13.  housing sites

13.1 introduction

13.1.1 This chapter deals with objections relating to housing allocations under Policy H7. Those opposing plan allocations are reported first, followed by objections seeking allocation on land neither within or proposed as part of the Green Belt.  The Council justifies its approach to allocating sites against the guidance in PPG3, although this was not available when the plan was prepared.  There is no evidence of a systematic comparison of alternatives although it could be that even had this been done the practical effect would have been minimal because the range of options is small in the context of a compact urban area with correspondingly good public transport accessibility and a tight Green Belt boundary.  An important factor in the evaluation of sites is the increasing weight to the use of previously-developed land and the search sequence in para 30 of the PPG.  The latter begins with previously-developed land and then progresses to urban extensions.  Allocations have been made in both categories.  This has been possible whilst maintaining a high concentration on the use of previously-developed land and there is no evidence that substantial increases can be achieved from this source.

13.1.2 There is a broad correspondence between the approach adopted in assessing plan allocations and those proposed by objectors.  Nevertheless there is an obligation upon objectors to show that the plan is flawed, either in the allocation made or in failing to allocate the land subject to the objection. The principal factors are how the development of the site performs against the criteria in para 31 of PPG3 and whether allocation for housing would be consistent with the objectives of the plan, including those relating to economic regeneration and environmental quality.  Some objections relate to land which is Urban Green Space as defined in the plan, including outdoor sports facilities.  In these cases there are policies in the plan which would be applied to development proposals and the principles they contain have been taken into account in considering the objections.   If an urban extension site outside the Green Belt satisfies relevant tests, there is no reason why this should not be allocated, subject to the consideration of phasing.

13.2 JAGUAR RADFORD (1): Policy h7 

Objections

146/0899, 2276

Issue

13.2.1 This is whether the allocation, which includes the development of the former sports ground, adversely affects recreation provision and is consistent with Policies GE4 and GE10.

Conclusions

13.2.2 This is a major redevelopment where, according to the Council’s evidence, the brief which is the basis of the planning permission granted requires open space provision of some 3ha.  This is to be in a central village green and is to be available both to existing club members and new residents.  The principles underlying Policies GE4 and GE10 include that adequate provision is made within a development to meet the Green Space Standards and that the requirement satisfied by the former facility continues to be met.  Where that facility contributed to needs in the locality where a deficiency exists, it would be reasonable to expect that to be maintained.

13.2.3 The objector submits no detailed evidence in support.  I have reservations as to whether the scale of replacement provision fully satisfies current policies but planning permission was granted in 1998 and the development has commenced. 

Recommendation

13.2.4 That no modification be made.

13.3 LYNG HALL SCHOOL (9): Policy h7 

Objections

121/0707

146/0900, 2276

Issue

13.3.1 This is whether the allocation is consistent with the objectives of Policy GE4.

Conclusions

13.3.2 The allocation applies to some 5.3ha, of which about 3.8ha was formerly playing fields.  The Council makes a number of points in support of the allocation.  I accept that substantial investment has taken place at Lyng Hall School which has included improved drainage of those playing fields which remain and enhanced community use, both of indoor and outdoor facilities.  Part of the Council’s case is that the practical availability of recreation opportunities has been increased and this seems to be confirmed by the historical background.

13.3.3 The case of objector Sport England is a rather different one and seeks to retain the land pending the preparation of the Playing Pitch Strategy.  If this eventually shows a local over-provision (presumably including the 3.8ha on the objection site), then it is suggested that development should only occur if enhanced community sports provision is provided in the catchment area. 

13.3.4 My view is between these two conflicting assessments.  I accept the Council’s point that there has already been enhancement looking at the original School site as a whole.  However it would be an unsatisfactory planning decision to agree the development of former playing fields if the opportunity to make adequate outdoor sports provision in the locality would be prejudiced as a result.  That is fundamental to the first test in Policy GE4 as I recommend it and is consistent with the need to take a long term view as explained in para 25 of PPG17.  Although the Council argues that there is above average provision of both formal and informal Green Space in the locality, details are not supplied.  In my view a more definitive and transparent assessment should be carried out, concentrating on youth and adult outdoor playing space, which is the function for which the land was and is most suitable.

13.3.5 This issue will be resolved by the completion of the Playing Pitch Strategy, which will show whether this land is required to meet the need identified.  It would therefore be possible to recommend that the allocation be deleted pending its completion.  However I have chosen to make a more specific recommendation, which may assist a decision, and would not prevent the alternative described being substituted.  I have also recommended a consequent adjustment to the site capacity within Policy H7. 

Recommendations

13.3.6 That the Council reviews whether the Green Space Standard for youth and adult outdoor playing space is met within 1200 metres of the site.

13.3.7 That H7 the allocation of that part of the site which was formerly playing fields is retained only if the outdoor playing space standard referred to above is met without additional provision on the objection site or can be met having regard to land suitable for such provision in the ownership of the City Council.

13.4 HOULDSWORTH CRESCENT (17): Policy h7 

Objection

099/0608

Issue

13.4.1 This is whether part of the land at Houldsworth Crescent shown as a housing site in the UDP should be defined as a CNCS or developed for housing.

Conclusions

13.4.2 In the UDP the whole of this land, which lies to the west and north of allotments, was shown for housing development.  In the DDP a CNCS is defined running east-west through the centre of the site, although other land also of SINC quality is allocated for housing.  In the proposed changes the detailed boundary of the CNCS is revised, presumably to reflect the details of the planning permission which is now being implemented.

13.4.3 The objector is concerned at the loss of part of the original housing allocation.  On balance I do not have evidence which would justify setting aside the thrust of the approach in the plan which retains a linear open area between the allotments and land of SINC quality west of the site.  In reaching that view I have had regard to the description of the adjoining residential area as densely populated and deficient in recreational open space, the well-used informal paths which existed across the land, and the opportunity to enhance the land retained as open space when the development is completed.  Nevertheless I have serious doubts whether at the present time the CNCS designation should be retained.  My impression is that the works which have taken place as part of the residential development will have had a considerable impact on what was the previously well-founded nature conservation value and this will require a major effort to re-establish.  

Recommendations

13.4.4 That the land at Houldsworth Crescent proposed as a CNCS should be re-surveyed and not designated as a CNCS unless the criteria applicable to SINCs supported by English Nature are met.

13.4.5 That the allocation for housing of land at Houldsworth Crescent with a capacity of 174 dwellings be maintained and that the Proposals Map be modified to show the boundary of the housing site as in Map 2 of the proposed changes.

13.5 COVENTRY COLLIERY (18): Policy h7 

Objection

148/0924

This objection is reported at IR14.2.

13.6 BAGINTON FIELDS (21): Policy h7 

Objections

031/0193

077/0459

Issue

13.6.1 This is whether the allocation for housing of this land of SINC quality is justified.

Conclusions

13.6.2 This allocation occupies part of a housing allocation in the UDP, defined to exclude two areas of woodland which were part of the former allocation.  The site adjoins existing dwellings to the north-east but would be wrapped around by the Green Belt on three sides.  The site is part of a larger area which satisfies the criteria for designation as a SINC, although in the plan only the area outside the housing allocation would become a CNCS.  There are playing fields to the west and north, beyond which is land in the Sowe valley also identified as a CNCS.

13.6.3 A difficult balance has to be struck here between the need for housing land, having regard to the status of the land in the UDP, and the desirability of protecting land of nature conservation importance so as to promote habitat diversity and add to the ecological interest of the city.  For a number of reasons I have concluded that the housing allocation should be upheld.  Firstly, a survey by Eco Tech in 1998 describes the land as of borderline merit with most, if not all, of the habitat areas not of SINC quality in their own right.  This is important background to the evidence that the area of the housing allocation exhibits the greatest diversity.  Objector 077 argues that this makes the effect of removing part of the land especially critical, which may be so, but it is also possible that steps could be taken to enhance the value of the remaining land or to create additional nature conservation value as compensation measures.  Secondly, some weight must be given to the UDP allocation.  Although circumstances may alter for many different reasons, it is probable that in this case the main change is the process of assessment rather than the quality of the site.  Thirdly, if the land remains undeveloped but outside the Green Belt it will be vulnerable to pressure for development, whereas it is doubtful that there are exceptional circumstances justifying including the land in the Green Belt.  Fourthly, the fact that a substantial part of the land of SINC quality will remain offers the opportunity to maintain some of the benefits which the site provides, including access to the network of informal footpaths for recreation.  Fifthly, and by no means least, there is the need to satisfy the requirement for housing land where this can be achieved without significant detriment to other objectives of the plan.  Objector 077 argues that there is a surplus of available land but for reasons set out in Chapter 1, I do not agree.  Whereas the objector would prefer to substitute Green Belt land without nature conservation value were that required, I do not accept that this land is of sufficient quality for that to be justifiable. 

13.6.4 In the context of considering objections to Policies GE14 and GE17 I indicated that it may be appropriate in the case of allocations of land of SINC quality to identify the need for compensation measures in the plan, where this has influenced the decision made.  This possibility is part of the brief for the development of the land and greater clarity would be achieved by referring to this in the plan. 

Recommendations

13.6.5 That the allocation of the site under Policy H7 be maintained.

13.6.6 That text of the plan be modified, probably by an addition to paragraph 3.36(a), to refer to the need for compensation measures as part of the development of this site to establish an area potentially of equivalent nature conservation value.

13.7 MIDLANDS SPORTS CLUB (26): Policy h7 

Objections

146/0901, 2276

Issue

13.7.1 This is whether the plan provides a sufficient safeguard to the continuity of sports provision.

Conclusions

13.7.2 This sports centre is in old buildings and the intention is to relocate the facility.  The proposed change to include para 3.36(a), which I have recommended within Policy H7, would add the text “dependent on the relocation of the Sports Centre”.  The counter-objection comments on uncertainty about the retention of the facility while a replacement is built but to state that this would introduce excessive detail and rigidity into the plan.  When specific proposals are submitted the development control process will enable appropriate arrangements to be made taking into account the particular circumstances. 

Recommendation

13.7.3 That no further modification be made.

13.8 Aldermans green primary school (27): Policy h7 

Objection

121/0707

Issue

13.8.1 This is whether the allocation adversely affects recreation provision or would result in the loss of land with significant amenity value.

Conclusions

13.8.2 Part of this allocation was formerly the site of Alderman’s Green Infants School.  The evidence is that the area concerned was occupied by buildings and amenity land rather than playing fields.  Development of Green Space should also take into account the amenity value of the land within the locality.  In this case the site is not prominent and is bounded on two sides by development, so that this makes no special contribution to visual amenity.  There is a clear distinction between this land and the area of former school playing fields to the east which is within the Green Belt and relates to other open land to the north, east and south.  This is unaffected by the H7 allocation and is to become public open space.

Recommendation

13.8.3 That no modification be made.

13.9 Stoke heath primary school (28): Policy h7 

Objection

121/0707

Issue

13.9.1 This is whether the allocation is detrimental to recreation provision or to the overall Green Space value of the locality.

Conclusions

13.9.2 This housing allocation is part of comprehensive proposals which have resulted in the construction of a new Primary School on open land adjoining the former building.  Completion of the proposals includes the transfer of land formerly within the school site as an addition to the Stoke Heath public open space.  Having regard to the footprint of the former building I am satisfied that the overall impact of the scheme would be detrimental neither to recreation provision nor to the Green Space value of the area.  Any losses will be adequately compensated by the addition to the public open space which is to occur. 

Recommendation

13.9.3 That no modification be made.

13.10 rear of LYTHALLS LANE/HOLBROOK LANE (53): Policy h7 

Objection

032/0201

Issue

13.10.1 Whether this private sports ground has value as Urban Green Space which precludes a housing allocation.

Conclusions

13.10.2 The objection site is an approximately triangular area surrounded by the rear gardens of houses.  The main part is a private sports ground of about 1ha.  The remainder is occupied by industrial premises. Given the location of these premises with access between dwellings a suitable comprehensive development for residential use would be desirable.  Thus it is the potential development of the private sports ground which is critical.

13.10.3 In view of the location of the sports ground where it is not publicly visible, reinforced by the length of the gardens of the surrounding houses, I do not believe that it has any value in visual terms.  In assessing the functional value of the site, the starting point is the evidence of the Council that the Green Space Standard is not met in this part of Coventry.  Based on the advice in para 42 of PPG17, and in accordance with the form of Policy GE4 I have recommended, that suggests a presumption that the land should be retained.  The latter policy also accepts that it is relevant whether the land can contribute to meeting the standard, whether because of its location or physical characteristics.  That judgement should take account both of the value of the land in its existing state, ie as a private sports ground, and its potential value to the community, especially because of the need to take a long term approach when considering the potential loss of open space as confirmed in para 25 of PPG17.  If potential community use were ignored, opportunities to add to publicly accessible facilities could readily disappear.  As a private sports ground, the land does add to the range of available facilities and it could perform a valuable role if publicly accessible, perhaps for youth sport or as a local park or play area.  Although the objector emphasises that an adult football pitch cannot be provided on the land because of its size and shape, this does not mean that its development would not be a significant loss.

13.10.4 Overall, therefore, the inclusion of the objection site in the plan as a housing allocation would be detrimental to long term recreation provision and to the principles contained in national guidance and in Policy GE4 of the plan.  I have taken into account the possible incorporation of some community open space in a housing development.  Public access would be a benefit but I am not satisfied that this would make up for the loss, especially because this would inevitably mean that the use of the land for sport would be lost.  The recommendation not to allocate the land would not preclude future proposals which included replacement provision producing an equivalent or greater community benefit, having regard to local needs, within the terms of Policy GE4.

Recommendation

13.10.5 That no modification be made.

13.11 bablake school playing fields, hollyfast road (54): h7

Objection

013/0221

Issue

13.11.1 This is whether the land should be retained as playing fields having regard to:

(i) Its value for recreation;

(ii) The contribution to the visual amenity of the area;

(iii) The opportunity to improve recreation facilities.

Conclusions

13.11.2 The objection concerns 1.98ha at the southern end of the substantial Bablake School playing fields.  Policy GE4, as recommended to be modified, seeks to retain land used or last used for outdoor sport unless certain tests are met.  The principles in the policy reflect the advice in para 42 of PPG17 and are relevant in assessing a potential allocation for housing. 

13.11.3 A main part of the objector’s case is that the requirements of the main users could be met on the 15ha which would remain after development.  No evidence is provided to satisfy the test in the plan, supported in PPG17, that adequate provision would exist in the locality if the development were carried out.  Thus it is impossible to conclude that the land does not have value for recreation.

13.11.4 In addition to the value of land for sport, Policy GE4 takes into account whether land has other significant Green Space value.  The objection site occupies a prominent corner where there is an attractive view across the extensive playing fields towards hedges and trees.  This adds substantially to the attractiveness and variety of the surroundings and development in the manner proposed would be a significant loss.  

13.11.5 The objector suggests that revenue from the development would be used to provide a new pavilion and to introduce an all-weather facility on other land which is used at Stonebridge Highway.  Benefits of this kind are referred to in para 42 of PPG17 and are relevant to the overall merits of the project.  Nevertheless on balance the particular form of development would be contrary to the objectives of the plan because any benefit from improved facilities does not outweigh the adverse visual impact and there is not the essential evidence that local recreation needs would be met.  Additional housing land would also be worthwhile but this should not disproportionately reduce the quality of the urban area.

Recommendation

13.11.6 That no modification be made.

13.12 a.
LAND adjacent and TO rear of 54-70 lockhurst lane and between 427 and 431 foleshill road (56): policy h7
B.
101 Lockhurst Lane: policy h7
C.
28 Lockhurst Lane: policy h7

Objection

062/0321[CW]

Background and issue

13.12.1 Objection 062/0321 identified three areas of land in the vicinity Lockhurst Lane/Foleshill Road which would become surplus to the requirements of the objector during the plan period.  Housing development was suggested.  Site A was included in the proposed changes as a housing allocation which I have recommended under Policy H7.  Site C is a very small area, shown on the objector’s plan 4031.1.  This is a site substantially below the threshold size for allocations in the plan.  Such a level of detail would make the plan exceedingly inflexible and I do not therefore recommend any modification relevant to that land.  There is no reason why future development proposals could not be assessed against the policies in the plan.  Site B consists of industrial and office premises at 101 Lockhurst Lane shown on the objector’s plan 4031.2 and the main issue is whether these should be allocated for housing. 

Conclusions

13.12.2 I have no reason to dispute the objector’s assertion that these premises will become surplus to the requirements of the occupier during the plan period.  This is a site of some 2.5ha containing substantial industrial, office and laboratory premises of varied age and size.  There are dwellings to the west and south and a sports ground to the north.  The presumption in the plan which I support is that land should remain in employment use unless there is compelling evidence that this is either unsuitable, such as for environmental reasons, or impractical on economic grounds.  This is reflected in the terms of Policy E9, which provides a satisfactory basis for considering proposals for an alternative use.  There is no evidence to demonstrate that this land could not remain in employment use and it would be detrimental to the retention of employment opportunities close to where people live to allow the redevelopment sought.  Unlike Site A on the east side of Lockhurst Lane, this is a substantial and relatively self-contained site where continued employment use need not be detrimental to nearby dwellings.

Recommendation

13.12.3 That no modification be made, other than that recommended under Policy H7 affecting site A.

13.13 NARBERTH WAY (58): Policy h7 

Objection

069/0394[CW]

Issue

13.13.1 This is whether privately owned vacant allotments off Woodway Lane should be added to housing allocation 23 – Narberth Way. 

Conclusions

13.13.2 The DDP allocates unused land off Narberth Way for housing development.  In the proposed changes this area was extended to include part of the adjoining vacant allotments and the dwelling capacity increased to 90, with no counter-objection being made.  The Council has now put forward FPC23, which would have a similar effect to the proposed change except that the provision of a local park would be defined by its area of 1.7ha.  Subject to the FPC, the objection is conditionally withdrawn.

13.13.3 No substantial evidence has been submitted in support of the objection or the FPC.  Nevertheless there are adjoining Council-owned allotments which are little-used and would be unaffected by the development, while the private allotments are vacant.  I therefore have no reason to believe that the principles of Policy GE5 would not be met, including appropriate compensatory measures.  The site was included in the sequential test assessment (CD073) and performed adequately.  This would therefore be a suitable allocation within the category of urban extensions in the terms of PPG3.  In Chapter 1 I have concluded that this greenfield development should not be delayed by phasing because of the benefit from laying out a local park which is part of the scheme.

Recommendation

13.13.4 The modifications contained in FPC23 have been recommended within Policy H7.

13.14 STONEY STANTON ROAD (59): Policy h7 

Objection

071/0400

This is reported at IR14.7.

13.15 GRANGE FARM, GRANGE ROAD (60): Policy h7 

Objections

073/0412

176/1184

Issue

13.15.1 This is whether measures to achieve satisfactory noise conditions are likely to be achieved within the plan period such that the site should be allocated for housing.

Conclusions

13.15.2 This is a site of some 3.8ha between the Coventry Canal and the M6, which is on an embankment at this point.  There is no dispute that the land is suitable for development, and planning permission has been granted for starter craft units with residential accommodation above and light industrial units.  The objectors seek an exclusive housing allocation under Policy H7.

13.15.3 Objector 073 appeared at the inquiry, where it was accepted that the site is currently within Noise Exposure Category C.  The advice in PPG24 is that at this noise level planning permission should not normally be granted.  It was not argued that there are compelling reasons to disregard this standard and that is my view also, so that an exclusively residential development could only occur if measures were to be taken to sufficiently improve the noise environment.  The available evidence is that this would be likely only if the M6 were re-surfaced with an improved material and the existing barrier fence were raised.  There is also a need for noise readings to be confirmed by a fuller survey.

13.15.4 The case for the objector is that an allocation for housing should be made so as to assist negotiations with the highway authority to carry out re-surfacing at an early date and also to encourage undertaking the necessary fencing works.  I do not support proceeding in this way.  Housing development should only take place if an acceptable environment is assured.  It would be wrong to rely on the possibility that re-surfacing will occur and the uncertain effect this would have on noise, given that there is no commitment to use a particular material.  I appreciate that an officer of the highway authority is reported to have said that a survey of this part of the M6 will take place in 2001-2 and that re-surfacing would be carried out within the plan period.  Even if confirmed, this is insufficient for a plan allocation because it does not show that implementation of a housing development in the plan period is likely nor does it give the necessary confidence that suitable surfacing materials will be used to bring noise levels to an acceptable level.

13.15.5 If improvement measures are carried out there would be a benefit to existing dwellings in the vicinity but this possibility is not a good reason to allocate the land in the manner sought when the environment for additional dwellings is uncertain.  Furthermore the existence of a planning permission for a residential/workshop scheme demonstrates that the principle of development on the site is accepted, so that an allocation for housing in the plan would provide only a limited impetus to negotiations as well as being misleading. 

Recommendation

13.15.6 That no modification be made.

13.16 LAND ADJACENT RAILWAY VIADUCT, SPON END (61): Policy h7 

Objection

075/0447

Issue

13.16.1 Does this site meet the criteria for a housing allocation, in particular is development with 25 or more dwellings likely. 

Conclusions

13.16.2 This is a small, vacant, previously-developed site in mixed residential/commercial surroundings.  The objector wishes to encourage an early redevelopment and this can be achieved within the framework of the policies of the plan without such an allocation, which would limit development to housing.  Furthermore, it is possible that an exclusively residential scheme would not achieve 25 dwellings and would not therefore be appropriate for an allocation.

Recommendation

13.16.3 That no modification be made.

13.17 LAND EAST OF LADY LANE (63): Policy h7 

Objection

114/0677

Issue

13.17.1 This is whether this land east of Lady Lane is likely to be developed in the plan period and would be suitable for allocation.

Conclusions

13.17.2 This is a site of some 0.94ha where in the UDP residential development was to be encouraged under Policy L2: Lady Lane North.  The Council states that the reason the land is not allocated under Policy H7 is that constraints create uncertainty as to whether the land would be developed in the plan period.  The current position is that access would be required through Longford Square.  There is no detailed evidence as to what improvements are sought and it may be that these might be relatively minor if the emphasis were on traffic calming and safe pedestrian movement.  Nevertheless I support the approach in the plan that only sites where development is likely should be allocated.  Experience since the adoption of the UDP justifies a cautious expectation concerning this site.  The CDP would not prevent previously-developed land such as this being developed if any outstanding constraints can be overcome. 

Recommendation

13.17.3 That no modification be made.

13.18 STAYBRITE SITE, FLETCHAMPSTEAD ROAD (65): Policy h7 

Objection

177/1186

Issue

13.18.1 This is whether land at Fletchampstead Highway south of Tile Hill Lane should be identified for a mixed use redevelopment including housing.

Conclusions

13.18.2 The land included in the objection is occupied by vacant industrial/warehouse premises, a small club, and a hire shop/office/training centre.  The predominant use is therefore for employment purposes and the objective of the plan is to retain such land where the use is appropriate on environmental, amenity and traffic grounds, and viable.  No evidence exists that this site is not fully suitable for continued employment use in these respects.  Furthermore any alternative development which might be proposed could satisfactorily be considered against the relevant policies of the plan, including E9, so that modification of the plan is unnecessary.  For an allocation for re-development to be appropriate it would also be essential to show that the land concerned was likely to be available during the plan period but this requirement also is not met. 

Recommendation

13.18.3 That no modification be made.
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