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1. Matter 4 – Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Strategy), 

Development Principles Approach to the Green Belt  

1.1 St Philips’ response to the issues and questions identified in respect of Matter 4 is set out below.  

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? 

What other spatial strategy options were considered and why were they rejected? Has the Sustainability 

Appraisal assessed and recorded the process?  

1.2 The spatial development strategy set out in the Borough Plan as submitted is borne out of an inconsistent 

and contradictory approach to the appraisal of sustainability. As has been reaffirmed by NBBC1, evidence 

produced at the Issues and Options stage found that Option 3, which included growth being directed to the 

east of Nuneaton, performed most favourably against Sustainability Appraisal (SA) objectives. However, 

NBBC dispensed with this position in selecting its Preferred Development Areas (PDAs) at the Preferred 

Options stage.  

1.3 It is submitted that NBBC’s discounting of sites to the east of Nuneaton at Stage 1, in particular land either 

side of Bulkington Lane (‘Whitestone Farm’), was the result of an overly rigid assessment in Green Belt 

performance terms. Whilst this is commented on further at Q4.12, the approach taken to discounting other 

land parcels at Stage 1 for accommodating strategic growth has not been consistent and not justified 

through the SA process.  

1.4 A notable example of the above has been NBBC’s decision to propose the allocation of land around 

Bulkington at the Publication stage of the Borough Plan. Proposed allocation HSG8 (West of Bulkington) is not 

consistent with the findings of Stage 1 that the land parcel in which the site is located (NB5b) meets four of 

the five purposes of the Green Belt as defined by the NPPF. In the absence of further information being 

provided through NBBC’s Housing Topic Paper, it remains unclear as to why other land parcels which were 

scored similarly in Green Belt performance terms, such as that which includes land at Whitestone Farm 

(NB7c) have not been reconsidered for development through the SA process.  

1.5 Whilst NBBC has been selective through its decision to reappraise the sustainability of some sites which were 

discounted at Stage 1 and not others, St Philips once again wish to highlight the inconsistency in the scoring 

applied to some proposed strategic allocations through the SA process at the Submission and Publication 

stages. A notable example of this is HSG2 (Arbury) where the scoring applied against environmental 

objectives by the SA at Publication stage has been uplifted from that recorded at Submission stage, despite 

the quantum of development being increased by more than 50 per cent, from 1,000 to 1,525 dwellings. To 

date there has been no explanation forthcoming from NBBC as to why the impacts on sensitive 

environmental receptors should improve which such a significant increase in development.  

                                                      
1 Housing Topic Paper, p.4-5, paragraphs 2.2. and 2.4 
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1.6 It is submitted that the approach taken through subsequent stages of the SA process is neither justified nor 

effective in achieving the most sustainable distribution of growth for the Borough. It is the case that NBBC, 

through its SA process, has not adequately considered the reasonable alternatives to accommodating the 

uplifted housing requirement which arose following the Submission stage of the Borough Plan (to 

accommodate unmet need arising from Coventry). Rather, it is evident that the scoring applied by the SA to 

some sites has been adjusted in order to justify the significant increase in development that would be 

required in order to achieve the uplifted housing requirement.  

1.7 In essence, it remains St Philips’ position that NBBC has not adequately evidence the decisions taken through 

the plan-making process, given the availability of sustainable alternatives.  

(Q4.2) Does the Memorandum of Understanding relating to the planned distribution of housing within the 

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 into the City?  

1.8 The report to the Shadow Economic Prosperity Board which accompanied the MoU2 (NBBC/18.1) confirms 

that, whilst the merits of different spatial approaches were assessed, this does not form part of the MoU and it 

is made clear that the sovereignty of each local authority to prepare a local plan according to a locally 

derived spatial strategy is upheld and must be adhered to.  

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

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?  

1.9 St Philips wishes to reserve comment on this matter subject to NBBC’s response being considered during the 

hearing.  

(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?  

1.10 St Philips concur that the strategy to focus the majority of development to Nuneaton is appropriate, in the 

context of its role and function in the settlement hierarchy. NBBC’s agreement to accommodate the 

proportion of unmet need arising from Coventry which has been ascribed to the Borough by the 2015 MoU 

demonstrates that it has worked collaboratively with the other Warwickshire authorities in ensuring that this 

strategic priority is met.  

1.11 The close proximity of Nuneaton to Coventry, between which there exist excellent public transport links, 

ensures that it is an appropriate location for accommodating growth arising from the latter. The spatial 

relationship of the Borough’s settlements with Coventry must also be borne in mind in establishing the most 

sustainable distribution of development. Concentrating a greater proportion of the housing growth in the 

                                                      
2 Report to the Coventry, Warwickshire and South West Leicestershire Shadow Economic Prosperity Board – Memorandum of 
Understanding relating to the planned distribution of housing within the Coventry & Warwickshire Housing Market Area (HMA) 
(September 2015), paragraph 37 
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southern part of the Borough e.g. around Bedworth, would result in coalescence with Coventry, thereby 

significantly compromising the role of the Green Belt.  

(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 Nuneaton and Arbury).  

1.12 St Philips concurs with the principle of directing growth to Nuneaton. The settlement offers a significantly 

greater array of local facilities and services, in particular those relating to shopping, leisure and education, 

and more effective pubic transport links with Coventry and the wider West Midlands region, than any other 

settlement within the Borough. Furthermore, a balanced distribution of development around sustainable sites 

on the periphery of Nuneaton’s settlement boundary will ensure that the role and function of the Green Belt 

in the southern part of the Borough, which serves to prevent coalescence with Coventry, will be maintained.  

1.13 Notwithstanding the above, St Philips does not consider that the current approach taken towards 

accommodating growth at Arbury (HSG2) is appropriate. Whilst the principle of development in this location 

is not disputed, the extent of the area identified for allocation, by virtue of the significant number of dwellings 

proposed (1,525), is not supported. NBBC’s decision to substantially increase the quantum of development 

on this site at the Publication stage of the Borough Plan is neither necessary nor sustainable.  

1.14 Whilst HSG2 is addressed in more detail within St Philips’ Hearing Statement for Matter 6, the Inspector will be 

aware from the company’s previous submissions of concerns pertaining to the environmental impacts of 

such development, notably those on sensitive cultural heritage whose statutorily listed status attracts 

significant weight under the NPPF. The flagrant disregard shown by NBBC to the findings of its own evidence 

base3 in this respect calls into question the soundness of its decision to direct such a large proportion of 

growth to Arbury.  

1.15 A more balanced approach to achieving growth within the Borough should see development reduced at 

Arbury and redistributed to the east of Nuneaton, namely land at Whitestone Farm. NBBC will be aware of 

the planning and technical evidence which has been produced and submitted by St Philips, which 

demonstrates how the east and west land parcels comprising the site could be sensitively developed 

without compromising the role and function of the Green Belt. With the ability to accommodate at least 492 

dwellings, an allocation of the land at Whitestone Farm would ensue that the quantum of development 

identified at Arbury could be reduced back down to sustainable levels, e.g. a maximum of 1,000 dwellings 

as originally envisaged by the Submission version of the Borough Plan.  

(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?  

1.16 Analysis of the Borough’s housing trajectory, undertaken by GVA on behalf of St Philips and set out within 

their Hearing Statement to Matter 3, demonstrates that the Borough Plan does not identify a sufficient 

housing land supply contingency to protect against non/under-delivery of some sites. On the recommended 

basis that NBBC apply a 10% contingency to the total housing requirement for the plan period (e.g. 14,060 

                                                      
3 Historic Environment Assessment 2014, paragraph 4.7.17 
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plus 1,406 dwellings), there would a resultant shortfall of 703 dwellings4. This exposes an inherent weakness 

within the Borough Plan as currently constructed, as there would be insufficient flexibility available to meet 

the housing requirement over the plan period were issues to arise with the deliverability of some strategic / 

non-strategic allocations.  

1.17 To remedy this issue, NBBC should, through main modifications, identify additional sites such as land at 

Whitestone Farm within the Borough Plan in order to protect against under-supply. It should also be noted 

that the issue becomes more acute with the immediate five-year period, as the lag in delivery on some 

strategic sites, coupled with the need to accommodate past under-supply, means that delivery could fall 

short by 2,379 dwellings without the allocation of additional sites5. 

(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?  

1.18 The scale of growth identified at Bulkington by virtue of HSG7 and HSG8 would not be conducive to 

achieving sustainable development. At the outset, it is worth considering that NBBC’s evidence base at the 

Issues and Options stage discounted development within the parcel of land identified for allocation under 

HSG7 (NB6c), as it would not support a strategic extension of either Nuneaton or Bedworth, having regard to 

the preferred spatial growth options identified.  

1.19 As highlighted within St Philips’ response to the Housing Topic Paper, Bulkington is a small village that is not 

sufficiently equipped to meet the needs, or indeed mitigate the impacts of, the additional population which 

would be generated by quantum of development identified. The provision of shopping facilities and other 

services within the village is very limited; the majority of additional residents would be reliant on car-borne 

travel in order to meet their day-to-day needs and access places of employment. The village is not served 

by rail links, in contrast to Nuneaton which is readily accessible to Coventry and Birmingham. Similarly, 

Bulkington does not benefit from the extent of bus service provision that serves Nuneaton.  

1.20 The lack of facilities, services and public transport links serving Bulkington renders it unsustainable for strategic 

development. HSG 7 and HSG 8 should be redefined as Non-Strategic allocations, with reduced maximum 

capacities of 98 and 248 dwellings respectively.  

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?  

1.21 On the basis that the NPPF is a material consideration and cannot displace the primacy of the statutory 

development plan for the purposes of S38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, it is 

considered appropriate that Policy DS1 is retained as drafted. The role of the development plan has been 

recognised in recent case law6.  

                                                      
4 Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan Examination: Stage Two Hearings – Matter 3, Hearing Statement on behalf of St Philips, 
Q3.1  
5 Matter 3 Hearing Statement on behalf of St Philips, paragraph 1.39 
6 Suffolk Coastal DC v Hopkins Homes and Richborough Estates v Cheshire East BC [2017] UKSC 37 
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(Q4.9) Is Policy DS3 justified and sufficiently flexible? How would ‘sustainable’ in policy be decided?   

1.22 St Philips wish to reserve comment subject to NBBC’s response to this matter being considered during the 

hearing.  

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?  

1.23 It is considered that there is sufficient evidence, provided through the 2016 SHLAA and Five-Year Land Supply 

Position Statement, which demonstrates that that all available previously developed land within existing 

defined settlement boundaries could only meet a small proportion of the housing required by the Borough in 

the period up to 2031.  

1.24 In addition to sites with extant planning permission at 1st April 2017, brownfield SHLAA sites identified would 

accommodate less than 1% of the residual housing requirement for the plan period. The Borough Plan does 

not point to any deficiencies in allocating brownfield sites where these are available, suitable and 

deliverable.  

1.25 Concentrating additional development on land which not currently within the designated Green Belt is 

limited; the north of Nuneaton is already proposed for allocation under HSG1 and further expansion here 

would be disproportionate to the wider settlement whilst reducing the choice and sustainability that would 

be offered by allocating a range of smaller sites in different locations.  

1.26 In view of the above, it is considered that all reasonable alternative options to Green Belt release have been 

considered by NBBC and are appropriately referenced within the evidence base.  

(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?  

1.27 As set out in the response to the Housing Topic Paper, St Philips has identified a number of issues which call 

into question the validity of some of the exceptional circumstances claimed by NBBC proposing the 

allocation of certain sites. This is especially pertinent to HSG 7 and HSG 8, which will require Green Belt 

release around Bulkington.  

1.28 Notwithstanding the concerns raised with regard to the sites’ poor sustainability, the proposed allocation of 

HSG 8 in particular contradicts NBBC’s position that it is not a key site for fulfilling the five purposes of the 

Green Belt defined by the NPPF. In its assessment of the land parcel within which the site is located, the Joint 

Green Belt Study demonstrates that it performs four out of the five Green Belt purposes identified by the 

NPPF.  
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1.29 NBBC’s assertion that sites currently identified for release can meet housing need that cannot be met 

elsewhere in the Borough is patently untrue7. NBBC is aware of the availability of land at Whitestone Farm, 

Nuneaton, and the compelling case demonstrated by St Philips for its partial release from the Green Belt in 

order to deliver sustainable development of an appropriate scale which balances landscape considerations 

with the need to meet the Borough’s total housing requirement over the plan period.  

1.30 Exceptional circumstances do not exist to justify the extent of land proposed for removal from the Green Belt 

around Bulkington under allocations HSG 7 and HSG 8. There remains a need for NBBC to undertake a 

thorough re-assessment of all reasonable alternative sites, including land at Whitestone Farm, against SA 

objectives. In the absence of this evidence, the exceptional circumstances to justify all of the proposed 

allocations set out in the submitted Borough Plan are demonstrably absent.  

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

Belt boundaries as submitted? 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?  

1.31 Whilst the methodology adopted within the Green Belt Review is considered sound, its findings in relation to 

Parcel N7, within which land at Whitestone Farm is located, are worthy of further review in considering a 

potential allocation of this area as a reasonable alternative to growth identified elsewhere in the Borough.  

1.32 By way of context, Parcel N3 encompasses land between the former Trent Valley railway line in the west an 

Lutterworth Road in the east. The northern boundary of adjoins the Nuneaton settlement boundary at 

Whitestone, whilst the Ashby-de-la-Zouch canal forms the parcel’s southern boundary. Overall, the parcel is 

afforded a performance grade of 3; this is the same as that applied to parcels N5, BE7, BU1 and BU4, in 

which proposed housing allocations HSG3 (‘Gipsy Lane’), HSG5 (‘Woodlands’), HSG7 (‘East of Bulkington’) 

and HSG8 (‘West of Bulkington’) are situated respectively. A more detailed breakdown of the scoring reveals 

that Parcel N3 achieves a marginally higher score of 14/20, compared with 13/20 for parcels N5, BE7 and 

BU4, and 12/20 for parcel BU1.  

1.33 It is important to note that the scoring applied to Parcel N3 in respect of Purpose 1 (3/4) is consistent with the 

other aforementioned parcels. Similarly, Parcel N3 is scored consistently with parcel BU1 in respect of Purpose 

3 (3/4) and better than Parcel N5 (4/4). In respect of meeting Purpose 4, Parcel N3 is scored 0/4 – consistent 

with parcels N5, BE7 and BU1, and better than Parcel BU4 (2/4).  

1.34 However, the differential between Parcel N3 and the aforementioned parcels in respect of its marginally 

higher overall score lies in the scoring applied in respect of Purpose 2. In applying a score of 4/4, the Green 

Belt Review comments that the distance between the settlements of Nuneaton and Bulkington is less than 

150 metres.  

1.35 Whilst the Green Belt Review’s definition does not reflect the boundaries of the two settlements as defined in 

either the Nuneaton and Bedworth Local Plan 2006 or indeed the Borough Plan as submitted, there does 

remain the ability to retain the 150-metre gap of open space along either side of Bulkington Lane as part of 

a sensitively designed development. This would ensure that the visual separation of existing built 

development would be retained.  

                                                      
7 Housing Topic Paper, p.41, paragraph 3.7, 6th bullet  
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1.36 Whilst it is evident that the Green Belt Review considers established residential properties flanking the western 

side of Nuneaton Road (B1142) to be extension of Bulkington, it is also pertinent to note its commentary for 

Parcel BU1 in respect of Purpose 2:  

“The parcel sits in an important strategic gap between Nuneaton to the north and Bulkington to the south. 

The value of this strategic gap in maintaining separation between the two settlements has been undermined 

by the significant ribbon development that has occurred along the B1142 – a clear northern extension to the 

village of Bulkington – up to the southern bank of Ashby De La Zouch canal.”  

1.37 Whilst the above admission calls into question the effectiveness of Parcel N3 in preventing ribbon 

development (since this has already occurred), it is also important to note that the eastern side of Nuneaton 

Road is almost completely free of development between the existing settlement boundaries (the principal 

exception being Mill Farm mobile home park, Corner House Garage and five detached residential 

properties).  

1.38 When travelling along Nuneaton Road, therefore, views to the west are predominately of open countryside. 

Visually, this wide expanse of open countryside makes a clear separation between Nuneaton and the 

village of Bulkington – the existence of which would not be impacted upon by development within the 

eastern part of Parcel N3.  

1.39 With the above taken in context, the separation distance between the actual settlement boundaries of 

Nuneaton and Bulkington is in fact significantly greater than that of other parcels which are the subject of 

proposed housing site allocations in the Borough Plan as submitted. This includes Parcel N5 which includes 

draft allocation HSG3 (‘Gipsy Lane’), whose separation distance between the respective Nuneaton and 

Bedworth settlement boundaries is just 1.1 km.  

1.40 The role of the Ashby-de-la-Zouch canal and Farm Park mobile home site in providing an existing man-made 

boundary to contain potential development within Parcel N3 is also worthy of consideration. Any 

development to the north of this boundary would have no material impact on the role of Parcel BU1 in 

preventing coalescence. Moreover, there is the opportunity to provide a substantial landscape buffer 

(consisting predominantly of native broadleaved woodland planting) to strengthen the existing boundary 

and continue to maintain a degree of separation with residential development along Nuneaton Road.  

1.41 A balanced approach to the potential release of land within Parcel N3 for residential development would 

also ensure that the separation distance between Nuneaton and Bramcote (approximately 1.35 km) would 

be maintained. This would see the easternmost part of the parcel retained as green space (including 

landscape enhancements) so as to preserve the rural character of Lutterworth Road.  

1.42 The findings of the Green Belt Review in relation to Arbury also warrant further review. HSG 2 falls within Parcel 

N9 of the areas assessed by the Green Belt Review and Parcel NB2b of the areas assessed by the preceding 

Coventry Joint Green Belt Review (CJGBR). The Green Belt Review  scores the site just 1 out of 4 for openness 

(“Issue 1b”), which is examined in the context of whether the site helps to check the unrestricted sprawl of 

large built-up areas. The reason cited for this low score is the presence of two isolated farm, with the Green 

Belt Review stating:  
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“…The buildings associated with these developments compromise the openness of the Green Belt within 

their immediate vicinity, however, the vast majority of the Green Belt within this parcel is undeveloped and 

open.” 

1.43 It is important to acknowledge that one of the farm buildings is located on the eastern boundary of the 

parcel and is proximate to the existing settlement. The other farm (Coton Lawn) is located more centrally 

within the site and consists of a house with adjoining outbuildings which are well contained and not 

sprawling. In this context, the reason cited by the Green Belt Review is not consistent with that reached in 

respect of Parcel N5 (HSG3 Gipsy Lane) which was scored 2/4 for openness.  

1.44 Parcel N5 (HSG3 Gipsy Lane) also has a collection of farm buildings within its centre (Faultlands Farm) which 

occupy a larger plot than those at Parcel N9; the latter should have scored higher in terms of its openness. 

The low scoring applied by the Green Belt Review in respect of Parcel N9’s ability to check the unrestricted 

sprawl of the built-up area further conflicts with the findings of the CJGBR where it was concluded that the 

parcel prevented sprawl from Nuneaton into the countryside (CJGBR, Schedule 3).  

1.45 The Green Belt Review does not make reference to the sensitive setting of Parcel N9, in contrast to the 

CJGBR. In particular, the latter’s assessment of the parcel identifies Arbury Hall, a Grade II* registered park 

whose historic parkland (comprising 300 acres) was found to perform a range of Green Belt functions.  

1.46 Notwithstanding the above, the Green Belt Review applies a score of 3/4 to Parcel N9 in respect of its ability 

to safeguard the countryside from encroachment; this is higher than the respective score (1/4) applied to 

the Parcel N3 at Land west of Bulkington in meeting this purpose of the Green Belt.   

1.47 In applying an overall score of 15/32, the CJGBR concluded that the parcel should be retained within the 

Green Belt. In applying a score of 10/20 for contributing to meeting the purposes of the Green Belt, the 

Green Belt Review excludes Parcels N9 from the lowest performing sites recommended for potential removal 

from the Green Belt (JGBS, paragraph 5.8).  

1.48 In view of the findings reached by the Green Belt Review and, and the availability of other sites which make 

a lower contribution towards meeting the purpose of the Green Belt as defined in the NPPF, Parcel N9 should 

be retained within the designated Green Belt.  

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

1.49 Whilst the methodology is considered sound, it is important the consistencies in Green Belt performance 

terms identified in respect of Parcel N7 and other assessed parcels which have been identified for allocation 

by the submitted Borough Plan. A more flexible approach to considering the extent to which net 

developable area could be achieved within the parcel, whilst retaining the functions of the Green Belt in this 

area, should be adopted.  

(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?  

1.50 St Philips wishes to reserve comment subject to NBBC’s response on this matter being considered during the 

hearing.  



 

Date: January 2018 

(Q4.15) Having regard to their intended long-term performance, explain why it is considered the proposed 

Green Belt boundaries will be capable of enduring beyond the Plan period?  

1.51 As set out elsewhere within this Hearing Statement and indeed that submitted in respect of Matter 3, St Philips 

contends that the Borough Plan does not allocate a sufficient number of sites within which to meet the total 

housing requirement, with contingency provision, for the plan period.  

1.52 It is also submitted that the development capacities identified in respect of strategic allocations HSG 2, HSG 

7 and HSG 8 are not sustainable and should be reduced, thus requiring the boundaries of the designated 

Green Belt within those areas to be reviewed.  

1.53 It has been demonstrated that land at Whitestone Farm could be sensitively developed so as to ensure that 

the role and function of the Green Belt to the south-east of Nuneaton is not retained and can endure 

beyond the plan period.  

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

1.54 In view of the extent of current Green Belt designation within the Borough, and taking into account the need 

for some Green Belt release in order to meet the objectively assessed housing needs arising from the 

Borough and indeed unmet need from Coventry, there are no exceptional circumstances to warrant 

expansion of the Green Belt.  

(Q4.17 Has consideration been given to the need for a local policy to enhance the beneficial use of Green 

Belt?  

1.55 St Philips wishes to reserve comment subject to NBBC’s response on this matter being considered during the 

hearing.  
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