
HSG5 Hospital Lane 

Q6.41) Are there exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary 

at this location? 

There are no exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary at 

this location, as the number of houses have been reduced at each stage of the 

borough plan, suggesting the borough council see decreasing value in using the 

site as a strategic housing site. The circumstances do not exist for altering the 

Green Belt at HSG5 as brown field options have not been exhausted in the 

borough. 

Indeed, Arbury Estates have allegedly not even begun the process of finding a 

builder and building houses at the Astley Lane site less than a mile from HSG5 

despite having had planning permission to do so for three years, suggesting a 

lack of market demand for new houses in this area and that the circumstances 

for altering the greenbelt here simply do not exist. 

The need for including greenbelt sites such as this in the borough plan is 

also allegedly in question, with more up to date government figures showing 

a reduction in need for new houses in Nuneaton and Bedworth no doubt 

being raised at the examination. 

Q6.42) Is the proposed density of 40 dwellings per hectare justified? 

 The proposed density of 40 dwellings per hectare is not justified due to the 

increased strain this would have on local roads, such as Goodyers End Lane 

and Hospital Lane, especially if EMP7 were to be included in the plan. The 

density would also have an ecological impact and flooding implications due 

to historic flooding alleged to have taken place on the rural stretch of 

Hospital Lane where this development would likely take place. 

The density is also not justified because simply the use of this Green Belt 

site for housing is not justified, as outlined in the answer to Q6.41 above. 

Q6.43) Is there a recognised / recorded biodiversity value at this site? Does 

the site form part of an ecological network or contain priority habitats 

and/or species populations which are linked to national and/or local 

biodiversity targets? 



The extremely poor quality of F7.6, phase 1 habitats assessment from 2015 

and the lack of a key in the low quality JPG file on the council's website makes 

it impossible to assess using up relatively up to date information. With regards 

to distinctiveness as outlined in F6.2 and F7.5, parts of the site are moderate to 

high, with other large sections being moderate, hindering possible 

development here.  

F7.4 which informs of currency of surveying HSG5 as of 2015 shows that the 

last survey of the site was conducted in 2010, meaning that the inclusion of 

HSG5 is based on data that is almost a decade out of date, suggesting that a 

biodiversity and ecological survey needs to be undertaken before any decision 

is even considered to allocate HSG5 as a preferred option for housing. 

The presence of hedgerows is of comparable quality to that of HSG4, which 

recommends safeguards to protect hedgerows. This is outlined in the 

hedgerow connectivity report from 2015 (F7.2) and would hinder road 

infrastructure on the site.  

F6.2 also admits that data on rare plant species is over ten years out of date as 

of 2014, and acknowledges a history of protected or notable species such as 

bats (including common pipistrelle), great crested newts, dingy skippers, small 

heath and wall butterflies and hedgehogs on the site. More detailed ecological 

assessments were recommended in this report, which at this stage do not 

seem to have taken place. Surely they must take place before HSG5 is selected 

for housing. 

In conclusion: 

There is simply inadequate and out of date evidence, particularly in relation to 

the question of recorded biodiversity, priority habitats and species populations 

for HSG5 to be included in the plan as a preferred option for housing. 

There are also no discernible circumstances to alter the greenbelt here, due to 

capacity in unused Brownfield sites in order to deliver a small number of 

houses, which can easily be delivered on Brownfield sites. 

I would also like to add that none of the information provided in the above 

mentioned reports were readily available on the council website at the time 



of the last public consultation, allegedly invalidating the consultation 

process. 

(The above response to the Inspectors MIQ's has been constructed and 

approved by respondees Cllr. Seb Gran and Cllr. Pete Gilbert) 

 

 


