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Matters 6 & 5 Strategic Housing and Employment Site s – Bedworth  
 
In respect of Green Belt land HSG6, the submitted NBBC Local Development Plan is unlawful and unsound 
due to the following:- 
 
1 The Council has failed to provide convincing arguments of exceptional circumstances which necessitate a 

change of the HSG6 Green Belt boundary in accordance with case law and policy. 
 

2 Unmet housing need alone is not a stand-alone exceptional circumstance. 
 
3 Building on HSG6 Green Belt land will drastically increase commuting noise, traffic, congestion and 

pollution across the whole area.   
 

4 The Council changes to green belt do not have the support of local people, as required by ministerial 
guidance.  Ministers have provided obligatory guidance on the tests to be applied for removing land from 
Green Belt or adding to it.  Brandon Lewis,  former Minister of State for Housing and Planning wrote in a 
letter to all English MP's,  7 June 2016 

 
“The Government has put in place the strongest protections for the Green Belt. The Framework makes 
it clear that inappropriate development may be allowed only where very special circumstances exist, 
and that Green Belt boundaries should be adjusted only in exceptional circumstances, through the 
Local Plan process and with the support of local people.   We have been repeatedly clear that 
demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt  boundaries .” 
 

5 The Council has not properly weighed the requirement for green belt to be enduring and permanent nor 
has it properly assessed the particular hazard of urban sprawl.  Building homes into the countryside is the 
very paradigm of how urban sprawl proceeds and boundaries rendered null and void. 
 

6 Neither has the Council given appropriate weight to loss of bio-diversity, the damage to the environment, 
the desecration of established flora and fauna, ecosystems, landscape and health, as recognised by 
NPPF SECTION 9 – PROTECTING GREEN BELT LAND 

 
7 It is a requirement of NPPF that brownfield sites should be proven to be used in the first instance, but 

despite being asked for evidence of this, the Council have never provided the information.  
 

8 Brexit is likely to have a significant effect especially on the anticipated population growth in Coventry, 
which is set to fall dramatically and therefore negates the current need for Bedworth to take on overspill 
housing under the Duty to Co-operate. 

 
The Government attaches great importance to Green Belt land. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to 
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence.  
 
NPPF9 para 88 “When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt.” 
 
Green Belt serves five purposes: 
●to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
●to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
●to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
●to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns;  
●to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 
 



In practice the Council and its Green Belt studies seeks to fudge the essential nature of Green Belt by doing 
pseudo scientific evaluations and trying to identify which parcels of land meet more of the 5 purposes of Green 
Belt.  There is nothing in case law, statute, or guidance to support counting tick boxes like this to decide, in 
effect, which pieces of land should be removed from Green Belt.  It is a numerical fallacy to assume that all 
decisions can be reduced to quantitative assessment. 
 
Scoring parcels of Green Belt land for the number of purposes they serve is a logical fallacy which attempts to 
base Green Belt changes on pseudo science – that somehow one can score parcels of land and decide which 
ones most deserve to be in the Green Belt.  That is not a permissible approach.  The test is, and must be, that 
exceptional circumstances exist which necessitate removal from Green Belt.  There is nothing in policy statute 
or case law that supports the assertion that a parcel of land meeting 5 of the Green Belt objectives is more 
deserving of staying in the Green Belt than a parcel which meets only one of the purposes.  It is the score rate 
of the exceptional circumstances which should be under scrutiny, not the scoring of the Green Belt land, and 
this the Council has failed to do. 
 
As such the proposal to remove land from the HSG6 Green Belt is unsound and unlawful. 
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