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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared on behalf of Richborough Estates in respect 
of land they are promoting to the east and west of Higham Lane, Nuneaton (the site). A 
site location plan is enclosed at Appendix 1. Although the site has not been allocated 
to date in the Local Plan, it is available and represents a suitable, deliverable 
opportunity for major residential development within the Borough. The site could 
deliver up to 900 dwellings, with 700 dwellings on land to the west of Higham Lane and 
200 dwellings on land to the east of Higham Lane. 

1.2 A planning application for up to 200 dwellings and associated open space has been 
submitted to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) for the land to the east 
of Higham Lane (application reference 035338). A decision is due on or before 16 
February 2018. 

1.3 This Hearing Statement provides written responses to relevant questions between 
Q4.1 to Q4.14 respectively. Richborough Estates welcome the opportunity to 
participate during the programmed Hearing Session for Matter 4 on Wednesday 21 
February 2018. 
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2. Response to Inspector’s Questions 

2.1 This section sets out our response on behalf of Richborough Estates to the questions 
that have been raised by the Inspector in his ‘Stage Two Hearings 2018 – Inspector’s 
Matters, Issues and Questions’ paper, dated 5 January 2018. We provide written 
responses to the relevant questions Q4.1 to Q4.14 respectively, with appendices. 

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

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 the Sustainability Appraisal 
assessed and recorded the process? 

2.2 The proposed strategy is the most sustainable insofar as the majority of growth is 
directed to Nuneaton, the most sustainable settlement in the Borough.  

2.3 Notwithstanding the overall spatial strategy, the most sustainable sites for residential 
development have not been proposed for allocation. In the context of national 
planning policy, and the approach of Inspector’s elsewhere in the Coventry and 
Warwickshire Housing Market Area (CWHMA), land at Higham Lane represents a more 
appropriate option for residential development than the proposed Green Belt releases 
adjacent to Nuneaton (HSG2, HSG3 and HSG9).   

Q4.2) Does the Memorandum of Understanding relating to the planned distribution 
of housing within Coventry and 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 the City? 

2.4 The Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) relating to the planned distribution of 
housing within CWHMA does not include any spatial dimension with regards to where 
development must be located. 

2.5 It is for each local authority to determine where any housing to meet the CWHMA 
shortfall should be located within their administrative boundaries. Development 
should be located in the most sustainable locations in the Borough, such as Nuneaton.  

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?  

2.6 No comment. 
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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? 

2.7 No comment. 

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 and Arbury). 

2.8 Nuneaton is the most sustainable settlement within the Borough. It is well positioned 
on the railway network, with regular services to Birmingham, London, Leicester and 
Coventry. The majority of the Borough’s employment provision is concentrated at the 
industrial estates in the town and there are significant other employment 
opportunities along the A5 that are easily accessible from the northern edge of 
Nuneaton. The town centre is the main retail and commercial centre, serving the whole 
Borough as well as further afield. It also provides a significant number of jobs. 
Nuneaton is also well located on the strategic highway network. In terms of population 
it is more than double the size of the next biggest settlement, Bedworth.  

2.9 In our Matter 3 hearing statement we demonstrate that the market is buoyant to the 
north of Nuneaton. The proposed HSG1 allocation is already delivering significant levels 
of housing development and has suitable and sustainable land adjacent to it that could 
be added to the allocation and reduce the unjustified reliance on the release of Green 
Belt land. 

2.10 It is therefore clear that Nuneaton is the most appropriate location for sustainable 
growth in the Borough.  

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). 

2.11 The overall spatial strategy is robust as demonstrated by our responses to Q4.2 and 
Q4.5. The majority of new development is being focused in Nuneaton - the most 
sustainable settlement in the Borough. 

2.12 In terms of the higher housing requirement, it is critical that the plan is able to deliver a 
high level of housing in the short term to ensure that the Borough’s extant shortfall of 
2,333 dwellings is reduced, as well as being able to maintain delivery across the plan 
period.  

2.13 Following the Council agreeing to meet its share of the Coventry shortfall in full, the 
plan does not provide sufficient flexibility to ensure it delivers the Borough’s 
objectively assessed housing needs.  

2.14 We have made the case in our Matter 3 hearing statement that the supply should 
include a minimum 10% buffer for non-implementation and sites not delivering as 
anticipated, which would accord with the Council’s own position at the time of the 
Submission of the plan. In addition the plan should also include a review mechanism 
should the plan not deliver sufficient housing in the short term.  
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2.15 Land to east of Higham Lane should be included in the plan as a proposed allocation 
given it can make a significant contribution to making up the 10% buffer, as well as 
deliver housing in the short term to help reduce the shortfall.  

2.16 In terms of where growth has been directed to at Nuneaton, in response to Q4.1 we 
have referred to the most sustainable locations for development have not been 
proposed for allocation.  

2.17 Paragraph 17 of the NPPF is clear that plan making should actively manage patterns of 
growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling. Table 8 of the 
Sustainability Appraisal (D6.1) states that the proposed allocations HSG2, HSG 3 and 
HSG9 will have limited accessibility for residents dependent on public transport and 
that the dispersed location of the land will discourage a modal shift away from the car, 
which in turn will increase traffic movements and travel times with an associated 
increase in air pollution levels.  Proposed allocations HS3 and HS9 will comprise 575 
and 621 dwellings respectively. These proposals will not provide a sufficient critical 
mass of new dwellings to sustain on-site retail facilities, such as a convenience store, 
which could reduce the need to travel by car.  

2.18 In contrast land to the east of Higham Lane is well served by public transport. The 
nearest bus stop is 300m from the centre of the site and provides an hourly service 
Monday to Saturday to Tamworth, Atherstone, Ventura Park, MIRA and Nuneaton.  
The site is also within walking distance of a range of facilities and services, as 
demonstrated by the Transport Assessment submitted with the outline planning 
application for land to the east of Higham Lane.  

2.19 Furthermore, given the scale of allocation HSG1, there is expected to be significant 
provision of new services and facilities on the northern edge of Nuneaton.  This 
includes: 

• A new district centre and local centre including community facilities; 

• Provision of a new two form entry primary school and funding for early years 
provision; 

• A new secondary school with community use sports provision; 

• Accessible cycle routes; 

• A new community park; 

• Allotments; and 

• New transport infrastructure.  

2.20 The further consolidation growth in this area will add to the deliverability and viability 
of the new services and facilities. 
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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? 

2.21 No comment. 

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? 

2.22 No comment. 

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

2.23 No comment. 

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? 

2.24 We respond to this question at Q4.11 below. 

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? 

2.25 It is agreed that there is a need to release Green Belt for housing and employment 
development within the Borough over the plan period. However, exceptional 
circumstances should be demonstrated for each site if it is to be released from the 
Green Belt.  

2.26 Of particular pertinence in our view is the conclusion reached by the Warwick Local 
Plan Inspector at paragraph 92 of his report (July 2017). We enclose an extract at 
Appendix 2. Similarly to Nuneaton, he is considering the need to release of Green Belt 
adjacent to Warwick and Leamington Spa – the most sustainable towns in the District.  
The Inspector concluded that, due to the significant scale of existing committed and 
proposed sites outside of the Green Belt he did not consider it appropriate or indeed 
necessary to allocate housing sites on land which is currently in the Green Belt around 
these urban areas. 

2.27 This would accord with Government guidance that emerged in the February 2017 
Housing White Paper, that Local Authorities should consider all reasonable options 
before releasing Green Belt land; a position that is expected to make its way into the 
revised NPPF over 2018. 

2.28 In this context, we have demonstrated that there are more sustainable non-Green Belt 
locations available adjacent to Nuneaton at Higham Lane, that in accordance with 
national policy should be allocated ahead of the Green Belt options that have been 
proposed at Nuneaton. 

2.29 Importantly we would clarify that, where settlements are completely bound by the 
Green Belt – such as Bulkington, it is clearly important to release Green Belt land in 
order to meet local needs and distribute growth sustainably; which ensure that 
exceptional circumstances exist for those sites.   
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2.30 However, specifically in the case of Nuneaton, we consider that until the sustainable 
non-Green Belt options have been fully utilised to deliver housing then the requisite 
exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release do not exist. 

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? 

2.31 No comment. 

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

2.32 No comment. 

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? 

2.33 No comment. 

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?  

2.34 No comment. 

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. 

2.35 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) 

2.36 No comment. 
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Appendix 2: Warwick Local Plan Inspector’s 
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different functional relationships between authorities, I share the Council’s 
view that it would be unlikely that Warwick could reasonably be expected to 
accommodate a significant proportion of the shortfall identified above.  Despite 
the lack of agreement from Nuneaton and Bedworth Council and its position in 
terms of the Borough Plan, on the basis of information currently before me I 
see no grounds to further increase the housing requirement for Warwick, 
above the figure of 932 dwellings per year set out above.   

79. There is some overlap between the Coventry and Warwickshire HMA and the 
Greater Birmingham HMA.  This affects Stratford on Avon and North 
Warwickshire.  Discussions have taken place and are ongoing regarding 
addressing unmet housing needs from Birmingham.  The figures for OAN in 
Stratford on Avon and North Warwickshire include an economic uplift which 
potentially could accommodate an element of need from Birmingham.  Close 
working between these authorities and Birmingham City Council continues to 
take place.  Whilst the issue of unmet needs from Birmingham is yet to be 
fully resolved, evidence does not indicate that Warwick should accommodate 
such needs.   

Conclusion on overall provision for housing 

80. The overall provision for housing in the submitted Local Plan (12,860 dwellings 
between 2011 and 2029) would not provide for the housing requirement set 
out above (16,776 dwellings).  In this regard, the submitted Local Plan is not 
supported by evidence, nor does it reflect the position now taken by the 
Council and the agreement between the HMA authorities (other than Nuneaton 
and Bedworth Borough Council).  It would not ensure that the OAN for 
Warwick is met in full whilst making an appropriate and justified contribution 
to unmet needs from Coventry.  In addition, it does not make a clear 
commitment to meeting these unmet needs.  In these respects the submitted 
Local Plan is therefore not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy.  Main modifications MM1, MM3 and MM33 are necessary 
to address these concerns.    

Issue 2 – Whether the spatial strategy is justified, effective and consistent 
with national policy 

81. The submitted Local Plan aims to focus growth and development on the urban 
areas of Leamington Spa, Warwick, Whitnash and Kenilworth.  It also seeks to 
direct a proportionate scale of development to ten Growth Villages across the 
District.  In addition, a number of smaller villages are identified where only 
limited infill development is envisaged.  Whilst it highlights the need to direct 
allocations to previously developed land within urban areas, the submitted 
Local Plan acknowledges that greenfield sites will be required and considers 
that there are exceptional circumstances to alter the boundaries of the Green 
Belt to allow for development in some cases.  

82. The Green Belt covers approximately 80% of the District.  Only the areas to 
the south of Leamington Spa, Warwick and Whitnash, including the Growth 
Villages of Barford, Bishop’s Tachbrook and Radford Semele, are outside of the 
Green Belt.  The urban area of Kenilworth is tightly surrounded by Green Belt 
in all directions.  In the north of the District, the Green Belt also runs right up 
to the urban edge of Coventry and the administrative boundary.  
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83. Given the nature of the District and its settlements, there are limited areas of 
previously developed land with potential for development, for example there 
are no large areas of former industrial land.    

84. The urban areas provide the main focus for jobs, services and public transport 
and have potential, with improved infrastructure where necessary, to 
accommodate significant levels of growth in a sustainable fashion.  The Council 
has undertaken an objective, transparent and robust assessment of the 
potential capacity of villages to accommodate further development, taking 
account of their existing size, services and facilities and accessibility.   

85. Given the above, on the basis of the level of housing growth envisaged at the 
time, the overall approach to the distribution of development set out in the 
submitted Local Plan was appropriate.  It would steer most growth to the 
urban areas, either on previously developed land or on greenfield sites well 
related to the built up area, whilst allowing for development on a reasonable 
scale in Growth Villages to sustain and enhance their roles and local services.  
It would provide for a good range and choice of potential development sites in 
different locations to assist in deliverability and meeting local needs for 
affordable housing.   

86. However, the amount of additional housing required is significantly above that 
set out in the submitted Local Plan.  The Council accepts this and also took 
account of my concerns in relation to the supply of housing land, particularly 
in respect of the allowance to be made for windfalls and the need to ensure a 
five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  With this in mind it identified 
additional sites to accommodate further housing growth and included them in 
its suggested modifications published for consultation during the suspension of 
the examination.   

87. A number of factors need to be taken into account when considering the 
options for identifying additional housing sites.  A significant proportion of the 
increased housing requirement is as a result of the commitment to contribute 
towards unmet needs from Coventry.  Proximity and accessibility to Coventry 
and the jobs and services it offers is an important consideration therefore. 

88. To assist in the delivery of the significant amount of new housing required it is 
also important to ensure that there is a good range and choice of sites 
available in terms of size and location.  

89. The submitted Local Plan already proposed substantial housing site allocations 
to the south of Leamington Spa, Warwick and Whitnash on land outside of the 
Green Belt.  Planning permissions for significant additional amounts of housing 
were then granted through appeals concerning land at The Asps and Gallows 
Hill in January 2016. 

90. The combined scale of housing growth committed and proposed in this area 
will result in the need for considerable infrastructure improvements, 
particularly in terms of the transport network.  There are legitimate concerns, 
based on the Strategic Transport Assessments about significant further 
housing growth beyond this level in this area and the capacity to 
accommodate it.  Whilst there is clearly strong demand from developers and 
the schemes under construction appear to be progressing well, any further 
significant increase in the concentration of housing in this relatively small 
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geographical area would also raise concerns over deliverability, given potential 
competition between sites.  There are also environmental constraints, not 
least the potential effect on the significance of heritage assets.  In addition 
there is a need to avoid coalescence with the villages of Bishop’s Tachbrook 
and Radford Semele.  

91. In other directions the built up area of Warwick and Leamington Spa is 
bounded by the Green Belt. To the west and north-west of Warwick is the 
strong physical barrier of the A46.  There is also a need to maintain the 
separate identity of surrounding villages such as Leek Wootton and 
Cubbington and avoid significant reductions in the gap to Kenilworth. 

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 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.     

93. Compared with other parts of the District, Kenilworth has seen limited new 
development in recent years and in principle it provides the opportunity to 
accommodate further growth given that it is well related to Coventry in terms 
of accessibility and functional links.  However, in addition to being surrounded 
by the Green Belt, the capacity to accommodate growth is also affected by the 
need to retain a distinct identity for the town with a clear gap to the edge of 
the urban area of Coventry to the north.  There is also a need to maintain the 
separate identity of Leek Wootton to the south and to avoid significant 
reductions in the gap to Warwick and Leamington Spa.  The potential for the 
expansion of the urban area is also affected by the strong physical barrier 
provided by the A46, the proposed route of HS2 and environmental constraints 
to the west of the town including the potential effect on the significance of 
Kenilworth Castle.    

94. Whilst the Growth Villages offer scope for some additional development, above 
that proposed in the submitted Local Plan, the amount of growth needs to take 
account of existing commitments, reflect the level of services available and 
consider the potential impact on the scale and character of the villages 
concerned.  Seven of the Growth Villages are within that part of the District 
covered by Green Belt.  The three that are not, Barford, Bishop’s Tachbrook 
and Radford Semele are in the south of the District and the functional 
relationship with Coventry is clearly affected by this. 

95. The Council put forward the concept of a direction for growth in an area of 
Green Belt land immediately to the south of the urban area of Coventry but 
within Warwick District as part of its suggested modifications during the 
suspension of the examination.  This included two substantial housing site 
allocations and an area of safeguarded land.  These were alongside other 
additional suggested site allocations at Leamington Spa, Warwick and 
Whitnash, Kenilworth and a number of the Growth Villages.  The Council’s 
approach is supported by Coventry City Council and there have been 
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considerable efforts to co-ordinate work on the respective Local Plans and 
continue co-operation to address the strategic issue of housing needs and 
related infrastructure provision.   

96. I discuss the merits of individual site allocations and alterations to the Green 
Belt in detail below.  However, taking account of the above analysis, the scale 
of additional housing sites required and the agreement to contribute towards 
meeting housing needs from Coventry, I consider that the Council’s suggested 
strategic approach in relation to the edge of Coventry is appropriate and 
justified.   

97. However, the submitted Local Plan was not prepared on the basis of significant 
growth on the edge of Coventry and as noted above it did not contain an 
explicit commitment to addressing some of Coventry’s unmet housing needs.  
Whilst I consider that the proposed direction for growth is justified and 
necessary to ensure that the Local Plan is effective and consistent with 
national policy in terms of meeting housing needs, it would involve a change 
to the spatial strategy.     

98. Main modification MM2 is necessary to ensure that Policy DS4 sets out an 
effective and justified revised spatial strategy and to make clear the approach 
of focussing significant growth on the urban areas and the southern edge of 
Coventry whilst promoting some development in Growth Villages.  It is also 
necessary to clarify the approach to the development of greenfield sites and to 
ensure that the detailed wording in relation to heritage assets and to the 
Green Belt is fully consistent with national policy. 

99. In relation to Policy DS19, main modification MM15 is required to ensure 
clarity on the application of national policy to development within the Green 
Belt and to reflect other modifications in terms of site allocations.  Main 
modification MM17 would introduce a new policy (DSNEW1) which is 
necessary to provide clarity on the scope, purpose and policy approach to the 
direction for growth south of Coventry.  Main modification MM34 is required to 
ensure that Policy H1 effectively reflects the spatial strategy and provides 
sufficient clarity, flexibility and consistency with national policy with regard to 
the approach towards housing development within and adjacent to settlements 
and in the open countryside.   

100. Subject to these main modifications the spatial strategy is justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy.     

Issue 3 – Whether the proposed housing site allocations are justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy 

101. Before dealing with individual settlements and housing site allocations, it is 
appropriate for me to address the overall scale of allocations needed across 
the District and the approach to annual average housing requirements 
including the calculation of a five year housing requirement.  Along with the 
context provided by the modified spatial strategy discussed above, these are 
key factors which influence my consideration of housing site allocations across 
the District and in addressing them first I aim to avoid undue repetition.    
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