c i r cum stances?   (NP P F P aragraph  153 )  

 

10. Yes, we consider that the spatial strategy is capable of accommodating and responding to 

changing circumstances in accordance with Paragraph 153 of the NPPF.  The strategy seeks to 

direct development to the primary town of Nuneaton and secondary town of Bedworth, which 

is considered to be the most sustainable strategy.  The strategic allocations in and around 

Nuneaton town amount to circa 6,612 dwellings (approximately 47% of the overall housing 

need for the Borough).   

11. Regardless of our agreement that the spatial strategy is both robust and sufficiently flexible, 

we would reiterate our comments made under Matter 3 Question 3.17 in that the Borough Plan 

should have a review mechanism and commitment to review the Plan within five years.  This 

would further bolster the flexibility to accommodate a higher housing and jobs requirement, 

particularly as a result of the new standardized methodology around the calculation of 

Objectively Assessed Need.   

 

Q.4 .10  

I s  there  a  robus t  ev idence  base  tha t  dem ons t ra tes  tha t  a l l  o ther  r easonab le  op t i ons  for  

deve lopm ent  land have  been  ex am ined fu l l y  pr io r  to  the  cons idera t ion  o f  a l te ra t i on  o f  
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Green  B e l t  boundar i es?   

 

12. The Sustainability Appraisal (January 2017) set out the other spatial strategy options which 

considered a ‘do nothing’ approach – i.e. a no growth scenario; or a high growth option 

(based on 2% growth) above the baseline.  Paragraph 4.1.28 of the SA set out that the SA 

identified and considered three alternative options for development over the plan period.  

The first was to allocate sites to meet the OAN for the Borough in full and as much of 

Coventry’s unmet need as possible.  The second being to allocate sites to meet a lower level 

of OAN for the Borough; and the third being to allocate sites to meet the level of OAN for 

the Borough and 4,020 dwellings towards Coventry’s unmet needs. 

 
13. Considering the three alternative options, the spatial development options were considered 

to comprise of five options which focused on the following scenarios:  

 
 Option 1 – Sequential Approach 

 Option 2 – North/South Corridor 

 Option 3 – Nuneaton Focus (A: North of Nuneaton; B: East of Nuneaton; C: West of 

Nuneaton) 

 Option 4 – Bedworth Focus 

 Option 5 – Small Urban Extensions  

 

14. It is clear from reviewing the SA that Options 3 and 4 were considered to offer the most 

sustainable strategy for the growth of the Borough.  The consideration of the other options, 

(1, 2 and 5) show due diligence and detailed consideration of alternative spatial strategies 

to inform the content and strategic allocations within the Local Plan.   

 

15. It is important to note that through all iterations of the Local Plan, Green Belt has been 

deemed necessary to meet the projected level of housing growth.  Furthermore, the reports 

which underpin the Green Bel release (both the SHMA and the Green Belt study) have already 

been found sound at other examinations. 

 

Q.4 .11  

I s  the  P lan  c l ea r  on  w hat  a re  cons idered  to  be  the  ex cep t iona l  c i r cum stances  to  jus t i fy  the  

re l ease o f  land  f rom  the Green  Be l t  fo r  hous ing  and  em ploym en t?   W ha t  i s  t he  k ey  

suppor t ing  ev idence  tha t  the Counc i l  re l ies  on?   

 

16. The Housing Topic Paper neatly sets out matter relation to the exceptional circumstances 

required to release Green Belt land.  The Council have identified the following circumstances: 
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• To deliver sustainable development – noting that the strategy favors directing the bulk of 

growth towards Nuneaton as the main town. 

• The need to promote sustainable patters of development and identify sites in sustainable 

locations – as set out in the SA, the chosen strategy represents the most sustainable form of 

growth in the Borough. 

• To meet the FOAN – the level of OAN for both the Borough and the wider HMA has already 

been assessed and found to be correct.  Nuneaton are proposing to meet the level of growth 

identified in the HMA MoU. 

• The need to distribute development across the main settlements in the Borough – the SA 

proposes a balanced level of growth and distribution albeit with a focus on the existing urban 

areas however it is clearly not a sustainable option to allocate sites / locations simply reviewing 

Green Belt matters in isolation.  This will not result in a sustainable form of development. 

• Lack of availability of suitable land outside Green Belt – in terms of ‘suitability’, it is important 

to take a wide view of this and look at it in the context of sustainable growth – not simply 

against Green Belt objectives.  Suitability in this case, should be looked at in terms of whether 

sites contribute towards meeting the Borough wide objectives for sustainable development in 

the right locations. 

• The sites identified can meet need that cannot be met elsewhere in the Borough – whilst there 

may be other sites available, the Council have carried out a comprehensive body of work, 

traced through their Housing Topic Paper, which shows that the other sites are less suitable 

(for a variety of reasons) than the chosen sites. 

• The sites identified for release are not key sites for fulfilling the 5 purposes of the Green Belt 

– whilst we cannot comment on all sites, we have submitted with our statement for Matter 6, 

a review of Site HSG9 in this regard, and it is confirmed that the site accords with this objective. 

 

17. It is clear that ‘exceptional circumstances’ is not about one thing – it is a combination of events 

(housing need; spatial strategy; site suitability; Green Belt purposes) which enable a decision 

to be made about whether exceptional circumstances exist.  In this case it is clear that they 

do exist, and the release of Green Belt is justified, and this is the appropriate time to do so. 

 

18. In this regard, we refer to IM Properties vs Lichfield District Council (2015 EWHC 2077 Admin) 

(copy enclosed) and Calverton Parish Council vs Nottingham City Council (and others) (2015 

EQHC 1078 Admin) copy enclosed – and draw the following three matters to attention: 

 

19. Paragraph 54 of the first judgement notes that the Green Belt sites in question were consistent 

with the local plan’s urban and key centre strategy.  It was therefore concluded that these 
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were material land use planning benefits and locational advantages of the green Belt sites 

which can lawfully form part of a package of exceptional circumstances.  The same situation 

plainly exists here – with particular regard to Site HSG9 which is adjoins the main settlement 

of Nuneaton.  This is consistent with the Plan’s overarching strategy and distribution of growth. 

 

20. In reaching their conclusion on Green Belt release, the Council have correctly concluded that 

there is a lack of more sustainable sites which are consistent with the strategy for the Plan. 

 

21. Finally, we turn to paragraph 42 of the second judgement where is confirmed that the existence 

of the Green Belt cannot preclude the existence of counter veiling exceptional circumstances 

and that suitability and availability of sites can be an exceptional circumstance.  In the case of 

HSG9, for example, the evidence base and the developers own work confirms that the site is 

suitable.  In terms of availability, the site is being promoted by Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd.  Work 

has commenced on the preparation of a planning application and the following delivery 

trajectory is anticipated: 

 

• 2018/19 - 0 

• 2019/20 – 60 

• 2020/21 – 84 

• 2021/22 – 100 

• 2022/23 – 100 

• 2023/24 – 100 

• 2024/25 – 100 

• 2025/26 – 77 
 

22. It is clear that the evidence base to the Plan justifies the exceptional circumstances for the 

release of land from the Green Belt. 

 

Q.4 .12  

I s  the  G reen  Be l t  Rev iew  ev idence jus t i f i ed  and  does  i t  p rov ide  a  sound  bas i s  for  a l t er i ng  

the  Green  B e l t  boundar ies  as  subm i t t ed?   (NP P F P aragraphs  83 -85 ) .  I s  i t  up - to-date, 

robus t  and f i t  fo r  purpose?   Does i t  suppor t  t he  cons idera t ion  o f  any  reasonab le  

a l t erna t iv e Green  Be l t  a l te ra t ions  to  those  p roposed  i n  the  subm i t ted  P lan?   

 

23. Yes, we consider that the GB evidence base is justified and provides a sound basis for altering 

GB boundaries.  It is the same Green Belt review which underpinned (and was therefore 

examined) at the Warwick and Coventry Local Plan Review (both of whom adopted Plans in 
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2017) and therefore I consider it is up-to-date, robust and fit for purpose.  

 


