
Matter 4 – Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Strategy), Development 

Principles & Approach to the Green Belt    

  

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?  

 

No.  The strategy is positively unsustainable by directing major 

housing allocations away from the Coventry overspill.  It is 

unsustainable in economic terms leading to under  delivery and 

inhibited economic growth but also unsustainable in transportation 

terms by seeking to provide housing away from the people’s places 

of employment.  Reasonable alternatives for example, a strategy 

which would seek to allocate housing closer to the areas of main 

housing need (eg the overspill of Coventry)  have not been properly 

assessment in the environmental report required under the SEA 

Regulations 2004. As currently drafted the ER is unlawful (being in 

breach of the SEA Directive and Regulations, on need for adequate 

assessment of alternatives see e.g. the Supreme Court in the 

litigation over the HS2 proposals.1 See, in particular, Save Historic 

Newmarket Ltd v Forest Heath District Council2 and Heard v. 

Broadland District Council3 followed in HS2 by Ouseley J.4 with the 

endorsement of the Court of Appeal5at [72] and [183]-[185]). 

A.  ) and the plan consequently unsound.     

  

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 R (Buckinghamshire County Council) v Secretary of State for Transport [2014] UKSC 3. 
2 [2011] JPL 1233. 
3 [2012] Env LR 23. 
4 R (Buckinghamshire County Council) v Secretary of State for Transport [2013] EWHC 481 (Admin) 
5 [2013] P.T.S.R. 1194. The issue was not contested by the Secretary of State before the Supreme 
Court. 



A. Yes.  The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)must be read in 

a purposive manner in order to give effect to the underlying 

issue it is seeking to address.  The MOU requires a sustainable 

spatial strategy which will delivery major housing near to the 

Coventry and Warkwickshire Housing market (NB that is of 

course the housing market which the NPPF requires to be met as 

the housing need)   

  

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?      

  

A. We await the Council’s response but are of the view that 

other locations have not been properly assessed as part of 

the SA and ER. have not been properly assessment in the 

environmental report required under the SEA Regulations 

2004. As currently drafted the ER is unlawful (being in breach 

of the SEA Directive and Regulations. 

 

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?    

  

A. We await the Council’s response but Policy DS2 is not 

consistent with paragraph 179 and there is a fundamental 

failure to address the Coventry overspill in a sustainable 

manner. 

 

 

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).    

 

A. We await the Council’s response but for the reasons set out in 

our answers to matters 3 and 4 and elsewhere the spatial 

housing strategy is unsound and environmentally and 

economically unsustainable.  

 

 



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)   

 

A. No for the reasons we have set out elsewhere – but in short it is 

failing to delivery housing in the places where it is needed.  

  

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?  

 

A. We await the Council’s response but believe that it has not been 

demonstrated that Bulkington can sustain accommodate or 

deliver the scale of development proposed. 

  

  

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?    

 

A.  We await the Council’s response. 

 

Q4.9) Is Policy DS3 justified and sufficiently flexible?  How would 

‘sustainable’ in the policy be decided?    

  

 

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is No 

for the reasons we set out elsewhere. 

 

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?    

  

 

A. No for the reasons we have set out elsewhere. 

 

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?   

  

 

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is No 

for the reasons we set out elsewhere. 

 

 

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?   

  

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is No 

for the reasons we set out elsewhere especially in the 

independent expert evidence provided by Barton Wilmore on 

behalf of Ecowharf Limited. 

 

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

Please explain.   

 

A. No:  For example but not only in respect of the Ecowharf Ltd 

former tip site, the methodology was deficient in the respect 

that zoning such large areas under the assumption that may 

be characterised uniformly was not reasonable. A former 

industrial tip surrounded by consented residential land 

originally for traveller settlement cannot be characterised 

alongside quality agricultural land. 

  

  

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

3034-20141006 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?   

  

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is 

that it is not in accordance with the PPG. 

  

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?   

 

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is that 

that the GB boundaries will not be robust and long term for the 

reasons we have set out elsewhere. 



  

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.    

 

A. We await the Council’s response but believe the answer is that 

there are exceptional reasons including back log and overspill.  

  

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

enhance the beneficial use of Green Belt? (NPPF paragraph 81)  

 

A. We await the Council’s response but have seen no evidence of 

such consideration having been given.  

  

 

 


