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1. Matter 1 – Legal and Procedural Compliance  

1.1 The relevant issues and questions for the purposes of this Hearing Statement are set out below:  

Issue 1.3: Sustainability Appraisal  

 (9) Has the methodology of assessing options (including reasonable alternatives) been 

consistently applied? Is there a clear audit trail, including the identification and removal of 

unreasonable options?  

1.2 There are inconsistencies in the scoring applied against a number of sustainability objectives 

within the SA produced for the Publication Draft of the Borough Plan, compared with that 

which was prepared in respect of the Submission Draft. Specifically, these relate to a number 

of strategic housing allocation sites identified by the plan. This cannot be attributed to a 

change in methodology used for the respective SAs; paragraph 2.3.7 of the Publication Draft 

SA makes clear that there has been no amendment of the objectives following consultation 

on the Submission Draft SA.  

1.3 By way of example, development identified for Site HSG 2 ‘Arbury’ is found likely to result in a 

‘positive’ effect on cultural heritage in the long term within the Publication Draft SA (Appendix 

D). This compares with a ‘neutral’ score which was applied in respect of this objective within 

the Submission Draft SA. There is no explicit justification provided within the Publication Draft SA 

as to why the scoring has changed. This is pertinent for two reasons:  

1. The quantum of development identified for Site HSG 2 within the Publication Draft plan has 

been significantly increased since that identified in the Submission Draft, from 1,000 to 

1,525 dwellings respectively. Whilst the site boundary has been amended to incorporate a 

small amount of employment land (i.e. the depot site), this would be appear insufficient to 

meet the uplift without the density of development having to be increased across the site 

as a whole.  

2. The Historic Environment Assessment (HEA) of Potential Development Areas within 

Nuneaton and Bedworth (July 2014) considered that the presence of Arbury Hall Gardens 

– a Grade II* Registered Park and Garden (RPG) to the south of the site - contributed to a 

landscape which is of ‘high sensitivity’. Regard was also had to the presence of two Grade 

II* statutorily listed buildings in close proximity to the site. In considering land at Arbury 

being developed for housing, paragraph 4.7.17 of the HEA considered that:  
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“…Such development would have a high impact on its setting as well as on the settings of 

the early 19th century North Lodge and on the 18th century Bath House, a Grade II* and a 

Grade II Listed Building.”  

1.4 Given that much of setting of the statutorily listed heritage assets would be removed by 

development at Arbury, with the propensity for impact increased by a required densification 

to achieve the 1,525 dwelling requirement identified, the scoring applied in the Publication SA 

in respect of the cultural heritage objective is contradictory to the findings of other parts of the 

plan evidence base, and indeed inconsistent with the approach taken at the Submission Draft 

stage.  

1.5 This is similarly the case in respect of the scoring applied against the Landscape objective, 

with the effect of development in the early stages of delivery changing from a ‘significant 

negative’ to ‘negative’ effect between the Submission and Publication Draft SAs. Once more, 

there appears to be no justification provided in the explanatory text as to why effects should 

improve notwithstanding the substantial increase in development identified.  

1.6 Inflating the sustainability credentials of some sites through more favourable scoring against SA 

objectives compromises the ability to make a meaningful comparison with other sites, such as 

land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton. This has the potential to skew the findings in relation to 

alternative sites when appraising their sustainability for residential development.  

1.7 Whilst the SA needs to be consistent in terms of the scoring of sites (and provide clear 

justification where changes have been made), it is also necessary to appraise all reasonable 

alternative sites. To date, the potential of land at Whitestone Farm to support the delivery of 

housing in the Borough has not been considered through the SA process.  

1.8 Rather, the SA which was prepared in relation to the Submission Draft plan assessed land at 

Whitestone Farm only insofar as supporting employment-use development. It should be noted 

that the site has been routinely promoted through the Council’s Call for Sites process and 

indeed was the subject of representations which were submitted in respect of the Publication 

Draft plan consultation.  

1.9 As demonstrated through representations made to the Publication Draft consultation and 

subsequent submission of technical evidence to the Council, land at Whitestone Farm is 

considered to achieve a scoring against SA objectives which is consistent with, or better than, 

that applied by the Sustainability Appraisal in respect of other sites such as HSG 2. It is not clear 

as to why the site’s potential to accommodate residential development has not been 

considered through the SA process at any stage during the plan-making process. This renders 

the plan unjustified for the purposes of paragraph 182 of the NPPF.  
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Issue 1.6: Duty to Cooperate                                                                                                                     

(15) Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 2004 Act and regulation 

4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, having regard to relevant national policy and 

guidance?   

1.10 It is clear from the evidence to date that the Duty to Cooperate has not been complied with. 

As a strategic priority for the purposes of paragraph 178 of the NPPF, it is incumbent on the 

Council to work proactively with the Coventry and Warwickshire local authorities to ensure 

that there is a strategy in place to accommodate the full objectively assessed housing need 

of the HMA.  

1.11 Whilst the Council’s perceived inability to sign the 2015 MOU does not in itself signal a failure to 

comply with the Duty, it is the process undertaken thereafter which gives rise to serious 

shortcomings.  

1.12 Upon issuing the findings of its updated SHLAA and subsequent release of the Publication Draft 

plan, the other Warwickshire authorities, through the Coventry, Warwickshire, and Hinckley 

and Bosworth Joint Committee for Economic Growth and Prosperity, consider that there 

would be a shortfall of 1,902 dwellings over the plan period. The findings of the committee 

report and minutes of the Joint Committee, dated 8th March 2017, raise a number of concerns 

that amount to a failure to comply with the Duty. Chiefly, these are:  

 An inability of NBBC to convince other Councils of the position set out in the Borough Plan, 

with a lack of transparency and time provided which would otherwise allow for a 

constructive dialogue to resolve the housing supply issue;  

 A lack of satisfaction amongst the other Councils that there has been sufficient dialogue to 

address queries raised in respect of potential housing sites that have been discounted 

following the SHLAA process, and density / site capacity assumptions;  

 A lack of flexibility demonstrated by NBBC to account for non-implementation in respect of 

meeting the Coventry-derived housing requirement in the Borough;  

 NBBC’s decision not to delay submission of the Borough Plan for Examination to enable the 

above concerns to be resolved, following a request from the Joint Committee members; 

and  

 The Coventry and Warwickshire authorities’ decision to submit a joint objection to the 

Publication Draft plan on the basis of a failure to comply with the Duty and soundness, 

which has not been withdrawn.  
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1.13 It is not evident from either the report or minutes pursuant to the subsequent Joint Committee 

meeting of 4th July 2017 that any further dialogue had between NBBC and the Coventry and 

Warwickshire authorities has addressed the above issues.  

1.14 The lack of resolve concerning the housing land supply position indicates that there has not 

been an active and sustained engagement between NBBC and the Coventry and 

Warwickshire authorities, the result of which is the absence of an effective policy-led 

approach (or indeed any agreement) to address unmet housing need arising in the plan 

period.  

1.15 Paragraph 012 of the NPPG makes explicit the need for the Duty to be complied with prior to 

the examination of a local plan. To this end, NBBC’s decision to proceed with the submission 

of its Borough Plan for examination notwithstanding its failure to resolve the issues identified 

above means that the Duty cannot be satisfied retrospectively.  

(16) Does the lack of agreement to date between NBBC and other local planning authorities 

within the Housing Market Area (HMA) regarding the capacity to accommodate the shortfall 

arising from Coventry in full qualify as a failure in the duty to cooperate?  

1.16 Whilst the Duty is not a duty to agree insofar as NBBC being required to accommodate the 

unmet housing need that has been requested of it (NPPG, paragraph 001), it is necessary to 

demonstrate that there has been effective cooperation with the Coventry and Warwickshire 

authorities to ensure that the issue of meeting the full HMA requirement, as a cross-boundary 

strategic priority, is resolved.  

1.17 The absence of a new MOU agreement being in place prior to the submission of the Borough 

Plan for examination (to address the issue of unmet housing need) presents an impediment for 

the purposes of complying with the Duty. That there is no such mechanism agreed between 

NBBC and the Coventry and Warwickshire authorities as to how the issue of unmet housing 

need should be resolved is not in accordance with paragraph 181 of the NPPF.  

1.18 The report to the Joint Committee, dated 27th January 2017, identified concerns with the 

timescales to which NBBC were adhering in preparing the Borough Plan. As has proved the 

case, the report highlighted the likelihood of the authorities being unable to agree a new 

MOU in advance of the Borough Plan being submitted for examination. Furthermore, it would 

appear impossible, given the Coventry and Warwickshire authorities’ upheld objection to the 

Borough Plan, that the issue can be resolved through a Statement of Common Ground. 
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1.19 The need for cross-boundary matters to be resolved in order to comply with the Duty under 

the NPPF has been made clear by local plan inspectors. The recent case of St Albans1 is one 

such example where the Inspector, in determining that the Duty had not been satisfied, 

opined that:  

 

“…Meetings have been held and doubtless appropriate issues have been discussed but it 

needs to be demonstrated that cross-boundary issues, for example in terms of housing, 

employment and infrastructure provision, have been fully addressed and that opportunities to 

be constructive have been given appropriate consideration and where necessary have been 

acted upon.”  

 
1.20 It is the case that NBBC has not demonstrated sufficient flexibility or willingness to extend the 

timescale for preparing the Borough Plan, such that the Joint Committee members’ concerns 

and queries identified in paragraph 1.12 could be resolved. This stops short of achieving a fully 

collaborative approach to engagement, the effect of which is a demonstrable failure to 

satisfy the Duty.  

(19) Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council did not sign the 2015 MOU citing capacity 

issues in terms of meeting all of the assigned share of unmet housing need from Coventry 

(4,020 units). This position was maintained during the 2017 Publication stage for the Borough 

Plan although the submitted Plan provides for 2,330 dwellings from Coventry. Is the timing of 

the Council’s position regarding its assessment of capacity the nub of the Duty to Cooperate 

issue within the HMA? Given the size and nature of the Borough is the capacity issue 

understandable?  

1.21 It is evident from the responses of the Joint Committee members that NBBC has not allocated 

sufficient time to resolving queries raised in respect of site capacity and density matters 

following the publication of its updated SHLAA in December 2016. The decision to proceed 

with consultation on the Publication version of the Borough Plan, and its submission for 

Examination thereafter, contradicts the position sought by the Joint Committee members.  

1.22 As demonstrated through representations made to NBBC during the consultation stage of the 

Publication version, and through a subsequent technical submission in August 2017, there is 

scope to allocate additional sites within the Borough which would be sufficient to address the 

housing shortfall currently identified in the Borough Plan. 

1.23 The SHLAA process has led to some sites, such as land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, being 

assessed too rigidly; this assumes that available land parcels would be developed in their 

                                                      
1 St Albans Strategic Local Plan Examination – Inspector’s Initial Hearing Session Conclusions letter, dated 28th 
November 2016, and upheld in the Judgement of R on the Application of St Albans City and District Council v 
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2017]  
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entirety, rather than considering the potential for partial development which would enable 

the inclusion of significant landscape and open space enhancements to mitigate visual 

impact to the Green Belt and retain strategic gaps between settlements. It is not apparent 

from the evidence base that there has been a sufficient opportunity for NBBC to consider the 

case presented for sensitive development of sites such as land at Whitestone Farm, or indeed 

for other members of the Joint Committee to be given the opportunity to review and discuss 

such options.  
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2. Matter 2 – Housing Need  

Issue 2.8: Translating Housing Need to a Housing Requirement  

(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?  

2.1 Although the majority of land outside existing settlement boundaries within the Borough is 

within the designated Green Belt, there are few instances of notable constraint to 

development insofar as statutory and non-statutory environmental protections (Ensor’s Pool 

SSSI being a notable exception).  

2.2 Whilst the 2016 SHLAA has purportedly been prepared in accordance with an agreed 

methodology amongst the Coventry and Warwickshire local authorities, it does not sufficiently 

consider the ability to overcome constraints associated with sites whose potential for 

development could be made acceptable in planning terms. Although this part of the process 

is referenced under Stage 2 of the diagram identified on p.7 of the SHLAA, it does not appear 

to be borne out in the RAG assessment contained in Appendix 3.  

2.3 By way of example to the above, land at Whitestone Farm has been deemed unsuitable for 

development by the SHLAA (parcels NUN110 and NUN152). The SHLAA makes reference to the 

site’s Green Belt status and considers that its eastern part (NUN110) would be difficult to 

integrate into the settlement. However, this view is taken on the assumption that the full extent 

of the site would be developed (equating to some 855 dwellings) and that its eastern part is 

sensitive in landscape terms. More flexibility needs to be built into the SHLAA process to 

understand the extent to which such sites could accommodate development.  

2.4 To overcome the constraints identified in terms of landscape sensitivity and to maintain the 

separation of the Nuneaton and Bulkington settlements, NBBC will be aware of St Phillips’ 

Spatial Vision document, and accompanying technical submission, which demonstrates how 

part of the land at Whitestone Farm could be sensitively developed and in a way which is 

sustainably integrated with Nuneaton.  

2.5 The above would see housing reduced to 369 dwellings on the eastern parcel, and 123 

dwellings on the western parcel, cumulatively delivering 492 dwellings. This could be achieved 

whilst retaining the 150-metre gap between existing development which exists along 

Bulkington Lane, whilst retaining the entire eastern part of the site as Green Belt. This would 

comprise the creation of semi-natural grassland, native woodland buffers and hedgerow 

planting, and a restricted area for ecological mitigation and enhancement.  
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2.6 There are also notable discrepancies between the commentary recorded against some sites 

within the SHLAA and the findings of technical evidence-based documents. The SHLAA’s 

reference to the eastern part of NUN110 as a ‘sensitive landscape’ is not consistent with the 

findings of the Nuneaton and Bedworth Landscape Capacity Study (prepared in 2017). The 

latter considers this part of the Borough (‘Landscape Character Area 6’) to be of:  

“…moderate strength of character and a poor landscape condition with fragmented 

landscape features and relic hedgerows.”  

2.7 Furthermore, the SHLAA’s assessment of NUN110 in particular has no regard to the treed 

boundary of the site along the Ashby-de-la-Zouch Canal, whose dense and mature 

appearance is able to filter views towards the site from the south. The existence of such 

landscape features should be reflected upon by the SHLAA when considering the suitability of 

greenfield sites for development.  

2.8 It is the case that NBBC’s evidence of capacity within the Borough is neither sufficiently 

detailed in order to ascertain whether constraints can be overcome with development on 

some sites, nor is its findings fully aligned with the wider evidence base which should inform the 

Borough Plan. This is especially apparent in the SHLAA’s assessment of land at Whitestone 

Farm, the sensitive development of which would meet more than 70% of the housing shortfall 

(686 dwellings excluding any allowance for non-delivery) identified by the Borough Plan.  

 (20) Would a higher housing requirement (i.e. higher than the 13,774 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 an 

average 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?  

2.9 There is anecdotal evidence to suggest that housing delivery has been constrained in recent 

years owing to the Green Belt status of the majority of land outside of the Borough’s settlement 

boundaries.  

2.10 The 2006 Local Plan sought to allocate land for just 595 dwellings in the period between 1996 

and 2011 (the remainder taking into account completions and extant planning permissions), 

of which just 240 dwellings were identified for greenfield sites (H1(d)(e)(f)). The imposition of 

the Green Belt means that the presumption in favour of sustainable development under 

paragraph 14 of the NPPF would not be engaged for sites that are subject to its designation.  

2.11 The above can be expected to have restricted housing delivery in the economic upturn 

period following the 2008 recession, with developers being unable to achieve planning 
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permission on potentially sustainable sites. With this in mind, it is necessary for the Borough Plan 

to identify a sufficient number of strategic and non-strategic housing allocation sites in order to 

maximise delivery. This should include contingency provision to allow for non-implementation.  

2.12 The above will include large sites which are capable of supporting more than one outlet (e.g. 

two or more housebuilders building out plots simultaneously) and smaller sites whose 

implementation will be quicker due to reduced infrastructure requirements such as highway 

related works.  

2.13 Subject to market conditions and sufficient land being made available for development in 

locations that are sustainable and attractive to the market, there is no evidence to suggest 

that an average of 670 – 700 dwellings cannot be delivered per annum. For this reason, a 

requirement of 14,060 dwellings (in addition to contingency provision) is considered 

deliverable in the period up to 2031.  

2.14 Land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, is one such example of where housing delivery could 

come forward at an early stage of the plan period; the smaller western parcel could be 

developed quickly by a single housebuilder, whilst the majority of dwellings identified for the 

eastern parcel could be built-out within the immediate five-year period, based on sales from 

two outlets.  

(21) Is the proportion of the overall housing requirement proposed to be delivered through 

large strategic sites appropriate? Will there be a balance of sites to secure the anticipated 

levels of necessary delivery?  

2.15 It is acknowledged that optimal housing delivery will be dependent on a range of sites being 

available and suitable to ensure a balanced approach to development across the plan 

period. In order to meet the significant level of housing need established for the Borough, in 

addition to accommodating unmet need from Coventry, it is considered appropriate that a 

high proportion of housing will be met across large, strategic sites within a variety of 

sustainable locations. The availability of larger sites will be critical in order to achieve the 

number of plots typically required to meet the business model requirements of many volume 

housebuilders.  

 (22) Should the housing be met evenly over the plan period, or should different requirements 

be set for different parts of the period? Is the housing trajectory at p28 of the Plan realistic and 

are there appropriate review mechanisms if delivery deviates from projections?  

2.16 The housing trajectory set out on p.28 of the Draft Plan is insufficiently detailed to understand 

NBBC’s assumptions on delivery rates. In the absence of any reference to individual sites, it is 
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unclear as to how the total number of dwellings expected to be delivered across the Borough 

per annum has been calculated.  

2.17 Notwithstanding the above, the housing trajectory forecasts significant rates of delivery for 

2019/20 onwards, exceeding 1,000 dwellings per annum. Approximately 600 dwellings have 

been assumed to be delivered on strategic sites during 2019/20. This is considered unrealistic, 

given that the majority of the strategic sites are currently within the designated Green Belt and 

that planning applications would not be expected to come forward until after the scheduled 

adoption of the Borough Plan in 2018. It is anticipated that a minimum two-year period would 

be required in which full and implementable planning permission could be obtained for such 

sites, and for key infrastructure works to be undertaken to enable development to come 

forward.  

2.18 Our suggested trajectory, provided at Annex 1 of this Hearing Statement, illustrates the 

anticipated rates of delivery per annum for the strategic and non-strategic site allocations 

identified by the Borough Plan. In respect of the latter, the rates suggested by NBBC’s Five-

Year Supply Position Statement (April 2016) are endorsed (given the small-scale nature of most 

sites), with the exception of land at Burbages Lane, Ash Green, which is expected to deliver 

development earlier than that suggested by NBBC.  

2.19 In respect of the strategic sites, our suggested delivery rates take into account the timescales 

associated in achieving full and implementable planning permission(s), and infrastructure 

works to enable development. Typically, an average of 3 to 4 sales per outlet (housebuilder) 

are assumed per month, with delivery typically less in the first year of development to take into 

account infrastructure and site enabling works. Cumulatively, our trajectory identifies the 

delivery of 438 dwellings across the strategic sites during 2019/20; this is considered a more 

realistic rate of delivery than the circa 600 dwellings identified by the Borough Plan.  

2.20 Whilst recognising that strategic sites will take longer to deliver housing primarily due to more 

complex infrastructure requirements, it is important that any mechanism to stagger delivery 

also takes into account the shortfalls that have resulted over consecutive years since 2011 and 

ensures that this can be remedied at an early stage in the plan period. This ‘balancing 

exercise’ will be conducive to boosting significantly the supply of housing for the purposes of 

the NPPF.  

2.21 It is necessary, therefore, that additional suitable sites are identified which are available to 

increase delivery in the first five years of the plan period (see response to Issue 3.2 below). This 

includes the eastern and western parcels of land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, which have 

the ability to deliver a significant number of dwellings in the immediate five-year period.  
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2.22 A more collaborative approach to monitoring delivery needs to be reflected in the Borough 

Plan. This needs to reflect an ongoing commitment of NBBC to work with the Coventry and 

Warwickshire authorities to ensure that any resulting shortfall which occurs across the HMA can 

be remedied e.g. through an early/interim review of the Borough Plan where necessary.  

(23) Should the plan’s housing requirement figure be clearly identified in the plan as a 

minimum requirement?  

2.23 A requirement of 14,060 dwellings should be explicitly referenced within the Borough Plan as 

the minimum to be achieved over the plan period. This is consistent with the drive to boost 

significantly the supply of housing, as set out in paragraph 47 of the NPPF, the effect of which 

will be to increase affordability. This remains a central facet of the Government’s drive to 

boost levels of home ownership, as reaffirmed in the Housing White Paper 2017.   

(24) Has the Sustainability Appraisal process robustly considered the options for a housing 

requirement figure? Is there a clear audit trail, in combination with the SHLAA, as to why the full 

MOU housing provision cannot be met?  

2.24 As highlighted in response to Q.9 of Matter 1, the supporting SA to the Publication version of 

the Draft Plan does not provide sufficient justification as to the differences arrived at in respect 

of the scoring applied to some strategic sites, compared with that applied at the Submission 

stage.  

2.25 Improving the scoring of some sites such as HSG 2, notwithstanding the significant uplift in 

development identified by the Publication version, presents a confusing paradox given known 

environmental constraints. Such constraints would suggest that the scoring applied against 

some SA objectives should reflect a more negative, as opposed to positive effect, when the 

quantum and density of development is increased.  

2.26 The above suggests that the SA has adopted a ‘best fit’ approach to appraising the site 

options identified by the Borough Plan, by tailoring its scoring to support increased 

development capacities on some sites. Rather, there is a need to redistribute some of the 

additional development identified for sites where environmental effects would be worsened, 

or where on-site constraints such as easements will reduce development capacity.  

2.27 Insofar as assessing site options, the SA is not sufficiently aligned with the findings of the SHLAA 

in considering reasonable alternatives for the purposes of Regulation 12 of the 2004 

Regulations. Whilst paragraph 4.1.3 of the SA refers to a detailed assessment of alternative 

sites having been undertaken through previous versions of the SA, the potential of land at 

Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, to deliver housing was not assessed. This is despite the site being 

promoted to NBBC as an available and deliverable development opportunity.  
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2.28 The omission of sites such as that at Whitestone Farm from the SA process means that NBBC’s 

alleged inability to meet the full MOU housing provision has not been rigorously tested.  

 (25) What specific changes, if any, are needed to make the Plan sound in terms of it setting 

out an appropriate housing requirement for the period 2011 to 2031 such that objectively 

assessed housing needs in the housing market area will be met where it is reasonable to do so 

and consistent with achieving sustainable development?  

2.29 To address the issues identified in respect of questions 19 to 24, the following changes are 

required:  

 A minimum housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings should be set out under Policy DS4 (a). 

 The housing trajectory set out on p.28 needs to be referenced to a detailed assessment of 

delivery rates undertaken on a site-by-site basis which should form part of the Borough Plan 

housing evidence base.  

 Whilst meeting the minimum housing requirement, housing delivery in the immediate five-

year period (2017 – 2022) needs to be increased by identifying additional strategic and 

non-strategic sites under Policy DS5. This should be reflected in the housing trajectory.  

 The identification of additional housing sites will need to be aligned with the findings of an 

addendum to the SA which ensures that all available and deliverable site options, such as 

land at Whitestone Farm, have been fully assessed.  

 An updated SHLAA, whose findings will inform the SA, should adequately consider the 

ability for environmental constraints to be overcome and/or mitigated by development on 

appropriate sites. In the case of land at Whitestone Farm, the SHLAA should have specific 

regard to the quantum of development and environmental mitigation and enhancement 

measures identified by St Phillips’ Spatial Vision and technical evidence submission.  

 The delivery mechanisms identified at paragraphs 5.35 and 5.39 of the Borough Plan should 

include specific reference to collaborative working with the other Coventry and 

Warwickshire authorities to ensure the full objectively assessed housing needs of the HMA 

can be met. This should also make reference to how a potential shortfall in housing delivery, 

should this occur, be remedied. 
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3. Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply – Strategic Overview 

Issue 3.1: Identifying the Supply  

(1) Have the strategic and non-strategic housing allocations included in the plan been 

chosen on the basis of a robust and objective site-selection process?  

3.1 Whilst the principle of allocating sites identified under Policy DS5 of the Borough Plan is not 

disputed, it is not considered that the site assessment process has sufficiently tested the ability 

of some sites to achieve the housing capacity figures assigned to them.  

3.2 In taking into account environmental constraints and other requirements associated with 

some sites (e.g. flood storage capacity and retention of easements associated with significant 

infrastructure such as electricity lines), it is likely that dwelling numbers will need to be reduced. 

That such issues have been sufficiently taken into account is not wholly apparent in the SHLAA 

analysis that has been undertaken to date.  

3.3 It is also important to ensure that all land identified within the defined boundaries of the 

proposed allocations is available, such that it can be brought forward for development during 

the plan period.  

3.4 As highlighted in response to Issue 1.3 of Matter 1, there are instances where the findings of the 

SA, which underpin the Publication version of the Borough Plan, are not aligned with other 

aspects of the evidence base. We have drawn reference to this in the case of Arbury (Site 

HSG 2) where impacts on cultural heritage identified by the HEA have not been given 

sufficient consideration when scoring the site against the respective SA objective.  

3.5 The implications arising from the above observations are that additional sites are required to 

ensure that the housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings can be met over the plan period, and 

that development is sustainably delivered to ensure that environmental impacts are 

minimised.  

(2) Has the approach to selecting allocations made effective use of brownfield land?  

3.6 It is clear from the 2016 SHLAA and Five-Year Land Supply Position Statement that all available 

previously developed land within existing defined settlement boundaries could only meet a 

small proportion of the housing required by the Borough in the period up to 2031. In addition 

to sites with extant planning permission at 1st April 2016, brownfield SHLAA sites identified (Five-

Year Land Supply Position Statement, p.6) would accommodate less than 1% of the residual 

housing requirement for the plan period. In this regard, the Borough Plan as prepared does not 
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point to any deficiencies in allocating brownfield sites where these are available, suitable and 

deliverable.  

(5) Is there a robust assessment of the deliverable housing land supply and the medium to 

long term developable housing land supply?  

3.7 NBBC’s Five-Year Land Supply Position Statement, dated 1st April 2016, considers the rate of 

delivery for sites with full and outline planning permission, those subject to permitted 

development rights, and those identified as Urban SHLAA sites (the latter being principally 

comprised of the non-strategic allocation sites identified under Policy DS5 of the Borough 

Plan). Given the relatively small size and nature of these sites, the delivery rates identified 

beyond the five-year period are considered to be conservative.  

3.8 Notwithstanding the above, the Position Statement provides no assessment of housing delivery 

arising from the identified strategic allocation sites, set out under Policy DS5 of the Borough 

Plan. In this regard, it is unclear as to how the housing trajectory on p.28 of the Borough Plan 

has been calculated.  

Issue 3.2: Having a Five-Year Housing Supply on Plan Adoption  

(6) Is the Plan clear on how the current five-year requirement has been calculated?  

3.9 The Borough Plan as submitted provides no reference as to whether a deliverable five-year 

housing land supply will be achieved. Neither is it clear from either the ‘Liverpool’ or 

‘Sedgefield’ scenarios set out on p.5-6 of the Position Statement. 

3.10 The Position Statement makes no reference to delivery arising from the strategic sites that are 

identified in the Borough Plan. To compound matters further, it is apparent from 

correspondence submitted by NBBC to the Inspectorate, dated 28th June 2017, that 

monitoring work to establish actual supply for 2016/17 is ongoing, the outcome of which is not 

expected to be known until late September 2017.  

3.11 The submission of the Borough Plan for examination without having an up-to-date five-year 

housing land supply position confirmed means that it has not been positively prepared for the 

purposes of paragraph 182 of the NPPF. Moreover, it presents significant ramifications for 

housing delivery in the Borough as the average annualised requirements will not be met 

without additional sites being identified (see response to Q.7).  
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 (7) What do you consider the current five-year requirement to be assuming (a) a 5% buffer 

and (b) a 20% buffer in accordance with NPPF paragraph 47?  

3.12 Given the persistent levels of under-delivery over consecutive years since 2011, it is considered 

that a 20% buffer must be applied in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF. Indeed, 

NBBC has conceded this approach in calculating a five-year supply using the Sedgefield and 

Liverpool methods, as set out in its Position Statement.  

3.13 Our assessment of the Borough’s five-year housing land supply position uses the preferred 

Sedgefield method – see Table 3.1. The calculations utilise all available information provided 

within NBBC’s Position Statement, and are informed by our own assessment of per annum 

delivery rates for strategic sites (see Annex 1).  

Table 3.1: Nuneaton and Bedworth Five-Year Land Supply Position - Sedgefield Method 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
A 

Borough Housing Requirement (OAN + Coventry Unmet Need) 14,060 

 
B 

Annual Average Requirement (2011 – 2031)  703 

 
C 

Completions (1st April 2016 – 31st March 2016)  1,485 

 
D 

Completions (Estimated for 1st April 2016 to 1st April 2017)  400  

 
E 

Shortfall from 2011 to 2017 (B x 6 – (C + D))  2,333 

F 
 

Five-Year Deliverable Requirement (2017 – 2022)  
(B x 5 + E)  

5,848 

G 
 

Requirement (F) plus 20% Buffer (per annum)  7,018 (1,404) 

H 
 

Supply from Commitments (at 2016 minus 2017 estimated 
completions)  

1,439 

 
I 

Supply from Strategic Allocation Sites (deliverable within 5 years)  2,191 

J Supply from Non-Strategic Allocation Sites (deliverable within 5 
years)  

360 

K Other Supply (Urban SHLAA sites excluding non-strategic)  22 
L Less Non-Implementation (10%)  401 
M Total Deliverable Supply (H + I + J + K - L)  3,611 
N Years Equivalent Supply (M / 1,404)  

 
Shortfall (M – G) 

2.57 
 
3,407 
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3.14 Table 3.1 illustrates that, with a housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings applied on an 

annualised rate, the five-year requirement, plus shortfall since 2011 and applying a 20% buffer, 

equates to 7,018 dwellings. In the absence of up-to-date information on completions for 

2016/17, an estimate of 400 dwellings has been added in (D), based on delivery rates over 

recent years.  

3.15 As illustrated in Annex 1, the lag in delivery of dwellings on the identified strategic housing sites 

(taking into account the time taken to achieve an implementable planning permission post-

plan adoption, and significant upfront infrastructure and site enabling works, means that 

supply is reduced within the immediate 2 to 3-year period.  

3.16 Therefore even in a ‘best case’ scenario (assuming developers come forward promptly with 

planning applications on sites following the Borough Plan’s adoption), and making allowances 

for lapsed planning permissions, the Borough is unable to demonstrate a deliverable five-year 

housing land supply, with a notable shortfall of 3,400 dwellings (2.57 years).  

3.17 Whilst it is acknowledged that a staggered approach to housing delivery, for example setting 

a lower per annum requirement for the early part of the plan period, would reduce the 

shortfall within the immediate five years, this must also be balanced in the interests of 

addressing under-supply since 2011, the effect of which will be to compound affordability 

issues. It is imperative, therefore, that additional sites in sustainable locations are identified by 

the Borough Plan to enable greater levels of housing delivery within the immediate five-year 

period.  

(8) Has an allowance been made for non-implementation (lapse rate)?  

3.18 Neither of the five-year supply calculations set out in NBBC’s Position Statement makes an 

allowance for non-implementation. A conservative estimate of 10%, in line with best practice, 

has been applied to the calculation set out at Table 3.1.  

(9) Do Tables 2a and 2b (based on an OAN-only 502 dpa) in the Five-Year Housing Land 

Supply Statement April 2016 confirm that a five-year supply cannot be achieved under either 

the Sedgefield or Liverpool methods? Does the evidence demonstrate a need for a stepped 

trajectory?  

3.19 Neither Tables 2a nor 2b of the Position Statement confirm that a five-year supply can be 

achieved. As highlighted earlier (see paragraph 3.9), the calculations are fundamentally 

flawed as they do not take into account annualised delivery rates for strategic housing sites 

identified under Policy DS5 of the Borough Plan. On the basis of our calculation (Table 3.1), the 

shortfall will need to be remedied through a combination of identifying additional sites and 

staggering the trajectory to take into account the lag in delivery on large strategic sites.  
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(10) What specific changes, if any, are needed to ensure that the plan will be effective in 

meeting housing requirements by identifying an adequate supply of “deliverable” sites and 

containing sound policies to ensure that sufficient dwellings will be delivered in a timely 

manner over the plan period?  

3.20 The Borough Plan needs to be underpinned by an-to-date deliverable five-year housing land 

supply assessment which is prepared in accordance with the Sedgefield method and applies 

a 20% to address persistent under-delivery against a recommended annualised requirement 

of 703 dwellings (equating to 14,060 between 2011 and 2031).  

3.21 The above should take into account the delivery rates for strategic sites, and make an 

allowance for non-implementation (recommended at 10%). It is important for the supply 

position to be aligned with a revised housing trajectory in the Borough Plan.  

3.22 The Borough Plan should not proceed to adoption until NBBC have identified additional sites 

to accommodate the shortfall in the housing requirement (1,690 dwellings, based on 

Coventry’s unmet need as set out in the 2015 MOU). This excludes a 10% allowance for non-

implementation on sites to meet the Borough’s OAN-derived housing need (10,040 dwellings).  

3.23 Additional sites will also need to be identified in order to boost delivery in the early part of the 

plan period and ensure that there is a deliverable five-year housing land supply, thus ensuring 

soundness for the purposes of paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  

3.24 It is the case that land at Whitestone Farm, Nuneaton, presents a sustainable site option which 

has the ability to deliver at least 492 dwellings across its eastern and western parcels. With the 

ability of these parcels to be implemented concurrently by more than one housebuilder, the 

majority of the identified capacity could be delivered within the immediate five-year period. 

This would account for a substantial proportion of the housing shortfall currently identified, and 

therefore presents a sustainable solution which is free from any known constraints.  

 



ANNEX 1 – HOUSING DELIVERY TRAJECTORY (ST PHILLIPS)  



No. Site Reference / Site Application Ref. Address Site Capacity LPA Five-Year Delivery 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Comments Shortfall 

1 NUN015
Land at Donnithorne Avenue, 
Nuneaton 28 20 0 0 20 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 8

2 NUN043
Stockingford Sports and Social 
Club, Nuneaton 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 67

3 NUN047/NUN051 Kind Edward Road, Nuneaton 71 40 0 0 40 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 31

4 NUN060 Pine Tree Road, Bedworth 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 22

5 NUN061
R/o 25-39 Whitburn Road, 
Bedworth 14 14 0 0 14 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 0

6 NUN065 New Inn Public House, Bulkington 30 30 0 0 30 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 0

7 NUN075 R/o Park Road, Bedworth 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 17

8 NUN174
Charity Docks, Land r/o Furnace 
Road, Bedworth 66 20 0 0 20 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 46

9 NUN181
Land at Stockley Road, 
Hawkesbury 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 80

10 NUN191 St Mary's Road, Depot, Nuneaton 143 30 0 0 30 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 113

11 NUN239 Armson Road, Bedworth 19 10 0 0 10 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 9

12 NUN242
Hawkesbury Pump House, 
Heritage Drive, Hawkesbury 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 0

13 NUN245 21 Church Road, Nuneaton 22 12 0 0 12 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 10

14 NUN258 14-16 The Square, Attleborough 11 11 0 0 11 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 0

15 NUN263
Land r/o Aldi, Park Road, 
Bedworth 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 0

16 NUN286/NUN317
Land r/o Burbages Lane, Ash 
Green 127 ` 0 39 48 40 0

No - site considered to deliver approx 48 dpa based on 
4 plots sold per month from 1 outlet. Assumes 18 months 
for full planning permission and implementation post-
plan adoption, and 2.6 years for construction. 0

17 NUN305 Land at Bucks Hill, Nuneaton 71 20 0 0 20 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 51

18 NUN318
Land r/o Marston House Farm, 
Nuneaton Road, Bulkington 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 43

19 NUN323 Acacia Crescent, Bedworth 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 13

Non-Strategic Housing Sites (Proposed Allocations) 



20 NUN348 Vale View, Nuneaton 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 27

21 NUN350
Disused Garage Site, Raveloe 
Drive, Nuneaton 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 12

22 NUN352
Former Play Area, Cheveral Road, 
Bedworth 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 13

23 NUN356 The Elizabeth Centre, Bedworth 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agreed as per NBBC 2016 SHLAA analysis 18

TOTAL 940 233 0 39 281 40 0 580

1 HSG1 North of Nuneaton 3,331 438 0 24 102 156 156

g p y
(e.g. total less extant / implemented planning 
permissions at 1st April 2016) of 3,331 dwellings. 
Application Ref. 034076, received 22 April 2017, seeking 
full planning permission for 474 dwellings on land at 
Higham Lane. Awaiting determination as at 9th August 
2017 (applicant is Persimmon). Subject to planning 
permission being granted by December 2017 and 
allowing 12 months for discharge of conditions and 
implementation, the Persimmon site is estimated to 
deliver 168 dwellings within next 5 years (e.g. up to Dec 
2022). This assumes an average of 4 sales per month. 
With the Persimmon scheme deducted, the residual 
allocation figure would be 2,857. Assuming 24 months 
for planning permission to be obtained and 
implementation, 3 outlets could deliver an average of 
3 sales per month e.g. 108 per annum (approx. 50% in 
first year). On this basis, it is estimated that the 
remainder of the allocation (e.g. excluding Persimmon) 
could deliver 270 dwellings within next 5 years. With the 
Persimmon scheme, the estimated total delivery 
(excluding existing commitments) would be 438 2,893

2 HSG3 Arbury 1,525 240 0 0 48 96 96

Applications for planning permission not expected to 
follow until plan adoption given Green Belt status. 
Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 240 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 2 outlets and 4 sales from each per month. 1,285

3 HSG3 Gipsy Lane 575 120 0 0 24 48 48

Applications for planning permission not expected to 
follow until plan adoption given Green Belt status. 
Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 120 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 1 outlet and 4 sales per month. 455

4 HSG4 Woodlands 689 240 0 0 48 96 96

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 240 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 2 outlets and 4 sales from each per month. 449

5 HSG5 Hospital Lane 398 180 0 0 36 72 72

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 180 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 2 outlets and 3 sales from each per month. 218

6 HSG6 School Lane 388 120 0 0 24 48 48

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 120 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 1 outlet and 4 sales per month. 278

7 HSG7 East of Bulkington 196 120 0 0 24 48 48

Applications for planning permission not expected until 
post-plan adoption due to site's Green Belt status. 
Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 120 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 1 outlet and 4 sales per month. 76

8 HSG8 West of Bulkington 495 180 0 0 36 72 72

Applications for planning permission not expected until 
post-plan adoption due to site's Green Belt status. 
Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 180 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 2 outlets and 3 sales from each per month. 315

9 HSG9 Land at Golf Drive 621 240 0 0 48 96 96

Applications for planning permission not expected until 
post-plan adoption due to site's Green Belt status. 
Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 240 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 2 outlets and 4 sales from each per month. 381

Strategic Housing Sites (Proposed Allocations) 



10 HSG10 Attleborough Fields 360 120 0 0 24 48 48

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 120 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 1 outlet and 4 sales per month. 240

11 HSG11 Turtle Hill 200 120 0 0 24 48 48

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver 120 dwellings within next 5 years, based 
on 1 outlet and 4 sales per month. 80

12 EMP2 Wilson's Lane 73 73 0 0 0 36 36

Allow 2 years to secure planning permission and 
implementation post-plan adoption. Estimated the site 
could deliver all dwellings within next 5 years, based on 
1 outlet and 3 sales per month. 0

TOTAL 8,851 2,191 0 24 438 864 864 6,670
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