9.  green environment

This Chapter covers objections to policies in Chapter 8 of the plan and those concerned with the identification of sites under Policy GE11 and as CNCS under Policy GE13.

9.1 GREEN ENVIRONMENT CHAPTER

Objection

066/0353

Issue

9.1.1 This is whether the policies of the plan will protect valuable green space.

Conclusions

9.1.2 The objector argues that the chapter is characterised by vague terminology, a particular concern being the failure to show the location of green space sites to be protected.  These points have been taken into account in relation to each of the policies in this chapter but no specific modification is appropriate here.   My recommendation within Policy GE9 for the identification on the Proposals Map of Urban Green Space above 1 hectare is particularly relevant.

Recommendation

9.1.3 That no modification be made.

9.2 pARAGRAPHS 8.2, 8.4, 8.6, 8.9 and 8.10 

Objections

018/0076[CW], 0077[CW]

077/0469[CW], 0470[CW]

162/1059[CW], 1060[CW], 1061[CW], 1062[CW],

Background and conclusions

9.2.1 In addition to the objections listed above, it is necessary to deal with objection 141/0862 here.  This proposes the inclusion in para 8.4 of the need to review Green Belt boundaries to meet sustainable development objectives.  I have dealt with the substantial issue in Chapter 1.  This part of the plan contains only a succinct summary of national and regional Green Belt policy where more elaborate explanation would be out of place.  The remaining objections comment on other paragraphs of this introductory text.  Proposed changes to each paragraph, apart from 8.2, have resulted in the conditional withdrawal of each objection.  Comments were made on the clarity and location of para 8.2 but the objectors appear to accept, as I do, that it does not require modification.  The objections also proposed that the English Nature criteria for selection of SINCs should be adopted as SPG to the plan but this misunderstands the purpose and character of SPG.  Paragraph 8.10 will also need to be updated to refer to the preparation of the Playing Pitch Strategy being in progress.

Recommendation

9.2.2 Modify paragraphs 8.6, 8.9 and 8.10 in accordance with the proposed changes.

9.3 policy GE1 – GREEN ENVIRONMENT STRATEGY

Objections

018/0077[CW]

036/0224

038/0237

077/0463[CW], 0471[CW]

141/0863

162/1063[CW]], 1065[CW]

165/1110

187/1292[CW]

266/2339[CW]

Issues

9.3.1 These are whether;

(i) The policy should acknowledge that Green Space may be developed in appropriate circumstances;

(ii) The general Green Belt boundary and any changes to it should be explained and justified;

(iii) The distinction between Green Belt and other Green Space in relation to access and management is adequately recognised.

9.3.2 Objections 018/0077, 077/0463, 077/0471, 162/1063, 162/1065, and 266/2339 would be met by proposed changes to the policy and text, including FPC40, which I intend to recommend.  187/1292 seeks a change to para 8.17 which is included within Policy GE2. 

Conclusions

9.3.3 On the first issue, it is argued by objectors that in so far as the Part II policies allow some selective development of Green Space for other uses, this should be reflected in this Part I policy.  One suggestion is that protection should be “where appropriate”.  In my view this would create uncertainty without assisting the proper consideration of individual projects.  The policy gives a suitable framework for Part II and benefits from the more specific background provided by the incorporation of the Green Space Standards in the proposed changes.

9.3.4 The second issue responds particularly to objection 165/1110.  This seeks a general identification of the extent of the Green Belt in this policy and more information in the plan about any changes to that boundary.  The Council has responded to this in the proposed changes by adding Text Map GE(1).  This is useful but I do not regard Policy GE6 as a Part I policy, since it is concerned with detailed boundaries and development control in the Green Belt, which are both matters for Part II.   The Green Belt is of sufficient importance to be included within Part I and I shall therefore recommend an addition to this policy to achieve this, while Policy GE6 should be within Part II.  Objection 141/0863 seeks a reference in the text to the review of the boundary of the Green Belt.  This has been taken into account at IR Chapter 1, with related recommendations affecting the text of the plan, including para 8.44. 

9.3.5 Concerning issue (iii), I disagree with objection 141/0863 that access to and the management of land in the Green Belt is not relevant.  Although not a reason for Green Belt designation, such action is anticipated in PPG2, for example in para 1.6 and Annex A.

9.3.6 Although not raised in objections, I have misgivings about the approach taken in the proposed changes, notably in Policy GE1 and para 8.16(d), to defining publicly available Green Space.  The effect appears to be that an employee facility is not part of provision and arguably therefore its removal would not constitute a loss.  This is for the Council to consider in the context of the objectives of the plan and consistency with the National Playing Fields Association definition.

Recommendations

9.3.7 Modify Policy GE1 in accordance with the proposed changes and add an additional bullet point:

· maintain a Green Belt protecting the green wedges and the “Arden” countryside from inappropriate development.

9.3.8 Modify paragraph 8.13 and add paragraphs 8.16(a-e) and Table 1 as in the proposed changes, subject to the further change in FPC40.

9.3.9 Modify the text to explain the scope of outdoor recreation facilities in Chapter 8 of the plan and the relationship with Chapter 9 on indoor facilities, as outlined at IR10.1.5. 

9.4 policy GE2 – GREEN SPACE ENHANCEMENT SITES

Objections

018/0078[CW]

057/2443

077/0464[CW], 0472[CW]

162/1066[CW], 1067[CW]

187/1293[CW]

Backgound and conclusions

9.4.1 Various proposed changes to the policy and text, including FPC19, would meet all the objections to this policy.  These would make the plan more accurate and comprehensive and would support the strategy in Policy GE1.

Recommendations

9.4.2 Modify Policy GE2 in accordance with the proposed changes and FPC19.

9.4.3 Modify paragraph 8.17 in accordance with the proposed changes and FPC19.

9.4.4 Modify paragraph 8.19 in accordance with the proposed changes.

9.5 policy GE3 – GREEN SPACE CORRIDORS

Objection

075/0435

This objection seeks the identification of Sherbourne Valley Allotments and Lake View Park as a CNCS and is reported with other objections to Policy GE13.

9.6 policy GE4 – PROTECTION OF OUTDOOR SPORT facilities

Objections

013/0225[CW]

032/0197[CW], 2067

091/0555

094/0577

146/0902, 2277

162/1068[CW]

165/2399

177/1193

181/1217[CW]

187/1294[CW]

Issues

9.6.1 These are whether:

(i) The protection of existing facilities, including the grounds for exception, is justified, clearly expressed, and consistent with national guidance;

(ii) The plan addresses deficiencies in provision;

(iii) The policy implies an exception to the restriction on development in the Green Belt.

Conclusions

Issue (i)

9.6.2 This policy and text were wholly replaced in the proposed changes.  Further changes are included in FPC19.  One of the proposed changes is that the title of the policy would be “protection of outdoor sports facilities”.  I agree that it is desirable that this policy should focus on such facilities, leaving other aspects of Green Space to be dealt with elsewhere, including in Policy GE9.

9.6.3 On the first issue, the policy as in the proposed changes seeks to retain all existing facilities subject to two grounds for exception which are expressed to apply jointly.  In my view the first of these, “the wider interests of the community”, is too vague to be a valid criterion.  The second requires compensation measures, although without these having to match the loss which will occur.  In this form the second criterion gives insufficient guidance as to when a development might be judged to be acceptable.  There is an attempt to explain what will be taken into account in the supporting text but this is not a substitute for clear wording in the policy.  The result is that I prefer the more precise approach in the DDP as a starting point.

9.6.4 The background to this policy is information about the adequacy of existing sports facilities and how future needs are to be met.  The CDP refers to the Green Space Strategy (CD079), which was produced in 1994 and uses survey work carried out between 1989 and 1991.  Bearing in mind that this recommended further work in this area, there is a strong case for review which is to a degree acknowledged by the Council in the FPC to para 8.25.  Furthermore, although proposed changes incorporate the Coventry Green Space Standards in Policy GE1, the proposed change to para 8.10 also suggests the possible preparation of a  Playing Pitch Strategy as SPG.  However there is at present no commitment to prepare new or revised SPG in the Appendix to the CDP where these details are given.  It is important for the Council to identify its priorities and include them in the Appendix.

9.6.5 The Green Space Strategy reports a significant deficiency in outdoor playing space and a small shortfall in sports pitch availability. The Strategy looked at the distribution of public open space, but not at local deficiencies in outdoor sports facilities.  Nevertheless, pending further local assessment, the starting point for the policy is that there is an existing deficiency which creates a presumption in favour of retention, contrary to the more permissive approach sought in some objections.  That is consistent with paras 25, 27 and 42  of PPG17 and is the basis of the DDP policy, which I have incorporated in my recommendation.  Although the absence of a definition of “locality” has been criticised, the relevant Green Space Standards includes a measure of distance which can inform the judgement required.  Objector 032 emphasises that some land may be of little value for this purpose and this is incorporated in the second criterion I propose, which would avoid protecting land which because of features such as its size, shape or accessibility could not usefully contribute to the Green Space Standard.  Objection 146/0902 comments on the tests of replacement provision included in the DDP.  I have substituted recreational value, which incorporates the concepts of quality and quantity, the latter not being present in the plan unless that was understood by “value”.

9.6.6 The Council has put forward further changes which add “related outdoor sport facilities” to Green Space and also references to “hard and synthetic areas”.  My understanding of the plan is that all outdoor sports facilities are part of the definition of Green Space.  Similarly, if pitches include courts and training areas, then presumably hard areas provided for sports use are part of any assessment that is carried out.  The wording I recommend for the policy does not include these changes but any explanation thought necessary could be added to the text of the plan.

Issue (ii)

9.6.7 Objection 091/0555 is concerned that the current level of recreation provision in the Charterhouse area is deficient.  Although the Council emphasises the role of Policy GE4 in protecting what is available, that ignores the need to look at deficiencies and seek to remedy these.  This is further evidence of the priority which should be given to the review of the Green Space Strategy. 

Issue (iii)

9.6.8 This is a counter-objection which results from the form of the policy in the proposed changes, which is seen as possibly committing the grant of planning permission in the Green Belt without also complying with Policy GE6.  The form of policy I recommend is similar to that in the DDP, which has not been the subject of objection on these grounds.    The policy is similar to others in the plan and, like these, there is no implication that it will be applied in isolation.  This is explained in para 2.3 of the CDP.

Recommendations

9.6.9 Modify Policy GE4 to read:

PROTECTION OF OUTDOOR SPORTS FACILITIES

Proposals that would result in the loss of, or a reduction in, land used or last used for outdoor sport will not be permitted unless:

· the Green Space Standard will be met in the locality following the development; or

· the land is not capable of contributing to meeting that standard because of its physical characteristics and location; and 

· any requirement for the particular form and quality of facility will continue to be met; and 

· the land has no other significant Green Space value. 

Any replacement provision necessary in order to comply with the policy shall provide an equivalent or greater community benefit in terms of recreational value, accessibility and management.

9.6.10 Modify paragraphs 8.24-8.30 to be consistent with the revised policy.

9.6.11 Modify the plan to include a commitment to review the Green Space Strategy and to prepare a Playing Pitch Strategy as SPG. 

9.7 policy GE5 – PROTECTION OF ALLOTMENT GARDENS

Objections

077/0465

162/1070[CW]

Issue

9.7.1 This is whether the plan enables the nature conservation value of allotments to be taken into account in proposals for redevelopment.

Conclusions

9.7.2 The objections refer to the possible inclusion of a criterion measuring other significant Green Space value when proposals for the redevelopment of allotments are being considered.  The reason for this is particularly prospective nature conservation value.  The Council confirms that all allotments have been surveyed for possible designation as CNCSs.  In addition Policy GE14 would be relevant if the site were of lesser but “significant” value.  When looked at as a whole the plan, including Policy GE5, would enable a fully informed and balanced judgement to be made.  No modification is therefore necessary to meet these objections. 

Recommendation

9.7.3 Modify Policy GE5 and paragraphs 8.31-8.33 in accordance with the proposed changes.

9.8 policy GE6 – CONTROL OVER DEVELOPMENT IN THE GREEN BELT

Objections

001/0002

018/0079[CW]

025/0099

035/0218

038/0239

079/0480, 2080

082/0490

089/0545

116/0686, 0687

128/0751

131/0763, 2261

135/0805[CW]

141/0862, 0864, 2046

151/1173

162/1069[CW]

165/1111

170/1168

176/1182

196/0351

266/2322

9.8.1 Objection 025/0099 is linked with 025/0098 concerning the MSA site at Allard Way, proposing an extension to the area identified under Policy GE11, and is reported with that policy. Objections 082/0490 and 128/0751 have been taken into account with other objections to the Jaguar Whitley allocation in IR14.1.  The representations in 089/0545, 128/0751 and 196/0351 have been included with objections to the Keresley site also reported at IR14.2.  131/0763 and 2261 are substantially site specific objections reported at IR15.2  141/0862 applies to paragraph 8.4 of the plan.  141/0864 is in part concerned with land at Watery Lane, Keresley (site 164) and, with objections 038/0239, 079/0480, 141/2046, 151/1173, and 176/1182, is reported in Chapter 1 in relation to the need for a review of the Green Belt boundary and the identification of safeguarded land.

9.8.2 Objections 018/0079 and 162/1069  are conditionally withdrawn subject to a minor change to para 8.44.

Issues

9.8.3 These are whether:

(i) The policy and the stated purposes of the Green Belt are in accordance with national guidance;

(ii) The policy should allow for small scale farm diversification;

(iii) The characteristics of telecommunications development should receive special consideration.

Conclusions

9.8.4 I have recommended that the Green Belt should be included with Policy GE1, which is a Part I policy, and that Policy GE6 should be within Part II of the plan.  This will not affect the content of Policy GE6 but there will be a need to revise the layout of the text, perhaps by moving paragraphs 8.34 and 8.35.  Nevertheless for the purpose of the report I make my recommendations on the basis of the current structure of the plan.

Issue (i) – relationship with national guidance

9.8.5 As to the terms of the policy, although brief this follows the fundamental principle of national guidance that inappropriate development is not to be permitted in the Green Belt except in very special circumstances.  There are some proposed changes to the policy and text intended to make the plan more clear and precise and these have generally not resulted in counter-objections.  Although objection 170/1168 criticises the use of such terms as inappropriate development and very special circumstances in para 8.38, these are well understood in the context of Green Belt policy, while attempting a definition separate from PPG2 would risk being misleading.  A similar point is made by objector 116, who questions how the balancing exercise described in the text will be carried out, but the weight to be given to the effects of a particular development cannot be anticipated in the plan.

9.8.6 The UDP did not contain a specific statement of the purposes of Coventry’s Green Belt, relying on the national purposes in PPG2.  The DDP includes a list of six purposes.  This list and the Council’s proposed changes to it have been the subject of objections.  Although counter-objection 266/2322 regrets the change removing openness from the list of purposes, this is a sensible re-phrasing which follows the general approach in national guidance.  Since para 8.34 would begin by referring to openness, this does not diminish the importance of this as the objective of policy.  As to the detailed list of purposes, I have reservations about the first.  This could simply be stated as to check the unrestricted sprawl of the City.  In my view the City is a large built-up area, whereas it might be argued that the wording in the plan implies that parts are not.  The proposed changes delete bullet 4 and this results in a danger of ignoring the special character of the green wedges, especially because these are not clearly within the revised bullet 5, about which I also have reservations for two reasons.  Firstly, I agree with objection 079/2080 that there is little relationship between Coventry’s Green Belt and the setting and special character of historic towns beyond the City.  Coventry’s Green Belt materially contributes to maintaining Kenilworth as a separate settlement but does not affect the setting and character of those elements which are of historic importance.  Secondly, Coventry is a historic town but I do not accept that the Green Belt plays a significant role in protecting the setting and special characteristics which might form part of its historic character.  There is a danger in defining a purpose which cannot be sustained in relation to significant parts, or even any, of the Green Belt, since this is likely to undermine the objectives of the plan.  Thus I propose a revised purpose, to take the place of 3, 4 and 5 in the proposed changes, to assist in safeguarding the City’s countryside and green wedges from encroachment.

Issue (ii) – farm diversification

9.8.7 Objection 001/0002 seeks the acceptance of small scale farm diversification within the policy.  The argument made out for this is that there is an expectation that Government policy will be changed to allow this, including within the Green Belt.  Inclusion of this as appropriate development in the Green Belt would be contrary to national policy as it is currently known and no justification is provided for seeking to anticipate such a change locally.

Issue (iii) – telecommunications development

9.8.8 Objection 035/0218 cites the special locational requirements for this category of development.  Nevertheless the objector accepts that representations in favour of a revision to national policy in this respect have been unsuccessful.  Local circumstances are not exceptional and there is no reason to modify the normal approach that such development must show very special circumstances. 

Recommendations

9.8.9 Modify Policy GE6 in accordance with the proposed changes and to become a Part II policy.

9.8.10 Modify paragraph 8.34 to read:

The most important attributes of Green Belts is their openness.  There are five purposes of including land in Coventry’s Green Belt:

· to check the unrestricted sprawl of the City;

· to prevent Coventry from merging with the neighbouring towns of Birmingham, Kenilworth, Bedworth and Rugby;

· to assist in safeguarding the City’s countryside and green wedges from encroachment;

· to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other previously-developed urban land.

9.8.11 Modify paragraphs 8.36, 8.37, and 8.38 in accordance with the proposed changes.

9.8.12 Modify paragraph 8.44 in accordance with the proposed changes, including the addition of Text Map GE(1) revised to be consistent with recommendations affecting the Green Belt boundary changes, and also to explain the intention to review the plan to identify safeguarded land.

9.9 policy GE7 – INDUSTRIAL OR COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS IN THE GREEN BELT

Objections

105/0630

165/1112, 1120

Issues

9.9.1 These are whether:

(i) There are adequate reasons for an exception to national policy;

(ii) The renewal of existing planning permissions should be included in the policy.

Conclusions

9.9.2 This policy would accept as appropriate the redevelopment, extension or alteration of existing industrial or commercial buildings in the Green Belt in very limited circumstances.  The Council accepts the point made by objector 165 that this is not within the definition of appropriate development in national policy.  The arguments for the policy include that the principles on which it is based are similar to those which have influenced the approach to major developed sites in PPG2.  The Council points out that there are a number of buildings present in the Meriden gap for historical reasons where the policy would be useful for development control.  Replacement of what exists by “appropriate development” is not regarded as likely to occur.  I accept that the policy will apply to a small number of sites which are well known to the Council and that there would be benefits from the consistency and certainty which will be achieved.  The range of circumstances in which development would be permitted is very narrow and would be likely to amount to very special circumstances.  However, there would be benefits from defining this in a policy rather than leaving each case to be assessed individually to determine whether this general test was met.

9.9.3 On issue (ii), objection 105/0630 seeks greater flexibility in the policy, to include the renewal of an existing planning permission.  Renewal of a permission is an opportunity to assess whether circumstances have altered materially and there is no exceptional reason to exclude a particular form of development as exempt from this principle.

Recommendation

9.9.4 Modify Policy GE7 and paragraphs 8.45 and 8.46 in accordance with the proposed changes.

9.10 policy GE8 – INDOOR FACILITIES ANCILLARY TO EXISTING OUTDOOR SPORT IN GREEN WEDGES

Objections

025/0100

087/0535, 0536, 2321

146/0903, 2278

148/2324

165/1113

Issue

9.10.1 This is whether there are adequate reasons for an exception to national policy and, if so, what should be the terms of the policy.

Conclusions

9.10.2 Under national Green Belt policy, new buildings providing essential facilities for outdoor sport or outdoor recreation are appropriate development.  A policy may depart from national guidance provided that there are adequate reasons, which is given particular emphasis in the case of inappropriate development in the Green Belt in para 3.3 of PPG2.  The main reasons given by the Council are, firstly, the special character of the green wedges, in which recreation is especially important, which distinguishes them from the rural Green Belt.  Secondly, that sports clubs in green wedges face pressures to survive and that there is a need to avoid the re-location to less accessible locations which might otherwise occur.

9.10.3 I accept that the green wedges have a different character to other parts of the Green Belt.  The idea that a rather different policy approach might be necessary in them is not new.  In his letter approving the West Midlands Structure Plan in 1979 the Secretary of State for the Environment noted the possibility of applying different policies, one reason being to enable the fullest contribution to leisure and recreational needs, but in the context of an even more rigorous presumption against generally unsuitable development.  As to the second reason for exception put forward, I am not convinced that the pressures on sports facilities there are especially different or that clubs might otherwise relocate, because it seems doubtful that there are realistic alternative locations not equally subject to Green Belt policy.  Nevertheless, provided that the policy can be defined to apply in appropriate locations and to carefully limited development, this could encourage recreation in the green wedges without significant detriment to their open character.

9.10.4 As to the limitation on the range of development, in its present form the policy is illogical and would not work as intended because it is unrealistic to apply this only to the extension of existing buildings.  There is no good planning reason to distinguish buildings present now from those which may be erected in the future and with the passage of time this would be likely to appear perverse.  Similarly, new buildings can be erected as appropriate development and then extensions sought, so the fact that the development is an extension is immaterial.  The emphasis should be on function and impact. 

9.10.5 Some objectors wish to see the Coundon wedge excluded from the policy.  An important justification for the policy is the functional distinction between the rural Green Belt and the green wedges which penetrate the urban area and this should be reflected in where the policy applies.  The Coundon wedge, the Arden countryside and any peripheral rural Green Belt, such as the land west of Cromwell Lane/Nailcote Avenue, should be excluded.

9.10.6 Objector 146 criticises the detailed terms of the policy, partly on the grounds that it discriminates against non-sporting activities.  In my view it is important that any buildings proposed are related to an open recreational use of the surrounding land.  If not, then the use has no particular reason to be in the Green Belt location.  The CDP uses the term “sports pitches” and revises this to “sports grounds” in FPC52.  I agree that the latter is suitable, and the intention to include other open recreation facilities such as golf courses could be explained in the text.  The objector also comments that the test “modest impact” will be difficult to apply and proposes that this be removed.  Whereas this is in part subjective, it is an important test which should remain.  The Council has had some difficulty in drafting the third test, which is revised in FPC52.  My recommendation is intended to put the emphasis on the use of the site as a whole, which is connected to the concept of ancillary facilities.  I consider this slightly preferable to the requirements of the users, referred to in FPC52, although the practical effect may be very similar.

Recommendations

9.10.7 Modify Policy GE8 to read:

GE8  INDOOR FACILITIES ANCILLARY TO OUTDOOR SPORT IN THE GREEN WEDGES

Development to provide or improve training, social, or administrative facilities ancillary to substantial outdoor sports grounds in the green wedges shown on the Proposals Map will be permitted provided that:

· There is no more than a modest impact on the openness of the green wedge;

· The siting, scale and design are not detrimental to the character or appearance of the green wedge; and

· The development is reasonably required in connection with the use of the site for outdoor sport.

9.10.8 Modify the Proposals Map (or Text Map GE1) to define the green wedges in accordance with the principles in paragraph 9.10.5.

9.10.9 Modify paragraphs 8.47 and 8.48 in accordance with the proposed changes and to explain the scope of outdoor sports grounds.

9.10.10 Modify the text by deleting paragraph 8.49.

9.11 policy GE9 – CONTROL OVER DEVELOPMENT IN URBAN GREEN SPACE

Objections

032/0196[CW], 2065

036/0226

038/0240

094/0578

151/1085

177/1192

187/1295[CW]

Issues

9.11.1 These are whether:

(i) Areas of Urban Green Space should be identified on the proposals map;

(ii) The degree of protection provided to Urban Green Space is consistent with national guidance and adequately defined.

Conclusions

9.11.2 One of the Council’s reasons for not identifying areas of Urban Green Space on the proposals map is their extent and variety.  It also suggested that if, for example, only sites over 1 hectare were shown the status and protection to the remainder would appear to be reduced.  I do not accept that the extent and variety would present a significant obstacle if a limit such as 1 hectare is applied, bearing in mind that the information used to prepare the Green Space Strategy would be available.  Furthermore if the terms of the plan are clear there would be no detriment to smaller areas.  There is at present a degree of inconsistency in that Green Belt and CNCS sites are shown.  Adding all Urban Green Space over 1 hectare would increase certainty and assist users or the plan.  This would also complement other designations and would enable important links or corridors to be shown.  In view of the way in which the policies of the plan are framed, development on all sites, whether above or below 1 hectare, would be assessed against the relevant policies.  Where land did not contribute to the objectives of the policy it would not be identified.  Objections to the plan in relation to particular areas of land will have been an opportunity to test whether these merit protection as Urban Green Space.  In a plan-led system, the normal means of allocating land for another use should be as the result of a specific allocation.

9.11.3 On the second issue, there are proposed changes to the policy which have little effect on its substance.  The background is the importance of retaining recreational and amenity open space in urban areas, as described in para 25 of PPG17.  This policy would apply only to Urban Green Space which is not the subject of more specific policies in the plan, such as GE4, GE5 and GE12.  I also agree with objection 036/0226 that Policy GE11 would require to be distinguished in a similar manner, since there is some doubt whether this constitutes an allocation.  However my recommendation may result in that policy being omitted.  The terms of Policy GE9 could be simplified without loss of meaning.  For example including both “amenity” and “contribution to character” is repetitious and the reference to links introduces unnecessary uncertainty because of their potentially wide scope.  Given how development plan policies will be applied, having regard to all material considerations in each case, the reference to the wider public interest outweighing the harm adds nothing, while appearing to incorporate a special test.  The interpretation of the policy would not be assisted by including words such as “significant” or “usually” as suggested by objectors but would become more uncertain.  Para 8.52 as proposed to be changed would remain appropriate in the plan even after the modification I propose, although possibly with minor variation.

Recommendations

9.11.4 Modify the plan by including areas of Urban Green Space in excess of 1 hectare on the Proposals Map.

9.11.5 Modify Policy GE9 to read:

Urban Green Space is any area of open land or water, not designated as Green Belt, which is of value for amenity, outdoor sport or recreation.

Urban Green Space exceeding 1 hectare is shown on the Proposals Map.  Proposals which reduce Urban Green Space or diminish its value will not be permitted unless:

· in accordance with Policies GE4, GE5, or GE12 or with an allocation in the plan; or

· these (not including GE12) do not apply to the area and local Urban Green Space would be enhanced overall by the development or by compensatory measures.

9.11.6 Modify paragraph 8.52 in accordance with the proposed changes and to relate it precisely to the modified policy.

9.12 policy GE10 – GREEN SPACE PROVISION IN NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS OUTSIDE THE CITY CENTRE

Objections

029/0119[CW]

036/0227[CW]

038/0241

094/0579

116/0683

121/0717

127/0749

146/0904

151/1086, 2309

165/1123, 2400

Issues

9.12.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy would provide clear guidance consistent with national policy;

(ii) There should be a requirement affecting employment and retail development;

(iii) Public toilets should be provided at play areas.

Conclusions

9.12.2 There are substantial proposed changes both to the policy and the text.  These are intended to respond to several objections by excluding the City Centre and the requirement to redress existing local deficiencies as well as recognising the value of natural areas of wildlife interest.  The revised policy is directed at meeting the needs of residents of a new housing development by applying the Coventry Green Space Standards.  These include some facilities which would necessarily serve a very wide catchment (in excess of 1200m) which the Council accepts would not be expected on individual housing developments.  At present this point is not stated in the plan and a modification to the text would improve clarity.  Some objectors question whether it is reasonable to require contributions to off-site improvements where provision within a development would be of no significant value.  There is some ambiguity as to whether this is the result of difficulties such as are likely on a small site or because of a lack of need due to existing provision in the locality.  I propose a modification to the policy so that a requirement arising from the development is plainly fundamental.  Arrangements for future maintenance are included in the revised policy in the terms sought in objection 151/1086, which is consistent with C1/97, in that negotiations can occur to determine and implement these.  Objection 165/2400 criticises the phrasing of the policy but subject to the detailed modification recommended I am satisfied that the principles in C1/97 would be followed, whereas the variations suggested would reduce clarity.

9.12.3 On the second issue, the policy applies to new housing development because this generates a specific requirement for recreation provision.  The design and appearance of new development and the protection of land of value for recreation and amenity is the subject of other policies of the plan.

9.12.4 Concerning the third issue, objection 121/0717 seeks the provision of public toilets at play areas.  I agree with the Council that this would be an unreasonable and unduly onerous requirement in a land use plan. 

Recommendations

9.12.5 Modify Policy GE10 in accordance with the proposed changes and so that the third paragraph reads:

Where a requirement will occur but provision within the development is not practicable, or would be of no significant value, the developer will be expected to make an appropriate contribution to the provision or enhancement of Green Space within the catchment area of the site.

9.12.6 Modify paragraphs 8.54-8.58 in accordance with the proposed changes, including the addition of a new paragraph 8.59, and to explain that the Natural Green Space sought within the Coventry Green Space Standards will be for facilities with a catchment of up to 1200 metres.

9.13 policy GE11 – SITES FOR SPORTS DEVELOPMENT IN URBAN GREEN SPACE

Objections

013/0039

018/0080[CW]

025/0098

083/0498

090/0550[CW]

116/0691

141/0865

162/1064[CW]

165/1136

Background and issue

9.13.1 The DDP identifies five sites under this policy which are within the Green Belt in the UDP.  The plan removes each site from the Green Belt and proposes to control future development under Policy GE11.  In the proposed changes the sites are renumbered and a second site [5(b)] added at Westwood Heath, this resulting in the conditional withdrawal of 090/0550.  In addition to objections concerning the policy generally, 013/0039 seeks the inclusion of land also currently in the Green Belt at Stonebridge Highway Playing Fields.  025/0098 proposes an enlargement of the area to be omitted from the Green Belt at Allard Way – site 1.  Objection 083/0498 seeks an adjustment to the GE11 boundary of site 5(a), adding land to the east and deleting part. 

9.13.2 The main issue is whether there are exceptional circumstances justifying the removal of these sites from the Green Belt and the control of future sports development under Policy GE11.

Conclusions

9.13.3 Objection 116/0691 opposes the exclusion of land from the Green Belt which is implicit in this policy.  It is a well-established principle of national policy that changes to the boundary of the Green Belt in an approved development plan must only be made in exceptional circumstances.  There is little to suggest that the land affected here no longer contributes to the purposes of the Green Belt.  Indeed the policy requires development to maintain the predominant open character of the area, which tends to support the view that the Council accepts that the sites continue to contribute to Green Belt purposes as much as adjacent land.  There are individual differences between the sites but what principally distinguishes them is the desire to permit sports development described as major facilities for outdoor sport together with indoor facilities.  Each development is envisaged to exceed what would be appropriate development in national Green Belt policy or permitted under Policies GE6 and GE8.

9.13.4 Evidence that exceptional circumstances exist is sparse.  The Council uses similar arguments to those advanced to support Policy GE8, particularly that sports clubs might otherwise relocate into the countryside and their facilities consequently become less accessible.  There is no significant evidence that this is likely or that the planning policy background would permit more substantial sports development in locations which are a realistic alternative.  Since five of the six sites concerned are related to an education use, this argument seems especially implausible and, in the very general terms in which this case is made out, falls well short of constituting exceptional circumstances.  Furthermore there is very little evidence that the form of development proposed for individual sites would necessarily be incompatible with the land remaining in the Green Belt if, as required in the policy, the predominant open character of the area is to be maintained.  In so far as the Council also argues that identification under Policy GE11 gives a degree of certainty to those affected as to what development would be permitted, I disagree since what the policy purports to allow is unclear, and would be subject to a site specific design brief.

9.13.5 Part of the background to the intention of this policy is the importance of the green wedges for recreation and it may be appropriate to seek to promote this provided that the character and continuity of a particular green wedge is not prejudiced.  There is a difference between the sites because while several are peripheral to the green wedge affected, others project into a narrow and vulnerable section.  In the case of the MSA sports ground at Allard Way, the effect would be for land to be inset within the Green Belt.  If open character is maintained, as the policy intends, it would be preferable for this to remain in the Green Belt.  Another concern is that the effect of the policy would be to form a new boundary to the Green Belt at each of the sites but this may not follow what is at present a well-defined feature.  My general view is that it may be best to leave most or all of these sites in the Green Belt and consider particular proposals against Policy GE6.  If development were permitted, it might subsequently be necessary to revise the Green Belt boundary.  This approach would provide the means to control the scale and impact of any development, which Policy GE11 would not do effectively.  I make no recommendation about the wording of the policy, since it is not evident that it would be required or, if retained, which sites would be affected.  One possible change would be to replace the test to maintain the open character of the area by a requirement directed at minimising the impact on the Green Belt/green wedge.

9.13.6 If the Council wishes to continue to pursue the approach in this policy by excluding the sites from the Green Belt, then exceptional circumstances must be demonstrated in relation to each one.  This would include the need for the development at the particular location and whether this outweighs its contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt.  Whether the development would be incompatible with the land remaining in the Green Belt should also be assessed.

9.13.7 I go on to consider any points arising from site specific objections.

MSA Allard Way – enlargement of site 1

9.13.8 Here I only consider the objector’s case for adding to the area omitted from the Green Belt and subject to Policy GE11.   This is proposed on the basis of the indoor and outdoor facilities to be provided and because some of the existing training pitch has not hitherto been included.  There are not grounds to modify the plan as sought.  The area subject to Policy GE11 is substantial and largely well-screened, although rather less so where it includes part of a field adjoining Allard Way.  The evidence that the need for buildings incompatible with Green Belt policy might extend beyond the area currently identified is slight.  The land occupies a central position within a narrow section of green wedge and there would be substantial detriment to the purposes of the Green Belt by removing land so as to affect its continuity at this point.

Coventry University – Westwood Heath site 5(a)

9.13.9 The DDP includes land at Westwood Heath in Policy GE11 which extends east from the urban area to the line of an attractive and substantial hedge.  There is no feature defining what would be the southern boundary of the Green Belt.  The objector’s intended layout would require the sports hall complex and parking area to be further to the east and the re-location of the GE11 area is intended to accommodate this.  Subsequent written representations propose a somewhat different boundary, approximately related to the position of the floodlit pitches in the layout.  Although the objection seeks only a change to the GE11 boundary, my general conclusions on this policy are relevant.

9.13.10 An indication of the need for the improvement in sports facilities and the reasons for choosing this site is given in the evidence.   What I do not know is whether alternative sites outside the Green Belt have been investigated for the sports hall/swimming pool complex which would be the major built development.  In my view such evidence would be essential in order to evaluate whether there might be exceptional circumstances.

9.13.11 In weighing the merits of the proposed GE11 boundary in the CDP with the objector’s suggestion, a number of factors would be relevant.  The plan uses the existing hedge as the new boundary of the Green Belt.  I agree that that is an attractive feature which it would be desirable to retain.  I also agree that land further to the east makes a proportionately greater contribution to the purposes of the Green Belt because it is more detached from existing buildings and achieves greater continuity through this narrow wedge in a north-south direction.  The objector has a number of reasons for seeking to maintain the suggested layout.  The most important is probably the desire to maximise the number of pitches, while other factors concern the layout both in relation to the pond which is a CNCS and to dwellings near an existing floodlit surface.  While I do not wish to comment on the detailed layout, I am not satisfied that these factors are sufficient grounds to make the change to the area identified for this development in the plan.

9.13.12 I do not therefore uphold the objection.  As to what is proposed in the plan, that is largely already covered in my overall conclusions on this policy and what I recommend as a result.  This site does however illustrate the difficulties of defining the area subject to the policy when the detail of the development is uncertain and also the problem of achieving a clearly defined Green Belt boundary.  It also illustrates that the test in the policy of maintaining the predominant open character of the area is not a useful one if it is expected to permit a building of the scale suggested here. 

Warwick University – Westwood Heath site 5(b)

9.13.13 The Council has responded to objection 090/0550 by proposing a change to add land to Policy GE11.  This is an existing grassed sports field and the objector states that it would be beneficial to designate the land for outdoor sports development in order to facilitate further improvement.  The development described is not inconsistent with the retention of the land in the Green Belt and there is no evidence demonstrating the necessary exceptional circumstances.  The land concerned protrudes into a narrow section of Green Belt subject to intensive pressure, of which the Coventry University proposals to the west described above are an example.  In view of the narrowness of the Green Belt here the contribution of land to its purposes is especially important, so that particularly compelling justification to modify the boundary would be needed.  On the evidence available, the change to the plan should not be made.

Stonebridge Highway Playing Fields – 013/0039

9.13.14 The objection refers only to the intention to develop the sporting potential of the site.  Further evidence describes the provision of all-weather pitches and possibly a pavilion.  I have no reason to believe that this would be inappropriate development in the terms of Green Belt policy, so that there is no reason to omit the land from the Green Belt.  Were a need for development inconsistent with continued Green Belt status shown, it would be relevant that this would be an obvious projection into what is a narrow section of the Green Belt.  Although the land south of Stonebridge Highway is not within the Green Belt, the objection land is not contained by built development but is an integral part of the open land which surrounds it on three sides. 

Recommendations

9.13.15 That the Council reviews the case for changing the Green Belt boundary on each of the sites having regard to my general conclusions especially in paragraphs 9.13.5-6 and on particular sites in paragraphs 9.13.8-14.

9.13.16 Subject to that review, and except in so far as exceptional circumstances exist to exclude land from the Green Belt, modify the Proposals Map by re-instating Green Belt designation on the areas subject to Policy GE11.

9.14 policy GE12 – PROPOSALS FOR NEW OR EXPANDED OUTDOOR SPORT OR RECREATION FACILITIES IN URBAN GREEN SPACE

Objection

116/0692

Issue

9.14.1 This is whether the policy will adequately protect the qualities of Urban Green Space.

Conclusions

9.14.2 The policy is directed at recreation facilities in areas of Urban Green Space.  The objector is concerned at how the criterion requiring a reasonable balance between the needs of the activity, nature conservation and landscape enhancement will be applied.  However there are constraints which will protect the character and quality of an Urban Green Space, including the requirement to maintain the open character of an area and the impact of other policies which protect valuable features, such as GE14 and GE16.  Overall therefore the qualities of an Urban Green Space should be adequately protected from unsuitable development. 

Recommendation

9.14.3 That no modification be made.

9.15 policy GE13 – PROTECTION OF SITES OF SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC INTEREST, LOCAL NATURE RESERVES AND COVENTRY NATURE CONSERVATION SITES

Objections

007/0015, 0016, 0018, 2367

010/0031

018//0081[CW], 0086[CW], 0087[CW]

031/0192

077/0473

082/0494, 2478

084/0514

099/0609

116/0684, 0693

157/1009

162/1053, 1071[CW], 1072[CW], 1073, 1074[CW], 1075[CW], 1076[CW], 1077[CW], 1078[CW], and 1079[CW], 1080[CW]

165/1118

187/1281[CW]

272/2438

Issues

9.15.1 Objections by objectors 018, 162 and 187 are substantially resolved by detailed proposed changes, both to the text and the proposals map.  Objection 077/0473 is concerned with how proposals on SINCs allocated for development in the plan will be evaluated and compensation measures sought.  Although this is referred to in para 8.66(a), the objection is principally relevant to Policies GE14 and GE17.  FPC22 clarifies the relationship between SINC quality and CNCS designation.  In so far as land of SINC quality has been allocated for development, this is taken into account as part of site-specific objections elsewhere in the report. This includes objection 031/0192 directed at housing allocation 21 – Bagington Fields and 099/0609, concerned with land at Houldsworth Crescent (allocation 17), both reported in Chapter 13.  The recommendation made there in relation to land at Houldsworth Crescent will affect the text and the Proposals Map.  The main issues outstanding here are whether:

(i) The policy differentiates between national and locally designated sites in a manner which is consistent with national guidance, and provides a sufficient basis for development control; 

(ii) A wider range of habitats should be included in the designated LNRs;

(iii) Regionally Important Geological Sites should be included;

(iv) There should be provision for the identification of new sites;

(v) Areas of Coventry Red Sandstone should be protected;

(vi) Land adjoining Willenhall Wood should be designated as a LNR and CNCS;

(vii) Sherbourne Valley Allotments and nearby land, including Lake View Park, should be a CNCS;

(viii) Additional land within the Coundon wedge should be part of a CNCS and whether the extension in the proposed changes will affect the future development of the land designated under Policy E8;

(ix) Land opposite the Ibis Hotel in Abbey Road, Whitley should be included in a CNCS.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – is the policy consistent with national guidance and does it provide a sufficient basis for development control

9.15.2  This issue responds to objection 165/1118.  The objector argues that in having a single test applicable to all sites the different weight to be given to national and local designations is insufficiently recognised.  The Council argues persuasively that an informed judgement has been taken to identify the value of sites, which are all of acknowledged quality, including one SSSI.   The case for development has been considered and rejected for those sites designated as CNCS, so that it is reasonable to apply a high standard of protection.  As the Council points out, the policy does not apply to sites of lesser value and in those cases policies GE14 and GE17 would inform a decision about the principle and detailed design of development.  FPC22 to para 8.63 would confirm the particular importance of SSSI status.

Issue (ii) – should a wider range of habitats be included in the designated LNRs

9.15.3 LNRs are designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act.  As such the plan is merely informative and the Council points out that only existing LNRs or those due to be declared in the near future have been identified.  There is no detailed evidence that there are other sites which should be included in the plan at this stage. 

Issue (iii) – should Regionally Important Geological Sites be included

9.15.4 Objection 162/1073 is that there are three Regionally Important Geological Sites which should be identified as CNCS.  The Council has obtained expert advice that one of the sites, Whitley Quarry, is not of the requisite quality, although it is part of a wider CNCS for other reasons.  Changes to the Proposals Map (Nos 9 and 10) have been made in respect of the remaining areas.

Issue (iv) - should provision be made for the identification of new sites

9.15.5 The quality of sites in the city will change and it may be that the areas designated as SINCs outside the development plan process are altered.  Nevertheless it is not possible to change the status of land within the CDP other than by a formal modification.  If specific proposals for a development are made in advance of a review of the plan, all current circumstances could be material considerations.  However it would be unreasonable to attempt to anticipate what might occur by, in effect, applying the policy to areas which are unknown. 

Issue (v) – should areas of Coventry Red Sandstone be protected

9.15.6 Objection 084/0514 supports the designation of areas of Coventry Red Sandstone but the Council points out that only sites of substantive value should be identified and that the advice of Warwickshire Geological Conservation Group has been followed in selecting sites of geological importance.  There is no evidence that other sites should be included.

Issue (vi) – should land adjoining Willenhall Wood be designated as a LNR and CNCS

9.15.7 The Council has agreed to delete the designation as a LNR because this is seen to be impractical without the support of the owner and I shall recommend this further change.  The land would remain as a CNCS.  The objector does not provide any evidence to challenge the information setting out the substantial nature conservation value of the land which is incorporated in the SINC citation and endorsed by English Nature.  This was strongly supported in an appeal decision in 1998.  Identification as a CNCS in the plan has only occurred after consideration whether importance for nature conservation is outweighed by the benefits of allocation for development.  The objector proposes a retail allocation as an extension to the adjoining retail warehouse park.  My conclusions on Policy S12 include that there is no requirement to identify sites for retail warehousing.  To show benefits from out-of-centre development, it would first be necessary to demonstrate a need for the specific retailing proposed and the absence of alternative sites in defined centres.  The objector has referred to potential capacity but has not shown need.  Any benefits in this respect would also be offset by the visual impact of development on land which forms an important part of the setting of Willenhall Wood in views from the A46.  My overall conclusion is therefore that there are no significant identified benefits and the CNCS designation in the plan should be retained.

Issue (vii) – should land in the vicinity of Sherbourne Valley Allotments be a CNCS

9.15.8 Identification as a CNCS depends upon meeting specific criteria as a result of surveys which have been carried out on a systematic basis.  It would devalue the status which is sought for these sites if additional land were included which did not meet the criteria.  Although objector 157 argues that the land has value as a green corridor, the assertion that there is a variety of rare flora and fauna is not supported by specific evidence.  The ecological/geographical relationship between sites has been taken into account in the survey which has informed the plan.  Thus it has not been demonstrated that the plan is defective in failing to include land of suitable merit. 

Issue (viii) – should additional land within the Coundon wedge be part of a CNCS and would the extension in the proposed changes affect the future development of the land designated under Policy E8

9.15.9 Objector 082 proposes a more extensive designation as CNCS in the Coundon wedge.  The Council has based its proposals on systematic survey information and a re-survey in the Coundon wedge resulted in a substantial extension to the area affected in the proposed changes.  The designation does not depend upon landscape quality and is independent of other provisions of the plan, such as the boundary of the Green Belt.  There is no relevant evidence that further land should be included as a CNCS.  Counter-objection 272/2438 expresses concern at the impact of future development of land reserved under Policy E8 for the future expansion of Jaguar/Ford cars.  However this is some distance from and unaffected by the land identified as a CNCS.

Issue (ix) – should land opposite the Ibis Hotel in Abbey Road, Whitley be included in the CNCS

9.15.10 The objector’s case is essentially that there is an inconsistency in the boundary at this point.  In so far as this is correct, it may be explained by the Council’s proposed FPC48, intended to correct a discrepancy between the proposals map and the Phase II survey information at Whitley Common – Abbey Road.  This would leave the land immediately to the west of the River Sherbourne which has been managed to enhance its value within the CNCS but exclude other areas of grass and scrub in front of the Ibis Hotel.  This would ensure that the appropriate standard is maintained in land identified as a CNCS, so that I have recommended that this error should be corrected.  I do however draw the Council’s attention to a minor discrepancy between the proposed north-western boundary in FPC48 and that shown elsewhere which should be checked.  Although the objector would prefer further land to be added to the CNCS, there is not the necessary evidence on nature conservation value which would support this step.

Recommendations

9.15.11 That no modification be made to Policy GE13.

9.15.12 Modify paragraphs 8.63, 8.65, 8.66 and 8.67 in accordance with the proposed changes and FPC22, including the addition of new paragraph 8.66(a).

9.15.13 Modify the Proposals Map as in Maps 9-13 of the proposed changes.

9.15.14 Modify the boundary of the CNCS west of Banner Lane in accordance with FPC2.

9.15.15 Modify the Proposals Map in accordance with FPC48.

9.15.16 Modify the Proposals Map by deleting the LNR designation of land south of Willenhall Wood in accordance with FPC57.

9.15.17 Modify the text and the Proposals Map to be consistent with the recommendations affecting land at Houldsworth Crescent in IR13.4.4.

9.15.18 Modify the list of CNCS in the Appendix to the plan in accordance with FPC43.

9.16 policy GE14 – PROTECTION OF OTHER SITES OF NATURE CONSERVATION VALUE
policy GE17 – DESIGNING NEW DEVELOPMENT TO ACCOMMODATE WILDLIFE

Objections

018/0084[CW], 0085[CW]

077/0467

122/0730

157/1010

162/1083[CW]

187/1297[CW]

Background and issue

9.16.1 Objections 018/0084-85, 162/1083 and 187/1297 have been conditionally withdrawn subject to the proposed change adding Policy GE17.  Objection 122/0730 proposes a variation to a CNCS boundary and is included in the preceding section on Policy GE13.  157/1010 adds nothing to the objector’s case concerning the identification of land under GE13.  The main issue is whether these policies would give sufficient weight to nature conservation interests, in particular:

(i) Should Policy GE14 apply to sites allocated in the plan;

(ii) Is the reliance on negotiations in Policy GE17 too weak.

Conclusions

9.16.2 Policy GE14 as in the plan would apply to sites which have nature conservation quality which is “significant” but of less value than a SINC.  Objector 077 makes two main arguments, firstly that the exclusion of sites of SINC quality which are allocations in the plan should be removed.  Secondly that mitigation required should be “to the fullest practicable extent”, without the additional phrase “compatible with the character of the development proposed”.  On the first argument, there are nine such sites in the DDP which is reduced to six in FPC22 (in part by the combination of sites).  The objection to be considered here is not concerned with the merits of the individual allocations, some of which are subject to objection, but with how policies are to be applied if the allocations remain.  I agree with the Council that, having allocated land for a particular purpose in the plan notwithstanding its SINC quality because the benefits of the development exceed any harm caused, it would be wholly inappropriate to repeat the basic test when the detailed proposals are made.  This would remove the certainty which the plan is intended to provide.  I return to the question of how policies should be applied to these sites later.

9.16.3 As to the second modification sought, the policy must be read as a whole.  Although on its own the second sentence might appear to be implying that the character of a development should not be modified to mitigate harm, it is important that the fundamental test in the first sentence will have to be satisfied ie that the benefits outweigh the ecological harm.  When looked at comprehensively the policy represents a reasonable balance between allowing worthwhile development to proceed and protecting the nature conservation value of sites.

9.16.4 Policy GE17, the subject of issue (ii), sets out the broad range of measures to be taken in the design and implementation of development to protect and enhance wildlife.  The objector is concerned that the reliance on negotiations to implement these is insufficiently robust.  Given that I have not supported the objection to Policy GE14, it is this policy which would apply to those SINC’s which are allocated for development in the plan.  The policy would also apply to sites with no existing ecological value and is intended to cover many different features.  The Council argues that the reference to negotiations is because landowners cannot be compelled to enter into planning obligations.  However most of the features set out in the policy are elements of design.  In so far as further control was required, this would frequently be by means of conditions.  In my view the policy should have a more positive emphasis, which would be consistent with the aim in para 8.2 of the plan and in the form I propose would not require developers to enter into agreements.

9.16.5 Fundamental to the case of objector 077 is how nature conservation interests on land of SINC quality allocated for development in the plan should be protected.  In my view it would be appropriate for the allocation to also identify any important compensation measures which have influenced the decision that the allocation should be made.  This would be consistent with the commentary on housing allocations under Policy H7 incorporated in para 3.36(a) of the CDP.  In so far as there are site specific objections to relevant allocations, I have had regard to this possibility.  Subject to this, Policy GE17 as recommended would be a reasonable basis for the determination of individual development proposals.

Recommendations

9.16.6 That no modification be made to Policy GE14.

9.16.7 That Policy GE17 be modified so that it begins:

The design of new development should preserve and enhance existing elements of nature conservation importance and add new habitat by:

9.17 policy GE15 – SPECIES PROTECTION

Objections

018/0082[CW]

116/0694

157/1011

162/1081[CW]

Issue

9.17.1 157/1011 adds nothing to the objector’s case concerning the identification of land under GE13.  Objections 018/0082 and 162/1081 are conditionally withdrawn subject to detailed changes to the text.  The main issue arising from objection 116/0694 is whether the provision of alternative habitats is an acceptable outcome.

Conclusions

9.17.2 The policy applies generally to protected species.  These will benefit from statutory protection but the retention of a suitable habitat will be need to be safeguarded through planning control.  The objector does not give any reason why the provision of alternative habitat which would sustain at least current populations, as required in the policy, would not be reasonable.  Clearly expert advice on the adequacy and sustainability of proposed replacement habitat would be needed in individual cases, but there are no grounds to exclude this possibility outright. 

Recommendation

9.17.3 That no modification be made to Policy GE15.

9.17.4 That paragraphs 8.71 and 8.72 be modified as in the proposed changes.

9.18 policy GE16 – see appendix B

9.19 policy GE17 – DESIGNING NEW DEVELOPMENT TO ACCOMMODATE WILDLIFE

Objection

077/2250

9.19.1 This policy is reported with Policy GE14.

COVENTRY CDP INSPECTORS REPORT – GREEN ENVIRONMENT
197

