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Introduction  

 

1. Harris Lamb Property Consultancy (HLPC) are instructed by UK Land Development Ltd. (UKLD) 

to prepare a response to the Inspector’s issues and questions in relation to Matter 3 – Housing 

Land Supply – Strategic Overview. UKLD are promoting Land to the rear of Burbages Lane, Ash 

Green, which is identified as a draft non-strategic housing allocation in the Plan (Site ref 

NUN286/NUN317), and land at School Lane, Exhall, a draft strategic housing and employment 

allocation (HSG6).  Clearly, we welcome the inclusion of both sites as draft allocations in the 

Plan and consider that both are deliverable and would contribute positively to the supply of 

housing within the Borough.  We set out our detailed responses to the Inspector’s questions 

below.  

 

Issue 3.1 Identifying the supply 

 

Q.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?  

 

2. Yes. The Council produced a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) in 2011 

(Exam Doc: S4.1 – S4.3) and subsequently updated in this 2012 and 2013 (Exam Doc: S5.1 – S5.2, 

S6.1 – S6.2).  Following agreement by the Coventry and Warwickshire Housing Market Area 

(HMA) authorities of a Joint Method Statement for preparing SHLAAs in 2015, an updated 

version was published in 2016 (Exam Doc: S8.1 – S8.4).  The latest version of the SHLAA has 

therefore been prepared in the same way that other SHLAAs in the HMA have been produced, 

thereby providing a consistent basis on which to determine the suitability of sites to be 

identified as draft allocations.  

 

3. The Joint Method Statement for preparing SHLAAs sets out a comprehensive process for 

assessing sites, which looks at their size and capacity, but also their suitability, availability and 

achievability.  The Council, having followed the methodology in preparing the current SHLAA, in 

our view have a robust evidence base upon which to make decisions on what sites to allocate.    

 

4. The robustness of the SHLAA was further enhanced following a ‘Call for Sites’ made in advance 

of the preparation of the current SHLAA.  This would have enabled the Council to be fully 

abreast, at the time, of what land was available within the Borough for development. On this 

basis, we consider that the Council have been able to assess all sites that were known to them 

when determining what sites to allocate.  

 

5. The evidence contained in the SHLAA has demonstrated that there were not sufficient sites 

available on either previously developed or greenfield land, which has warranted the need for 

the Council to review its Green Belt, and to propose the release of land from it.  The use of 



    

Green Belt land has only been proposed at the submission stage of the Plan, which indicates 

that the Council have sought to exhaust all other sources of supply first.  In our view, this 

approach is wholly appropriate and in accordance with guidance in the NPPF in paragraph 83.  

 

Q.2 Has the approach to selecting allocations made effective use of brownfield land?  

 

6. Yes. For similar reasons to the above, in that the Council have an up to date and robust SHLAA, 

which has enabled a thorough assessment of each to be undertaken.  

 

Q.3 Is the inclusion of a windfall allowance of 11 dwellings per year from 2020 to 2031 justified and 

consistent with national policy? 

 

7. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities may make an allowance for 

windfalls in the five year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites will consistently 

become available.  The latest SHLAA (Exam Doc: S8.1 – S8.4) makes no reference to windfalls. 

As such, we question whether the evidence supporting the inclusion of such an allowance is 

robust. However, the fact that they only account for 121 dwellings of the overall supply, which 

represents less than 1% of the total requirement, indicates that should these not be delivered, 

it would not significantly undermine the delivery of the Council’s overall housing requirement.  

 

Q.4 The Environment Agency point to the need for an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 

and where this is not done for a cautious approach to be taken to the capacity of certain strategic and 

non-strategic sites [rep 3.0011]. In general terms does flood risk indicate a need for a more prudent re-

assessment of the capacity for these sites?  

 

8. The NPPF at paragraph 100 states that inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding 

should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk and that Local 

Plans should apply a sequential, risk based approach to the location of development.  The 

Council have produced a Level 1 and 2 SFRA, and more recently published an update to the 

Stage 2 report in October 2016.  As such, we consider that the Council have had an up to date 

and robust evidence base upon which to assess the capacity of the sites that they have identified 

as draft allocations.  We do not therefore agree that there is a need for a wholesale 

reassessment of all sites that have been identified as draft allocations, and that only those sites 

that the EA have highlighted need further consideration.   

 

9. What the EA’s response does reinforce though is the importance of those sites such as 

NUN286/NUN317 and HSG6, which are located in Flood Zone 1, to the delivery of Council’s 

housing requirement. Should a more prudent approach to the assessment of the capacity of 

sites identified in the Plan be necessary, a starting point for compensating for any reduction in 

numbers would be to look at the potential for higher densities on other allocated sites located 

in Flood Zone 1.  

 

Q.5 Is there a robust assessment of the deliverable housing land supply and the medium to long term 

developable housing land supply?  

 

10. The Council’s latest housing land supply assessment was published in July 2016 and covered the 

period up to April 2016 (Exam Doc: S3).  This includes an assessment of the components of the 



    

supply and sets out how many dwellings the Council consider are deliverable in the next 5 years, 

as well as in the five years beyond this.  The Council’s housing supply is formed of 4 components: 

sites with full planning permission, sites with outline planning permission, permitted 

development sites (office to resi), and SHLAA sites.  The Council do not appear to have used 

overly optimistic delivery rates on the larger sites and have assessed only 382 dwellings of the 

1,330 envisaged to come forward on SHLAA sites as doing so in the next 5 years.  The Council 

have, in our view, been reasonably conservative in their approach, however, we note that they 

have not applied a non-implementation rate (please see response below to Q.8).  

 

11. The Council’s Five Year Land Supply Position Statement at April 2016 (Exam Doc: S3) in the tables 

in Appendix 1 does identify remaining capacity on sites in the 6 – 10 year period.  A large 

proportion of these dwellings (948) are on SHLAA sites, which when cross referenced with the 

Submission Draft Plan, most are identified as draft allocations.  Once the Plan is adopted, there 

would be nothing stopping these coming forward earlier than currently predicted.  Similarly, a 

review of Appendix 3 of the 2016 SHLAA indicates that only 7 of 125 sites included in the SHLAA 

are considered to deliver any housing in the 11 – 15 year period.  We do not therefore consider 

that the Council have undertaken a robust assessment of the medium to long term developable 

supply of housing.  

 

Issue 3.2 Having a Five Year Housing Supply on Plan Adoption  

 

Q.6 Is the Plan clear on how the current five year requirement has been calculated?  

 

12. No.  The  Council state at paragraph 3.1 of the Five Year Land Supply Position Statement (Exam 

Doc: S3) that the Joint SHMA recommended a housing target of 10,040 dwellings (502 per year) 

for the Borough and goes on to state at paragraph 3.3 that individual Councils will need to 

consider how they will meet the unmet needs of Coventry and that as a result the Borough’s 

housing target may change.  The statement confirms at paragraph 3.4 that for the purposes of 

the five year land supply calculation the target of 10,040 dwellings has been used.   

 

13. The target of 10,040 dwellings (or 502 per annum) over the period 2011 – 2031 therefore only 

reflects the housing need arising within Nuneaton and Bedworth and ignores the unmet need 

arising elsewhere within the HMA.  Whilst the Five Year Land Supply Position Statement (Exam 

Doc: S3) was published before the Submission Draft of the Borough Plan, the Borough Plan now 

proposes a housing target of 13,374 dwellings (or 669 per annum). Paragraph 5.20 of the 

Submission Draft Borough Plan (Exam Doc: D1.1) confirms that the Council were asked to take 

an additional 4,020 dwellings to meet the unmet needs of Coventry, as set out in the 

Memorandum of Understanding relating to the planned redistribution of housing within the 

Coventry & Warwickshire Market Area (MOU), but were unable at the time to sign it, as they 

did not have the evidence to demonstrate that this level of growth could be accommodated.  

The Council go on to state that following the update to its SHLAA the Borough can in fact only 

accommodate 2,330 of the 4,020 dwellings.   

 

14. The housing requirement should, as a starting point, therefore be calculated on the basis of the 

housing target that is included in the Plan i.e. 669 dwellings per annum.   

 



    

15. Notwithstanding the above, the NPPF states at paragraph 47 that local planning authorities 

should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (our emphasis). 

The Council acknowledge that they are only accommodating 2,330 of the 4,020 dwellings that 

they have been asked to provide for to meet Coventry’s needs. Consequently there are 1,690 

dwellings that are not currently accounted for.  No doubt as others have stated, the Council 

should be accommodating these in order to meet the housing needs of the HMA as a whole. 

Consequently, the housing requirement should be 13,374 + 1,690 = 15,064 dwellings (or 753 

per annum).   

 

Q.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?  

 

16. The table below summarises the various scenarios and resulting housing requirements arising 

from the different housing targets. It has been based on the data that is published in the Five 

Year Land Supply Position Statement at April 2016 (Exam Doc: S3) as the latest monitoring data 

for the period 2016/2017 has not yet been published at the time of writing.   

 

 

OAN – 

10,040 

dwellings 

OAN + Part of 

Coventry unmet 

needs 

13,374 dwellings 

OAN + All of 

Coventry’s unmet 

needs 15,064 

dwellings 

Annual Requirement   502 669 753 

Five Year Requirement 2,510 3,345 3,765 

Shortfall * 1,025 1,860 2,284 

Total  3,535 5,205 6,049 

5% buffer  177 260 302 

20% buffer 707 1,041 1,230 

Total Requirement with 

5% buffer 
3,712 5,465 6,351 

Total Requirement with 

20% buffer 
4,242 6,246 7,279 

  

* based on completions of 1,485 dwellings between 2011 – 2016 

 

17. We contend that the five year requirement should be 7,279 dwellings, incorporating a 20% 

buffer and taking account of the previous under supply in the period 2011 – 2016.  This 

represents an annual dwelling requirement of 1,456 dwellings per annum.  

 

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

  



    

18. No. An allowance does not appear to have been included in the five year supply calculation. We 

therefore suggest that a 10% non-implementation allowance is applied to all sites or 10 more 

dwellings. This is common practice across the country.  

 

19. We also note that the Council have included within its supply, dwellings from permitted 

development office to residential conversions. We consider that there is significant uncertainty 

about whether these dwellings would actually be forthcoming and therefore propose that a 

larger non-implementation allowance of 50% is applied to this element of supply.   

 

Q.9 Do Tables 2a and 2b (based on an OAN-only 502pa) 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?  

 

20. Tables 2a and 2b confirm that the Council currently cannot demonstrate a five year supply of 

housing, when using either the Sedgefield or Liverpool method to calculate it. The Council 

conclude at paragraph 5.2 of the Five Year Land Supply Position Statement at April 2016 (Exam 

Doc: S3) that the Liverpool method of calculating the under supply five gives a 5 year land supply 

of 3.31 years, and the Sedgefield method gives 2.67 years.   

 

21. We contend that the current five year land supply position for latest published monitoring 

position is actually less than the Council’s stated position, on the basis that they have used the 

OAN figure for Nuneaton and Bedworth only and ignored the requirement to meet the unmet 

needs of Coventry. When part, or all, of this is factored in, applying a 10% non-implementation 

rate, using the Sedgefield method, a 20% buffer and using the Council’s supply figures, the five 

year supply figure is between 1.42  and 1.6 years.  

 

22. Even if our figures are not accepted, the Council’s position indicates that there is a pressing 

need to release sites for development.  The current Plan includes a number of sites that are 

proposed for removal from the Green Belt, including the land to the rear of Burbages Lane and 

at School Lane in Exhall.  These sites are available and deliverable and could make an early 

contribution to the resolution of the five year shortfall.  Instead of looking to create a stepped 

trajectory and delay delivery of housing to later in the Plan Period, we seek a swift resolution to 

the Examination and for the Borough Plan to be adopted promptly. UKLD’s site at Burbages Lane 

has a resolution to grant planning permission on part of it for 47 dwellings and they are currently 

preparing a planning application for the balance for a further 70 dwellings.  Furthermore, they 

have also made a start on baseline assessment work in respect of the School Lane site with a 

view to submitting an application early in 2018.   

 

Q.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’ and ‘developable’ sites and 

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

the plan period?  

23. We consider that the sites currently identified in the Plan are both deliverable and developable, 

including our Clients’ sites at Ash Green and School Lane.  As set out above, our Client is 

preparing or beginning to prepare planning applications for each site.  As both sites are currently 

located in the Green Belt, our preference would be for the Plan to move forward to adoption, 

notwithstanding the concerns we have over the five year supply of housing.  Clearly, if the Plan 



    

were to move to adoption, this would help facilitate the removal of the site from the Green Belt 

and to confirm the allocations, thereby allowing planning applications to be determined 

accordingly.  This option would therefore allow sites that are currently in the Green Belt to come 

forward sooner and to contribute positively to the supply of housing.  An early review 

mechanism has been accepted elsewhere, for example in Bromsgrove District, where the 

Council were unable to identify sufficient housing to meet its needs at the time of adoption.   

 

24. Whilst adoption of the Plan and an early review would be our preference, we note that the 

potential size of the five year shortfall may be significant.  This would increase the pressure for 

non allocated sites outside of the plan process.  Should the Inspector be minded to agree to 

further work being done by the Council to identify additional housing sites, we note that this 

will delay the adoption of the Plan, something which the Council would wish to avoid if at all 

possible.  

 

 


