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Matter 2 Housing Need 

 

Q.1  The Government intends shortly to consult on a standard methodology for 

Objectively Assessed Need as set out in the Housing White Paper – February 2017. 

If published prior to 18 August, what are the potential implications of the 

methodology for the Plan and the underpinning evidence prepared for the wider 

Housing Market Area? 

1.1 The Housing White Paper titled ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ was presented to 

parliament by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government in February 

2017. The White Paper is not policy but does indicate the direction government policy may 

travel over the next few years.  

1.2 The White Paper recognises that there is a national shortage of housing which needs to be 

addressed. In the foreword the Prime Minister states:  

‘We need to build many more houses, of the type people want to live in, in the places 

they want to live in’.  

1.3 Making more land available, and in the right places, is clearly an over-arching aim of the 

White Paper and as part of this the Paper encourages Councils to maximise suitable sites 

in their areas and states:  

‘authorities should have a clear strategy to maximise the use of suitable land in their 

area…’ (p. 24).  

1.4 In terms of removing land from the Green Belt, the White Paper states:  

‘where land is removed from the Green Belt, local policies should require the impact to 

be offset by compensatory improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility 

of remaining Green Belt land’ (p. 28). 

1.5 With regard to the preparation of a national standard methodology for calculating housing 

need, consultation is now expected in September 2017. 

 

Q.19  Is there robust evidence of supply/capacity issues or other policy objectives 

which would inhibit delivery of the full OAN and/or adjustments for a higher housing 

provision target to meet the full apportionment of unmet need identified in the MOU?  

1.6 A number of reviews and assessments have been used by the Council as an evidence 

base to help inform the preparation of the Publication Draft.   

1.7 Many development sites have been proposed to the Local Authority for allocation to help 

meet local housing needs, including unmet needs from Coventry.  One such site is at 

Exhall Farm adjoining the Ash Green/Neal’s Green settlement.  The site has been 

promoted for inclusion at various stages of the plan-preparation process.  The site could 

deliver around 250 homes in a location well related to Coventry City, and so would make a 

direct contribution towards meeting the City’s unmet needs. 

1.8 The site, and a wider area of land to the west of Ash Green/Neal’s Green, has been 

considered in a number of the Council’s evidence base reports with often favourable 

conclusions.  However, the site has not been proposed for development by the Council in 
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the emerging Plan.  As one single example, this promoted site helps to demonstrate that 

there are potential locations and sites which could accommodate additional development – 

the Council’s evidence base is often not consistent, or has not been detailed or ‘fine-

grained’ enough.  It does not provide evidence that more development cannot be 

accommodated within Nuneaton & Bedworth. 

1.9 The following sections give an overview of the tone and findings of the key components of 

the Council’s evidence base as they relate to the assessment of the Exhall Farm site (or a 

wider general location in which the site is located): 

 

Landscape Character Assessment (2011)  

1.10 The Landscape Character Assessment (2011) of the Borough assesses the Keresley 

Urban Fringe character area which includes the Exhall House Farm site.  

1.11 The Assessment details that the area has ‘weak character’ and the landscape condition is 

considered to be ‘poor’. Built development is also described as ‘always visible on at least 

two sides of farmland’ within the Keresley Urban Fringe area and views to structures such 

as the Ricoh Arena and warehouse development are prominent form higher ground.  

1.12 The Assessment details that any new development should be set in a ‘strong landscape 

framework’ and should ‘create distinctiveness between settlements’.   

1.13 Therefore, the Council’s evidence base does not justify a rejection of this site on the basis 

of landscape impact, and submitted framework development plans show that the site could 

deliver a strong landscape framework, and retain distinctiveness and separation between 

urban development and settlements. 

 

Stage 1 Housing Background Paper (2013)  

1.14 Stage 1 of the Council’s Housing Background Paper (2013) considered a wider area 
covering the site for development and stated that the land:  

‘[Was] not best performing Green Belt;  

That the TEP Landscape Value Assessment (2012) did not identify this parcel as 

important to retaining separation.’  

 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2013)  

1.15 The Exhall Farm site was considered as part of the 2013 SHLAA, site reference NUN 133. 

The SHLAA makes a number of positive conclusions about the potential development of 

the site:  

‘due to the already strong and still developing landscape structure there is scope to 

accommodate further development’;  

‘because of the areas very strong landscape structure development could be 

accommodated without wider harm and the perception of merging of settlements’;  
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‘development would be very well located to the employment opportunities at Prologis 

Park’; 

‘the site is adjacent to Ash Green and well-related to facilities’;  

‘the eastern and northern part of the site is considered suitable in principle for future 

housing potential because of its accessibility to facilities, job opportunities and public 

transport and because there are no insurmountable constraints as an future urban 

extension’.  

1.16 The SHLAA does advise that development in the east and south of the site would require 

further assessment due to impacts on ecology and the setting of a listed building (these 

assessments have since been undertaken and submitted to the Council).  The SHLAA also 

advises the importance of retaining distinction between the Ash Green and Keresley End 

settlements, particularly along New Road.  This has been reflected in the emerging 

concept or framework plans also submitted to the Council. 

1.17 The SHLAA considered that the site could bring forward up to 260 homes within the Plan 

period. 

 

Coventry & Warwickshire Green Belt Review (2015)  

1.18 The site was assessed as part of the recent Coventry & Warwickshire Green Belt Review 

(2015).  The Review identified broad parcels of land which were defined using a range of 

permanent natural and man-made physical features which include substantial watercourse, 

motorways, A and B road and established infrastructure. Woodland, hedgerows and tree 

lines were considered to be less permanent but were used to define land parcel 

boundaries where appropriate. The land parcels were assessed against the five purposes 

of the Green Belt which each parcel then given a score out of 20 in terms of their 

contribution to the Green Belt.  

1.19 The site was assessed as part of land parcel NG5 which included all land between 

Keresley End to the west and Ash Green/Neal’s Green to the east, with New Road to the 

north and Blackberry Lane to the south. The area assessed is therefore significantly wider 

than the Exhall House Farm site and should therefore not be given full weight in any 

specific consideration of the site.  

1.20 The Green Belt Review gave land parcel NG5 a score of 14 out of 20. The Green Belt 

Review also highlighted that the land parcel is not free from existing development with two 

farms, a dwelling and a nursing home within the land parcel. However the Green Belt 

Review does not fully consider any adverse impacts which the existing development has 

on the purposes of Green Belt, but does recognise that openness is already partly 

‘compromised’.   It also recognises the many urbanising influences on the area. 

1.21 In the context of a Borough which is constrained by such a large proportion of Green Belt 

but where additional development land must be found, the presence of Green Belt 

becomes, to some extent, a common or neutral factor.  It creates a need for highly 

subjective judgements about competing sites, all of which would, to some extent, have 

adverse impacts on the Green Belt.  However, it is clear that this broad location was 

considered to make a similar contribution to other sites in the Green Belt, including some 

which have subsequently been proposed for removal and allocation for development in 

other HMA authorities (for example at Keresley in Coventry).    
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1.22 As referred to above, it is also important to note that the Exhall Farm site represents a 

small part of the broader area of Green Belt assessed, and is well related to the existing 

urban area of Ash Green/Neal’s Green. 

 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2016)  

1.23 The 2016 SHLAA is stated within the 2017 Sustainability Assessment as the basis for why 

the Council is ‘unable to identify sufficient sites’ to meet both the housing needs of the 

Borough and unmet housing needs arising from Coventry.  The assessment of the site (ref. 

NUN 133) concludes:  

‘A number of the issues could be mitigated against.  However, the issues of 

separation of settlement couldn't. There are currently no defensible boundaries to act 

as long term barrier to prevent further encroachment into the Green Belt parcel and 

avoid coalescence with the proposed employment allocation to the west’.  

(2016 SHLAA, Appendix 3) 

1.24 This assessment is contrary to the 2013 SHLAA and the Landscape Character 

Assessment which all considered that with a strong landscape structure, the 

distinctiveness between the Ash Green/Neal’s Green settlement and Prologis 

Park/Keresley End could be maintained.  The Stage 1 Housing Background Paper (see 

above) went even further in stating the site was not important to retaining separation.  The 

evidence base for the Draft Plan is therefore not consistent in its conclusions.  

1.25 The 2016 SHLAA makes reference to the Green Belt Assessment but as detailed above, 

the Green Belt Assessment considered a considerably wider area with potentially greater 

impacts on the openness of the Green Belt.  The land parcel NG5 does therefore not fully 

represent the smaller and less strategic Exhall House Farm site, the development of which 

would clearly have less adverse impacts on the Green Belt.  

1.26 In respect of the 2016 SHLAA concluding that the site has ‘no defensible boundaries’, it is 

evident from details submitted earlier in the plan preparation process that the site has 

defensible boundaries which includes residential development immediately to the north 

and east, the Prologis Country Park (a designated Local Wildlife Site) to the west, and 

development off New Road and Blackberry Lane to the north and south respectively. The 

site is therefore surrounded by physical features which are all recognised in the Green Belt 

Review as appropriate for defining land parcels.  The 2016 SHLAA is therefore incorrect in 

its concluding assessment of the site.  

1.27 Furthermore, the 2016 SHLAA fails to acknowledge the representations made by Oxalis 

Planning for the site which demonstrated through the Initial Concept Plan how separation 

and distinctiveness between settlements would be maintained through strategic and 

significant landscaping, particularly to the western edge of the site.  Through the strategic 

landscaping scheme the impact on the Green Belt purposes would be minimised, with 

some landscape enhancements, as advocated in the other reports forming the Council’s 

evidence base.  

1.28 The 2016 SHLAA makes further errors in the report in respect of public transport when it 

considers that the site is not within 400m of a bus service. As shown in the Highways and 

Accessibility Report undertaken for Warmflame Developments, the site is within 200m of a 

regular bus service.  
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1.29 It is clear from the above that the Draft Plan is not justified as reports and assessments 

within the evidence base reach varied and significantly different conclusions about the 

Exhall House Farm site.  In particular, the conclusions of site in the 2016 SHLAA in respect 

of defensible boundaries, coalescence of settlements and access to public transport are 

incorrect and misleading.   

1.30 In summary, the above helps to demonstrate, through use of the Exhall Farm site as a 

single example, that the evidence base does not justify or confirm a lack of capacity to 

accommodate additional development.  Inconsistent decisions or judgements have been 

taken, and alternative evidence and technical work (by the site promoters) overlooked or 

dismissed.  This site alone confirms that there are further opportunities for the Borough to 

accommodate additional development in a sustainable way. 

1.31 There is no evidence of planning as “a creative exercise in finding ways to enhance and 

improve the places in which people live their lives” are required by the NPPF (paragraph 

17). 

1.32 The Draft Plan should not be considered an appropriate or sound response to meeting the 

development needs of the area. 

    

Q.20  Would a higher housing requirement (i.e. higher than the 13,374 in the Plan 

or 14,060 (if the full unmet need was accommodated as per Table at paragraph 3 of 

the MOU)) be sustainable? Based on historical performance, could the market 

realistically deliver, on average, in excess of 670-700 dwellings per annum over a 

sustained period (plus any backlog since 2011)? Is there evidence that supply 

(market delivery) has been constrained in the Borough by a lack of available plan-

led housing land? 

1.32 With reference to the response to Question 19 above, a higher level of development could 

be delivered in a sustainable way.   

1.33 The Exhall Farm site is well located adjacent to existing urban development at Ash 

Green/Neal’s Green, and is around 1km from the urban area of Coventry – it is well placed 

to accommodate development, and could provide an additional 250 dwellings in a location 

which relates very well to the origin of the unmet housing need. 

 

Q.23  Should the plan’s housing requirement figure be clearly identified in the plan 

as a minimum requirement? 

1.34 In keeping with best practice used commonly in local plans, the housing requirement 

should be expressed as a minimum.   

1.35 Such an approach would be consistent with many of the core principles and elements of 

national policy as expressed in the NPPF, including requirements to: 

 “plan positively to support local development” (paragraph 16) 

 “respond positively to wider opportunities for growth” (paragraph 17) 

 “”be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan and to 

allow a rapid response to changes” (paragraph 21) 
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1.36 Related to these requirements of national planning policy, expressing the housing 

requirement also directly supports the presumption in favour of sustainable development.   

An approach which implies a cap or limit on development could easily contradict and 

undermine that presumption which should ‘run through’ plan making and decision-taking. 


