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                                                                                    Matter 4 

Whitestone Residents Action Group (WRAG)  

Additional comments relating to the Inspector's issues and questions for Stage 2 of 

the hearing process. 

On behalf of the Whitestone Residents Action Group I would like to expand on 

MATTER 4 in so far as it relates to HSG9. 

Issue 1: Whether the distribution of development is justified and consistent 

with the local evidence base and national planning policy. 

Q4.2 & Q4.3  

The Plan refers constantly to the need to provide housing for Coventry. Whilst we 

would query the total numbers in the Plan target and the proportion Nuneaton should 

be expected to accommodate with the duty to cooperate, we would have expected 

the bulk of this plan to be targeted at the area closest to Coventry with easier access 

to the main road network into the City. There appears to be a large area alongside 

the A444 which would seem more appropriate for these purposes. We understand 

that plans for development here were put forward but rejected by the Council. We 

have been informed verbally that another major development proposal is being 

considered for this area which could accommodate a large number of houses. 

Q4.4  

Given that so little of the proposed Plan impinges on the boundary with Coventry it is 

hard to understand that proper coordination between strategic bodies has been 

carried out. The impact of the developments on Nuneaton residents does not seem 

to figure in the proposed solutions. 

 

 Issue 3: Whether the approach to the Green Belt is justified and consistent 

with the local evidence base and national planning policy. 

Q4.10  

It is difficult to pass comment on whether all reasonable options have been 

examined fully prior to consideration of altering Green Belt boundaries. However, the 

fact that there now appears to be several new schemes being put forward, which are 

not in the Borough Plan, suggests that the previous exercise was not conducted on a 

sound basis. 

 



Q4.11   

Given that there is a question mark over the original approach for obtaining sites it is 

hard to accept that exceptional circumstances have been proved to utilise Green Belt 

land. The late call for sites, which resulted in HSG9 being included just before the 

"consultation" exercise, would suggest that the land owners and developers are 

deciding the status of the land rather than the Council. Did the Council not make a 

call for sites from non Green Belt areas of land first? Clearly there are many who 

think their land should have been included. 

Q4.12  

The review evidence only seems to consider the issues relating to development. It 

does not measure the importance of the Green Belt status to the area or the benefits 

that it brings. 

Q4.15 

We cannot see how the remaining Green Belt boundaries are capable of enduring 

beyond the Plan period. Clearly it was not difficult for the Council to eliminate HSG9 

without any debate with the local residents and users. The fact that this area of land 

is the most accessible to the public in our area has been totally ignored. 

Q4.17 

We are unaware of any local policy to enhance the beneficial use of Green Belt land.  

HSG9 could be such an asset to not only Whitestone residents but many others from 

the Borough. Many users do come from other parts of the Borough and even further. 

The planning priority seems to be to find a space on a map and fill it with houses as 

the first consideration. The target is more important than land use. 

The use of the HSG9 Green Belt asset is discussed further in our response to Matter 

6. 

 


