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1. Matter 6 – Proposed Housing Sites (Nuneaton)  

1.1 St Philips’ response to Issue 2b, specifically in the context of HSG 2, is set out below. Questions pertaining to 

Issue 3 are addressed through Part 2 of St Philips’ Matter 6 Statement and submitted separately.   

1.2 Issue 2b: HSG 2 Arbury  

(Q6.15) Has the site been appropriately assessed through Sustainability Appraisal, in particular in terms of 

objectives relating to landscape and cultural heritage?  

1.3 As highlighted by St Philips in submissions made to the Stage One hearings, and indeed the subsequent 

Housing Topic Paper response, it is not considered that the scale of growth now identified at Arbury through 

the submitted Borough Plan (1,525 dwellings) has been appropriately assessed through the SA process.  

1.4 There are notable differences in the scoring applied in respect of some objectives, including landscape, 

between the Submission and Publication versions of the Borough Plan. With an increase in capacity of more 

than 50% now identified for the Arbury site by the submitted Borough Plan, no justification has been provided 

by NBBC as to why the effect of development on the landscape objective will have improved from a 

‘significant negative’ with 1,000 dwellings, to a ‘negative’ score with 1,525 dwellings.  

1.5 The scale and density of development required at HSG 2 to enable the identified capacity to be realised 

clearly indicates that the sustainability scoring should worsen, as opposed to improve. It must follow that an 

increase in capacity would correspond to an increase in net developable area, thus reducing the ability to 

provide an effective landscape buffer to offset and mitigate impacts on the wider landscape setting and 

indeed the statutorily Grade II* listed Arbury Hall Gardens.  

1.6 Furthermore, there are instances where the findings of the SA, which underpin the Publication version of the 

Borough Plan, are not aligned with other aspects of the evidence base. In particular, the impacts on cultural 

heritage identified by the Historic Environment Assessment (2014) have not been given sufficient 

consideration when scoring the site against the respect SA objective.  

1.7 This is directly related to the extensive area of historic parkland which adjoins the Arbury site to the south and 

south-west. This is known as Arbury Hall Gardens and is a Grade II* Registered Park and Garden, developed 

during the 17th Century by 5th Baronet and eminent politician Sir Roger Newdigate. It has also been identified 

as a nationally important heritage asset. There are a number of statutorily listed buildings within the site 

whose significance and setting has been carefully considered by Oxford Archaeology in their Historic 

Environment Assessment (HEA) of Potential Development Areas Within Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough 

(July 2014).  

1.8 A Grade II* listed building, North Lodge, is located 250 metres to the north-west of the Arbury site and is 

identified by the HEA as having partial views into it. Another Grade II* listed building, The Tea House, is 

located 145 metres to the south of the Arbury site; the HEA advises that much of its setting, which is defined 

by farmland, would be removed by development. As such, the HEA concludes that the development of the 

Arbury site would result in a medium impact on the setting of this listed building.  The notable departure from 

the conclusions of the HEA within the SA has not been justified by NBBC.  
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(Q6.16) Are there exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary at this location?  

1.9 As highlighted through St Philips’ Hearing Statement to Matter 41, maintaining the openness of the landscape 

within this area in order to protect the setting of Registered Park and Garden is an important function of the 

Green Belt – a position to which successive evidence-base documents have had careful regard.  

1.10 The extent to which this landscape setting would be lost, based on the extent of the revised settlement 

boundary identified within the Borough Plan as submitted, does not warrant exceptional circumstances. This 

takes into account the need for openness and historic landscape features, such as the woodland copses 

which characterise the area, to be permanently maintained,  

1.11 Again, regard must be had to the availability of sustainable sites elsewhere, such as land at Whitestone 

Farm, which could facilitate a redistribution of the some of the development identified for HSG 2.  

(Q6.17) Is the Green Belt boundary here capable of enduring beyond the Plan period (NPPF paragraph 83)?  

1.12 The extent of the allocation area under HSG 2 would not ensure a defensible boundary with the Green Belt, 

such that the impacts of development could be sufficiently mitigated in the longer-term.  

(Q6.18) Are there any likely significant effects from the proposed development on the integrity of Ensor’s Pool 

Special Area of Conservation (SAC)?   

1.13 The Shadow Habitat Regulations Assessment (SHRA), published in September 2015, identifies that the 

development at HSG 2 would have likely significant effects on the European Site, Ensor’s Pool. The SAC is a 

Natura 2000 site which is protected under Article 6(3) of the EU Habitats Directive. Ensor’s Pool SAC is of 

national significance, since it holds one of the largest populations of native white-clawed crayfish in the UK – 

a species identified as being in rapid decline owing to the crayfish plague and competition with non-native 

American signal crayfish. Paragraph 3.3.1.1 of the SHRA makes clear that the native crayfish has specific 

water quality and habitat requirements, which makes them vulnerable to pollution events and changing 

water quality.  

1.14 Concern is raised by the SHRA over development within the same groundwater catchment as Ensor’s Pool, 

resulting in hydrological changes which could impact the crayfish population. This concern is heightened by 

evidence gathered by the Environmental Agency (EA) of drastic fluctuation in the water levels at the pool. It 

further advises that the source of the water is unknown.  

1.15 The SHRA identifies that that Arbury is:  

“…highly likely to have hydrological linkages to the SAC …. (and) given the proximity of this site to the SAC 

and the proposed numbers of residential properties, it is likely that the incidents of dog walking, illicit fishing 

and general visitors to the site would increase.” 

1.16 The SHRA concludes that a significant effect is likely to result in changes in the local hydrology and increased 

recreational pressures as a result of development on the Arbury site, thus affording it the highest level of risk 

(red).  

                                                      
1 Hearing Statement – Matter 4, paragraphs 1.42 to 1.48 
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1.17 To date, it is understood that no evidence is available to demonstrate that an Appropriate Assessment (AA) 

has been undertaken, informed by hydrological investigation work, to confirm whether the impact from 

development of the Arbury site could be satisfactorily addressed.  

1.18 Furthermore, no evidence has been provided to demonstrate that increased visitation rates (owing to future 

residents using the SAC for recreational purposes) could be overcome. The ramifications of development at 

the Arbury site are further borne out in the conclusions of the SA, which find that there will be a ‘significant 

adverse’ effect on the SAC. 

1.19 National policy is clear in stating that new development proposals should reduce the risk and minimise 

impacts on biodiversity and prevent development from contributing to or being put at an unacceptable risk 

from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of pollution, including that in respect of water 

(NPPF, paragraph 109). In particular, paragraph 110 of the NPPF is advises that:  

“In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim should be to minimise pollution and other adverse 

effects on the local and natural environment. Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or 

amenity value, where consistent with other policies in this Framework.” 

1.20 As illustrated above, it is the case that the extent of development now envisaged by the Borough Plan would 

require land which is of high environmental value, the loss of which could not be satisfactorily remedied 

through requirements imposed through the policy wording of HSG 2.  

(Q6.19) Would the proposal lead to the loss or deterioration of ancient woodland or aged / veteran trees 

outside such woodland? If so are the benefits of the proposal sufficient to outweigh this loss or deterioration?  

1.21 Given the prevalence of veteran trees and other long-established landscape features, including species-rich 

native hedgerow and smaller woodlands copses, there is an inevitability that the quantum of development 

required by HSG 2 would result in at least partial loss, in addition to potential harm from recreational impacts 

arising from increased population within this area. By redistributing the additional capacity identified by the 

submitted Borough Plan to other sustainable sites whose development would have a significantly reduced 

impact on established landscape features, harmful impacts at Arbury would be greatly reduced.   

(Q6.20) Is there recorded evidence of medieval settlement at the proposed allocation? If so, what is the 

heritage significance? What is the heritage significance of Arbury Hall, the Registered Park and Garden and 

any associated designated heritage assets within the parkland (such as the North Lodge and Tea House)? 

What weight should be attached to the heritage assets? Would the proposed allocation result in any harm to 

the significance of the heritage assets? What is the purpose and implications of a potential Heritage 

Partnership Agreement and how would this relate to an Asset Management Plan for the Arbury Estate?   

1.22 Historic England records confirm that an Augustinian priory was founded at Arbury in 1154, whose monastic 

buildings were subsequently demolished, with Arbury Hall built around the site of the cloisters2. It is unclear as 

to extent to which remains of the former priory exist. Arbury Hall is Grade I listed, whilst a number of other 

buildings and structures within its grounds, including North Lodge, Tea House and the gatehouses to the 

north-west of the hall are statutorily Grade II* listed. The registered park and gardens are also Grade II* listed.  

                                                      
2 Historic England, List Entry Number: 1001185 
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1.23 It is important to draw upon the conclusion reached by the HEA in 2014 with regard to the (then) 1,000-

dwelling allocation identified by the emerging Borough Plan: 

“…Such development would have a high impact on its setting as well as on the settings of the early 19th 

century North Lodge and on the 18th century Bath House…”  

1.24 The findings of the HEA must be taken in the context of what the NPPF requires when considering the 

soundness of HSG 2 as currently proposed. Paragraph 132 states that: 

“…When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage 

asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater 

the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through the alteration or destruction of the 

heritage asset by development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should 

require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or 

garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest 

significance, notably scheduled monuments… grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks 

and gardens, should be wholly exceptional.”  

1.25 It is submitted that the extent of development as currently conceived by the submitted Borough Plan would 

result in substantial harm to the setting of Arbury Hall, park and garden, and could not constitute wholly 

exceptional circumstances, such that the harm is offset by any benefits.  

(Q6.21) Is there sufficient detail and clarity on the infrastructure requirements for the site in the Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan?  

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

hearing.  

(Q6.22) Does the scale of the site and its context necessitate a masterplanned approach and for that 

masterplan to be approved by the Council prior to any overarching outline application?  

1.27 For the reasons cited above, a masterplanned approach, or indeed any other policy-driven mechanism, 

would not be sufficient to mitigate the harm which would arise from the quantum of development identified 

in the submitted Borough Plan. The allocation needs to be reduced to a maximum of 1,000 dwellings, with 

the balance redistributed to other sustainable sites with lesser environmental impacts such as land at 

Whitestone Farm.  
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