
    

MATTER 6 – PROPOSED HOUSING SITES – BEDWORTH AND BULKINGTON  

– STRATEGIC HOUSING SITES  

  

Response on behalf of  

 

Heyford Developments Ltd. – 2.0060 

 

MATTER 6, ISSUE 3c – HSG6 – School Lane  

 

Introduction  

 

1. Harris Lamb Property Consultancy (HLPC) are instructed by Heyford Developments Ltd. (HD) to 

prepare a response to the Inspector’s issues and questions in relation to Matter 6, Issue 3c – 

HSG6 School Lane. HD are promoting the land at School Lane, which also includes the proposed 

employment allocation, EMP6 – Longford Road.  This Statement should be read alongside the 

submitted statement in respect of the Inspector’s Matters and Issues for consideration at 

Matter 5, Issue 7 – EMP6 Longford Road.  Clearly, we welcome the inclusion of the School Lane 

draft housing allocation within the Plan and consider that it is both deliverable and would 

contribute positively to the supply of housing within the Borough.  HD have agreed a Statement 

of Common Ground with the Council, in support of the draft allocation, which should be in the 

Examination library and be read alongside this Statement.  We set out our detailed responses 

to the Inspector’s questions below.  

 

Issue 3c – HSG6 School Lane   

 

Q6.44) Are there exceptional circumstances to alter the Green Belt boundary at this location? 

Clarification on whether exceptional circumstances (NPPF paragraph 83) would still apply to 

the whole of the parcel if the allocation was reduced in area to exclude land in the ownership 

of Miss Startin?  

 

2. In response to the first part of the question, yes, there are exceptional circumstances to alter 

the Green Belt boundary in this location.  The Council set out at paragraph 3.7 of the Housing 

Topic Paper (November 2017) (Inquiry Doc NBBC/33) what the exceptional circumstances are 

to justify the release of Green Belt land.  These include:  

 

- To achieve sustainable development  

- The need to promote sustainable patterns of development and identify sites in sustainable 

locations 

- To meet objectively assessed need for housing for both the Borough and the wider HMA 

- The need to distribute development across the main settlements in the Borough (non-

Green Belt land is located predominantly in the north of the Borough) 

- Lack of availability of suitable land outside Green Belt 

- The sites identified for release can meet need that cannot be met elsewhere in the Borough 

- The sites identified for release are not key sites for fulfilling the 5 purposes of Green Belt  

 

3. We consider that the exceptional circumstances that the Council have identified are as equally 

relevant to the School Lane site as to other sites that are proposed for removal from the Green 

Belt. Specifically, the need to achieve sustainable development and promote sustainable 



    

patterns of development and taking into consideration the need to distribute development 

across the Borough.  Removing land from the Green Belt in this location would assist the Council 

will achieving these objectives.  Furthermore, in light of the unmet housing needs arising from 

Coventry and the intention of the Council to help accommodate some of these needs by 

identifying land for housing in the Borough, we contend that it makes sense to identify sites in 

closer proximity to Coventry than on the north side of Nuneaton for example.  This, in our view, 

is a more sustainable option and one that constitutes an exceptional circumstance to release 

land from the Green Belt in this location.  

 

4. We now turn to the second part of the question i.e. do exceptional circumstances still apply to 

the whole parcel if Miss Startin’s land is excluded from the allocation? We consider that they 

do for the following reasons.  The whole of the draft allocation was assessed through the 

Council’s Green Belt Review 2015 (Examination Docs P2.1 – P2.10).  It formed part of Parcel BE5 

and was assessed as having a score of 6 out of a possible 20.  The parcel of land encompassing 

the proposed allocation, therefore, performed poorly against the five reasons for including land 

in the Green Belt.  The Green Belt assessment did not differentiate between the land in our 

Client’s control and that owned by Miss Startin.  The overall assessment was such that the 

Council considered that the land that formed part of the whole allocation was suitable to be 

removed from the Green Belt.   

 

5. Notwithstanding that Miss Startin has stated that her land is not available for development, this 

would have no impact on the assessment of her land through the Green Belt review.  Whether 

the site is to be developed or not, the Council concluded that it could be removed from the 

Green Belt. We see no reason why the land should not still be removed from the Green Belt, 

based on the Council’s evidence contained in the Green Belt review.   

 

6. Furthermore, if only part of the draft allocation within our Client’s control is released from the 

Green Belt and Miss Startin’s land is retained in the Green Belt, this would create an unusual 

sand incoherent Green Belt boundary.  Guidance in paragraph 85 of the Framework states that, 

when defining Green Belt boundaries, local planning authorities should define boundaries 

clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.  An 

arbitrary field boundary between the two land ownerships would not in our view present a 

defensible boundary.   

 

7. In light of Miss Startin’s position, we contend that the land in the control of our Client should 

be retained as an allocation for housing and employment use. If the Inspector is minded to 

recommend deletion of Miss Startin’s land from the allocation, we contend that her land should 

still be removed from the Green Belt.  It can either be safeguarded for future development in 

accordance with the guidance in paragraph 85 of the Framework, or alternatively, if there is no 

appetite to safeguard the land, it can still be shown as being removed from the Green and 

having no specific status or designations covering it.   

 

Q6.45) Given the landowner objection to part of the proposed allocation at HSG6 can the proposed 

scale of development be achieved on a reduced land area to the east? Would Compulsory 

purchase be a justified or likely course of action if the entire allocation was retained?  

 



    

8. The HSG6 draft allocation currently proposes the provision of 388 dwellings and 2 hectares of 

employment land.  The figures quoted were based on the whole of the draft allocation coming 

forward, including Miss Startin’s land.  In the absence of Miss Startin’s land, it will not be 

possible to accommodate all 388 dwellings within the balance of the allocation.  The applicant 

has looked at initial options as to what the balance of the site could accommodate in terms of 

number of dwellings. Our high level assessment indicates that it could deliver in the region of 

175 – 225 dwellings based on indicative densities of 40 dph to 55 dph.  These have been 

calculated on the basis of retaining the 2 hectares of employment land within the overall 

development.  Even if the employment land were used for residential instead, this would not 

necessarily result in significant increase in numbers due to the overhead pylons that run east 

west across the southern part of the site.      

 

9. In terms of whether CPO would be justified or a likely course of action if the entire allocation 

was retained, we leave this for the Council to comment on.  Notwithstanding this, we wish to 

reiterate that the land in our Client’s control can be accessed independently from Miss Startin’s 

land and is not therefore dependent on the land being included in the overall allocation. 

Furthermore, we note that there are other sites that are being promoted on behalf of willing 

landowners who do wish to see their land developed.  These may present a more attractive 

proposition to the Council, in that they would not need to incur the costs associated with an 

CPO Inquiry, nor have to endure the delay in this part of the allocation not delivering new 

housing until the CPO has been resolved.  

 

Q6.46) Is the proposed density of 40 dwellings per hectare (or possibly higher) justified?  

 

10. As noted above, our initial assessment to determine the likely capacity of the site has looked at 

density assumptions ranging from a starting point of 40 dph, up to 55 dph.  In light of the site’s 

location and its proximity to a range of shops, services and facilities, including employment 

opportunities, we consider that 40 dph would be a minimum or starting point for the 

consideration of proposals on the site.    

 

11. Due to the likely market for properties in this location, we consider that there would be scope 

to increase the density across the site, by proposing smaller units, aimed at first time buyers for 

example, as opposed to larger family homes.  Similarly, an element of apartments could be 

developed, which would help increase densities and numbers on site. We, therefore, consider 

that a minimum density of 40 dph would be entirely justified, but that there is scope to achieve 

higher densities across the site.   

 

Q6.47) Given the proximity of the M6, how would the residential amenity of future adjoining 

properties be suitably safeguarded?  

 

12. It is proposed that noise from the M6 will be addressed during the course of a planning 

application.  This would entail first establishing what the background noise levels were and what 

impact traffic noise from the M6 has on the local noise environment.  Once it has been 

established what the likely impact will be, the proposed residential development can be 

planned so that private amenity spaces face away from the noise source. Similarly, habitable 

rooms, including bedrooms can also be planned so that they do not directly face the M6.  

 



    

13. Whilst masterplanning and orientation of dwellings can mitigate the impact of noise to a certain 

extent, other more interventionist measures may be required such as the use of specific glazing 

or mechanical ventilation within dwellings, in order to reduce noise levels to an acceptable level. 

Similarly, use of fencing within garden areas can help to mitigate the impact of noise in outdoor 

private amenity areas.   

 

14. The use of layout and siting of dwellings or apartment blocks can also help mitigate noise 

impact, by locating these between houses and the noise source, thereby providing a physical 

barrier which will help screen out some of the noise.  This is particularly effective, when used in 

conjunction with some of the other methods identified above.   

 

15. We noted in the response to Matter 5, Issue 7 – EMP6 Longford Road that the siting of the new 

employment units could also be planned so that they create a barrier between the motorway 

and the new dwellings, thereby helping reduce noise levels across the site.   

 

16. We, therefore, consider that there is scope to adequately assess and to develop a layout that 

will seek to minimise the impact of noise on new residents. Furthermore, through the 

application process, any necessary mitigation for specific units or parts of the site can be 

identified and a suitable scheme developed and implemented accordingly.    

 

 


