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Matter 4 – Settlement Hierarchy (Spatial Strategy), Development Principles & 

Approach to the Green Belt  

 

1. This hearing statement has been submitted on behalf of our client, Gallagher 

Estates Ltd, that has interests in land to the west of the A444, Phoenix Way, 

south of Junction 3 of the M6. The site to the west of the A444 is not proposed as 

an allocation and has been given the reference NG2 in the Joint Green Belt Study 

and NB40 in the Sustainability Appraisal. It is also referred to as St Giles Road, 

Exhall and lies within the Green Belt. 

 

2. The position of Gallagher Estates is that it finds the failure to allocate St Giles 

Road, Exhall inexplicable, and not justified. In adopting this position, we have 

set out the failings in the approach the Council has adopted to its Spatial 

Strategy, and to Sustainability Assessment, which should be rectified by the 

allocation of St Giles Road, Exhall as a housing site. 

 

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?  
 

3. The Sustainability Assessment (SA) has never considered as a reasonable 

alternative a spatial strategy option that included locating development on or 

near the edge of Coventry. The SA Report January 2017 (D6.1) contains in 

paragraphs 4.1.34 – 4.1.40 the only point in the process where there appears to 

have been an exercise in considering options for the spatial distribution of 

housing development. There is no reference in any of the options considered at 

that time to the relationship of the Borough, and the southern parts in particular, 

to Coventry. In terms of the consideration of reasonable alternatives, the SA 

process and the development of the plan seem to have been fixated on the 

principle of accommodating unmet housing need from Coventry and the quantum 

of development, but not its spatial distribution in the Borough and the 

consideration of accommodating the unmet need close to where it arises (ie on 

the edge of Coventry). A failure to acknowledge the relationship of the Borough 

to Coventry in terms of the influence this has on sustainable patterns of 
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development is an omission from the plan which has been the subject of earlier 

representations made consistently on behalf of our client. 

 

4. The SA contains in Appendix E: Alternative Housing Sites (2017) (D6.14), on 

pages 1-11, the scoring matrix for the wider parcel of land NB40 which includes 

our client’s site, St Giles Road, Exhall. The matrix starkly illustrates the failure of 

an approach which is inward looking and does not acknowledge the spatial 

relationship between the Borough and Coventry in assessing properly the 

sustainability of sites such as St Giles Road, Exhall. Because the SA takes no 

account of the relationship of parts of the Borough to Coventry it focuses on an 

assessment that considers the relationship of sites to the town centres and main 

urban areas of Nuneaton and Bedworth only. 

 

5 This approach of ignoring the relationship of the St Giles Road site to Coventry 

leads, for example, to the erroneous negative results on page 7 of D6.14 in 

relation to the sustainability objective which seeks to “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”. References in 

the assessment to the site as being “relatively dispersed from the Town Centres 

of either Nuneaton or Bedworth” also permeate the document, undermining its 

credibility as an assessment of the sustainability of sites. In the case of St Giles 

Road, it lies in close proximity to a major District Centre adjacent to the Ricoh 

Arena and the Longford and Holbrooks Local Centres, and a high frequency bus 

service runs along Wheelwright Lane into Coventry. 

 

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?  
 

6 The MoU does not make any explicit reference to the location of development to 

meet Coventry’s housing needs in the respective local plans of surrounding 

Councils. Given the political sensitivities and difficulties in getting the agreement 

of all Councils to a redistribution of the HMA housing needs overall, it is perhaps 

not surprising that the MoU goes no further. High-level assessments of spatial 

options which informed the MoU did however include references to development 

on the edge of the boundaries of Coventry; see paragraph 2.90, NBBC/33. 
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7 However, as we have previously referred to, it is noteworthy that the Inspector 

who examined the Warwick District Local Plan addressed this issue and the 

manner in which it was being dealt with in the context of the functional 

relationships between Coventry and Warwick District.  He said: “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.” IR, Para. 87 (OTH/11). 

 

8 Furthermore, some acknowledgement of the potential for locations on the edge of 

Coventry to meet its housing needs is also recorded in the report of the Inspector 

who examined the Coventry Local Plan. She said: “As outlined earlier in this 

report, it was identified that it would not be possible to provide all the required 

housing in Coventry without there being significant and unacceptable impacts on 

historic landscapes and the natural environment. It was shown that a proportion 

of development would need to be provided in the wider Warwickshire HMA area. 

Also, options to meet the development needs of Coventry more sustainably may 

exist adjacent to the City’s boundary”. IR, Para. 99 (OTH/30.1) 

 

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?  
 

9 As set out above, we do not believe that locations on the edge of Coventry have 

been properly considered through the SA process as a reasonable alternative 

spatial strategy to the approach taken in the Plan. The approach taken in the 

Publication Borough Plan ignores the relationship between the Borough, and in 

particular its southern parts, and 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?  
 

10 The approach of the Council in addressing the requirements of paragraph 179 of 

the Framework is focused almost exclusively on resolving (eventually) the 
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quantum of housing the Borough would plan for in order to meet the unmet 

housing needs of Coventry. We can see no evidence which indicates coordination 

on cross-boundary strategic matters, in particular housing, with respect to the 

location of development or a Spatial Strategy 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).  
 

11 As we have previously observed in our representations, there is a welcome 

reference in the explanatory text at paragraph 5.7 to the wider context in which 

the Borough is located and the close proximity of other settlements, including 

Coventry. Unfortunately, this reference is not reflected in Policy DS2 which 

exclusively focuses on the settlements within the Borough boundaries, to the 

exclusion of a wider context. 

 

12 We do not disagree that Nuneaton is the most sustainable location for growth 

within the Borough. Our concern is that the proximity of Coventry should also be 

expressly taken account of in developing a Spatial Strategy that promotes 

sustainable patterns of development. 

 

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)  
 

13 The Green Belt makes up a significant part of the area of the Borough, and the 

Council should give consideration to the intended permanence of Green Belt 

boundaries such that they are capable of enduring beyond the plan period. The 

Council should consider the identification of safeguarded land in order to meet 

longer term development needs. In the event the site at St Giles Road, Exhall is 

not identified as an allocation for housing development in the plan period, it 

should be identified as safeguarded land and accordingly removed from the Green 

Belt.    

 

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?  
 

14 No comment. 
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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? 

 

15 No comment  

 

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

 

16 No further comment. 

 

 

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?  
 

17 In combination, the SHLAA, the Joint Green Belt Study 2015 and the SA of the 

Borough Plan provide the key pieces of evidence to demonstrate that all options 

to accommodate housing growth have been fully explored. In addition, the 

Council has considered the potential across the Borough as a whole to 

accommodate development and concluded that capacity is constrained elsewhere 

such that green Belt release is necessary and desirable. In our view, it is not 

necessary to reach the conclusion that Green Belt must be released as a last 

resort in order to justify its use for development. 

  

18 We have expressed reservations with the SA process and the policy approach of 

ignoring the wider context beyond the Borough boundaries when considering a 

Spatial Strategy that promotes sustainable patterns of development, but this 

criticism does not undermine the importance of releasing land from the Green 

Belt. In the case of St Giles Road, Exhall our conclusion, based on a proper 

approach to the consideration of the opportunities and priority for identifying 
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sustainable locations for growth, is that the allocation of additional Green Belt 

land is necessary and desirable at this site.  

 

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?  

 

19 Government guidance and policy does not define exceptional circumstances, 

deliberately so. It is fundamentally a matter for the decision maker and is an 

exercise in planning judgment. The Council considers it has demonstrated 

exceptional circumstances, a view we support, but it would help if a clearer 

expression of the matters it has taken into account in arriving at that view is 

included in supporting text in the plan.  

  

20 Whilst we remain of the view that exceptional circumstances justifying the need 

generally to release land from the Green Belt has been demonstrated, the flawed 

approach to the specific sites to be released through the SA (referred to under 

Issue 1) has meant that the sustainable site at St Giles Road, Exhall has not been 

properly assessed and should be allocated for development.  

 

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?  
 

21 The Joint Green Belt Study 2015 (the Study) (P2.1) sets out a clear methodology 

for assessing parcels of land against the five purposes of including land within the 

Green Belt set out in the Framework. It is justified and is a sound basis for 

altering Green Belt boundaries where the methodology is correctly applied. 

However, it has proved to be inconsistent and in error in its approach to the 

assessment of land either side of the A444, Phoenix Way, south of Junction 3 of 

the M6.  

 

22 Appendix 1 of the Study (P2.3) includes the assessments of sites in Nuneaton and 

Bedworth and land to the east of the A444, EMP2 Phoenix Way/Wilsons Lane, 

identified in parcel BE5, has been identified as an allocation in the Borough Plan 

on the basis of the scoring in the Study. The scoring process assesses sites 

against the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt. For each 



Gallagher Estates - Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan 
Examination Hearing Statement – Matter 4 
 
 

 
FEBRUARY 2018 | CM | BIR 5109 Page | 7  
 
 

‘purpose’, sites are scored from 0-4, the higher the score the greater the 

contribution a site makes to each of the purposes of including land within the 

Green Belt. Lower scores out of 20 overall therefore indicate sites that merit 

consideration for release from the Green Belt.  EMP2 scored 6 out of 20. It should 

be noted 3 of the allocated Green Belt sites in the Borough score 13 out of 20. 

 

23 The St Giles Road site forms part of land parcel NG2, which was assessed in the 

Study and awarded 11 out of 20. However, against one of the purposes of 

including land within the Green Belt, preventing neighbouring towns merging into 

one another, the site scores a maximum of 4 (high numbers indicating a strong 

contribution to the relevant ‘purpose’). This conclusion is based on the false 

premise that the small groups of housing referred to as Ash Green and Neals 

Green, are free-standing settlements. We contend they are manifestly not. Whilst 

they lie within the boundary of Nuneaton and Bedworth, they are functionally and 

realistically part of the northern edge of Coventry.  

 

24 The scoring is also inconsistent with the scoring of the EMP2 site on the opposite 

side of the A444. The scoring for the land parcel within which EMP2 sits (BE5) 

concludes that it should score 0 in terms of the role the site plays in preventing 

neighbouring towns from merging into one another. If this approach were 

adopted for St Giles Road, which we contend it should, the overall score would be 

7. 

 

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

 

25 The methodology used in the Study is appropriate, but has been erroneously 

applied in relation to the definition of the adjacent housing on the northern edge 

of Coventry, with the resultant unjustified conclusion that the St Giles Road, 

Exhall site performs strongly in preventing neighbouring towns from merging into 

one another.  

 

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?  
 

26 Paragraphs 3-044 and 3-045 from Planning Practice Guidance, in short, state that 

housing and economic needs do not compel Councils to override Green Belt 

designation in their local plans, and flowing from that there is no absolute 
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requirement placed on Councils to meet in full their OAN for housing regardless of 

constraints. There is nothing new in this re-stating of long-standing Government 

policy. Subject to the requirements for legal compliance and soundness, and 

specific statutory protections, there is no policy which fetters a Council when it 

develops land use policies in a local plan. Councils can decide to meet in full their 

own housing and economic needs, and a share of those arising in neighbouring 

areas, and in so doing review Green Belt boundaries to accommodate 

development provided exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.  

 

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?  
 

27 As we have noted above, there would be merit in the Council considering the 

identification of safeguarded land in order to meet longer term development 

needs. In the event the site at St Giles Road, Exhall is not identified as an 

allocation for housing development in the plan period, it should be identified as 

safeguarded land and accordingly removed from the Green Belt.    

 

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.  
 

28 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)  
 

29 No comment. 


