
 

 

1. Gladman have considered in depth in our Matter 1 and Matter 2 statements that the evidence base 

which has underpinned the allocation of sites is deficient with regard both the SHLAA and the SA work 

undertaken. Whilst some of the sites identified within the plan may be sound allocations there is no 

clear evidence to arrive at such conclusions. The level of evidence within the SHLAA process is lacking 

sufficient detail to underpin the allocations of the Local Plan. 

2. The Council is also proposing Green Belt release in a number of locations. Whilst in principal Gladman 

agree that Green Belt release should be an option actively considered to meet housing needs we again 

question the level of evidence which underpins this approach. A number of sites on the edge of the 

urban area of Nuneaton, which sit outside the Green Belt, have been unfairly rejected due to the flawed 

SHLAA process. Such sites should have been considered in regard how they could reduce the need for 

Green Belt incursion, this approach is the approach advocated in the Housing White Paper.  

.

3. The Council has failed to identify land to meet its needs due to the failure of the SHLAA to properly 

assess available sites Whilst there are a number of sites which could sustainably meet housing needs 

they have not been included within the plan. Of the sites included within the plan, there is limited to 

no information as to the deliverability of the sites, whether constraints to bringing them forward exist 

or the rate at which such sites will be delivered. Without the Council publishing such information with 

regard to lead in times and delivery rates it is therefore difficult to answer the question posed. 

4. The Council will need to prepare and publish for comment an assessment of the delivery of sites within 

the Local Plan and the assumption made as to when they will deliver and the rate at which they will 

deliver. The approach should be based on using the information provided by the site developer, and 



include a sense check from both the Council and other developers to ensure that the assumptions made 

are robust.  

5. No. The Local Plan contains a trajectory which is unexplained, and at odds with the latest AMR produced 

in 2014/15. The latest housing land supply statement is from April 2016 and confirms between a 2.67 

and 3.31 year land supply exists. The document contains no information on what has been factored 

into the calculation in a number of important aspects including delivery rates, lead in times etc. It also 

includes an under estimation of housing needs.  

6. Gladman consider that the housing requirement has not been met since 2008/9, a substantial shortfall 

has accrued since this time, and a significant shortfall is present from the start of the plan period. 

Gladman consider therefore that the evidence would indicate persistent under delivery in Nuneaton 

and Bedworth and that a 20% buffer should be applied.  

7. It is noted that in the April 2016 5 Year Land Supply Statement the Council confirm in paragraph 2.8 

that they consider persistent under delivery has occurred and that as such a 20% buffer is included to 

ensure choice and competition in the market for land.  

8. The impending changes to National Policy proposed through the Housing White Paper also indicate that 

Nuneaton would fall into the category of requiring a 20% buffer. The housing delivery test set out by 

the Government, proposes a rolling three year period starting with the period 1st April 2014 to 31st 

March 2017. The housing delivery test proposes a tiered approach toward addressing any undersupply 

across a rolling three year period, there a range of measures proposed to remedy a failure to deliver 

sufficient housing. Of most practical relevance is the indication that from November 2017 should 

delivery of housing fall below 85% of the requirement (over the 3 year period) then a 20% buffer would 

be applied.  

 

9. It is unfortunately difficult to assess the robustness of the Councils position due to the significant levels 

of inconsistencies in the data presented. For example the April 2016 5 Year Land Supply statement 

includes a total of 1,485 completions over the plan period so far from 2011/12, yet the publication 

version of the Local Plan in paragraph 5.21 confirms 1,318 completions, with a caveat that completions 

in HSG1 are deducted to avoid double counting. Further anomalies can be seen when considering the 

Housing Trajectory in the chart below paragraph 5.21 of the Local Plan, whilst it is not possible to see 

the precise figures due to the scale of the chart it is quite clear that for 2015/16 the housing trajectory 



is estimating the delivery of over 800 dwellings and yet the April 2016 5 Year Land Supply statement 

indicates that 412 dwellings were completed. The differences between the two are not explained.  

 

10. In any event with any of the range of figures discussed above it is apparent that for the past 3 years 

delivery has been substantially below the 85% threshold, and as such a 20% buffer is warranted.  

 

11. Again there is scant information with the submitted plan as to the 5 year land supply which the plan 

provides. The information within the April 2016 5 Year Land Supply does not indicate any lapse rate has 

been included. The overall housing allocations do seem to include a buffer of circa 10% to ensure 

delivery of the housing requirement, but clearly this is against a deficit in meeting the identified plan 

needs.  

12. If the plan is to ensure it is deliverable it may be necessary to include both the 10% buffer on top of the 

requirement as well as a sensible reduction for lapsed planning consents. 

13. The tables indicate that using that data a 5 year land supply cannot be demonstrated. However the 

figures used in the table are considerably out of date, we would have expected the publication version 

of the plan to be published with a 5 year land supply statement with a base date of April 2017 attached. 

Failure to do so and to submit the plan with evidence indicating a lack of 5 year land supply clearly 

shows that the plan as written at present is unsound.  

14. The figures used in the table are also on the basis of 502 dwellings per annum, this is clearly incorrect. 

In meeting the OAN for Nuneaton and the apportioned share of the unmet housing needs of the HMA 

there is a need to plan for 703 dwellings per annum. Any updated 5 year land supply will need to reflect 

this figure. The figure should also apply a 20% buffer, and in the first instance use the Sedgefield 

methodology as outlined by the PPG. Once this figure has been adequately arrived at a consideration 

as to whether there is a need for a stepped trajectory or not can be undertaken. It seems apparent 

however that whatever variation of calculating the 5 year land supply is undertaken the answer is that 

simply the plan fails to allocate sufficient sites to meet its need. Once more this comes back to the 

failure of the SHLAA as the key component evidence base underpinning the plan. 

15. Gladman would contend that the best way forward with regard to the 5 year land supply at this stage 

of the hearings would be to establish the broad principles, in terms of the buffer, and OAN and then 

require the Council to undertake a new SHLAA exercise identifying and selecting more sites to meet the 

housing needs.  



 

16. As discussed above there is little that can be done until further work has been undertaken by the 

Council. Effectively a significant amount of additional work must be undertaken in terms of site 

assessment and delivery through the SHLAA and SA before main modifications to address the problems 

identified can be made. When such evidence has been completed it will be necessary for the plan to 

include the allocation of additional sites through main modifications.  

17. At present both other members of the HMA and the development industry seem to have a common 

view that the Council has failed to evidence its position. The only evidence before the examination is 

that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply upon its adoption, and that there is 

significant doubt on the robustness of the SHLAA in assessing sites and subsequently in allocating a 

sufficient number of sites. In short the Councils plan is deficient in allocating the housing needed, 

despite the fact that its own evidence clear indicates a need for more housing both in terms of the 5 

year housing land supply and the overall housing land supply. A pause is necessary for the Council to 

undertaken further work.  

18. Due to the shortage of proper up to date information on the 5 Year Land Supply, the inconsistencies 

between the trajectory in the publication plan and the latest 5 Year Land Supply statement and the lack 

of information on assumptions made on the delivery of housing it is challenging to judge the scale of 

modifications which need to be made. As we have outlined above the SHLAA and SA need to be revised, 

it is clear that substantial additional allocations need to be made to meet the overall plan requirement 

and to boost the 5 Year Land Supply, but until the additional pieces of work discussed are complete the 

scale of necessary new allocations is difficult to predict, but is likely to be a minimum of 1,000-2,000 

additional dwellings. 

19. Gladman would note that when these pieces of evidence have been produced they will need to be the 

subject of public consultation and testing through resumed hearing sessions.   



 


