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1.1 This statement is prepared on behalf of Terra Strategic in relation to its land interests 

at the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course, Bedworth. We welcome the Inspector’s 

invitation to provide comments on examination documents NBBC/20, NBBC/30 and 

NBBC/33 in advance of the commencement of the stage 2 examination sessions.  

1.2 The Inspector’s Post Hearing Advice note (IN13) confirmed that the Inspector was 

satisfied that Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) had met the legal 

duty to cooperate. In addition, the Inspector asked NBBC to prepare a housing topic 

paper focusing on the following matters: 

(a) Clarify the revised housing requirement of the Plan; 

(b) Demonstrate a robust site selection process having regard to PPG guidance; 

(c) Demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist to alter the Green Belt 

boundaries; 

(d) Clarify the housing trajectory. 

1.3 This response will firstly focus on the Housing Topic Paper (NBBC/33) and the 

Inspector’s matters listed above and secondly NBBC/20 and NBBC/30.  

Clarify the revised housing requirement of the Plan 

1.4 The Publication version of Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan which was 

submitted to the Secretary of State for examination stated that the housing 

requirement is 13,374 dwellings (Policy DS4). However, during the stage 1 

examination NBBC stated that it has the housing capacity and supply to deliver the 

identified objectively assessed needs (OAN) for Nuneaton and Bedworth of 10,040 

homes as set out in the Coventry and Warwickshire SHMA (S12.2) plus the unmet 

needs of Coventry of 4,020 additional new homes. 

1.5 NBBC/33 formally confirms that the Council proposes that the ‘requirement’ figure is 

14,060 dwellings (i.e. 10,040 + 4,020). Officers also stated that the Borough has 

capacity to supply an additional 1,163 dwellings during the plan period which allows 

for flexibility in housing delivery across the plan period. 

1.6 At the examination, the acknowledgement by NBBC that it can meet the unmet 

needs of Coventry in addition to the Borough’s OAN was surprising but welcome 

news. However, the Council’s revised position on its housing requirement had not 

been fully substantiated and third parties had not had the opportunity to comment 

until now. Moreover, this revised position is contrary to the submission Borough Plan 

and therefore main modifications are required to revise Policy DS4 and related text. 

Currently, without the main modifications to policy DS4, the plan fails the tests of 

soundness as it is not positively prepared, justified or effective nor is it consistent with 

national policy. 

1.7 To date, the Council’s housing requirement seems to have been dictated by the 

its supply position rather than focussing on the housing needs identified by the 

SHMA. Nevertheless, it is welcome news that NBBC recognises that the Borough 

can accommodate the housing growth identified by the SHMA and is now willing 

to sign the Memorandum of Understanding with the other HMA Authorities. The 



Response to Housing Topic Paper (NBBC/33), NBBC20 and NBBC/30 
Tetlow King Planning on behalf of Terra Strategic 

Respondent No. 2.0022 
6 December 2017 

 

 

Council’s revised position largely overcomes our client’s concerns regarding duty 

to cooperate requirements raised at Matter 1 of the examination. 

1.8 The Council’s response (NBBC/33) to the Inspector’s request for clarification of the 

housing requirement is very brief in explaining how the Borough can now achieve the 

revised housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings and potentially an additional 1,163 

dwellings. It is summarised as being a result of an increase in the number of 

completions and planning permissions, an increase windfall allowance and allowance 

for prior approvals. The Council has also made an allowance for two large sites 

which have a resolution to grant planning permission. We provide further comments 

about the realism of the supply in the section headed clarify the housing trajectory. 

1.9 Now that the Council has confirmed the housing requirement, the housing supply 

needs to be scrutinised to ascertain whether sufficient sites have been allocated and 

whether suitable sites have been allocated in terms of their location, access, 

sustainability and whether the evidence supporting the allocations is ‘sound’ in 

accordance with the NPPFs four tests (i.e. positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy). These matters will be debated at the stage 2 

examination and the Inspector’s Post Hearing Advice note (IN13) questions seek 

further clarification. 

1.10 The housing topic paper does not respond to the Inspector’s request that in relation 

to clarifying the housing requirement: it needs to be clear that the 14,060 figure has 

been subject to Sustainability Appraisal as a reasonable option. The Council’s 

Sustainability Appraisal (January 2017) (Examination document no. D6.1-11) refers 

to the three alternative options at paragraph 4.1.28 which includes a third option of 

meeting the Borough’s OAN plus 4,020 dwellings towards Coventry’s unmet needs. 

However, this option is discounted at paragraph 4.1.32 and 4.1.33, which state: 

“The scale of growth is not justified by the evidence base and will be difficult 
to deliver – the Council has identified significant difficulty in committing to the 
delivery of 4,020 additional dwellings to contribute to Coventry’ unmet needs”. 
 

1.11 Therefore, the option of providing the 14,060 dwellings has not been appropriately 

scrutinised through the Sustainability Appraisal process and a revised Sustainability 

Appraisal must be prepared and be subject to consultation. 

Demonstrate a robust site selection process having regard to PPG guidance 

1.12 Criticisms were raised by numerous parties at the Stage 1 examination about the 

adequacy of the Sustainability Appraisal in the site selection process and that there 

was no clear audit to justify the strategic and non-strategic allocations. The non-

strategic allocations have not been subject to a Sustainability Appraisal. 

1.13 Despite the Inspector’s request “that all reasonable strategic and non-strategic site 

options have been subject to Sustainability Appraisal” (paragraph 3.3 (b)); NBBC 

confirms at paragraph 2.21 (NBBC33) that only the strategic allocations have been 

subject to a Sustainability Appraisal. We had anticipated that as part of the 

preparation of the Housing Topic Paper (NBBC33) that a Sustainability Appraisal of 

the non-strategic sites would be prepared to address the Inspector’s concerns. 
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1.14 At the examination NBBC attempted to justify not undertaking a Sustainability 

Appraisal on non-strategic sites on the basis that as the majority of the sites are 

within the existing built up area they are by virtue of their location ‘sustainable’. This 

statement is a generalisation and over simplification of the Sustainability Appraisal 

process which is intended to assess the social, economic and environmental 

implications of a site’s development potential. Therefore, a site’s location within an 

urban area is just one consideration amongst other competing factors which justify its 

development via the Sustainability Appraisal process. 

1.15 NBBC advises at the end of paragraph 2.21 that “The Council will ensure that all the 

sites will have individual site matrices.” We would like to know when these will be 

made available and whether we will have an opportunity to comment. 

1.16 The allocation of 22 non-strategic sites is not inconsequential as collectively the sites 

are expected to deliver 940 new homes. It is therefore imperative that the non-

strategic allocations have been subject to a thorough site selection process that 

includes Sustainability Appraisal to ensure that they are sound allocations that can 

be fully justified by the Council’s evidence base. A clear audit trial is required to 

justify the Council’s selection of the non-strategic sites and currently this is lacking. 

1.17 NBBC is proposing to allocate three non-strategic allocations which are located in the 

Green Belt (NUN181, NUN286/317 and NUN318). Non-strategic allocation NUN181 

Land at Stockley Road is situated immediately adjacent to our client’s site, Former 

Hawkesbury Golf Course and is subject to the same evidence base as our site in 

Hawkesbury. Pertinently, it is situated within the same Green Belt parcel BE4 in the 

Green Belt Review 2015 (Examination document no. P2.1-10) as Former 

Hawkesbury Golf Course which is ranked the second worse performing Green Belt 

and it is recommended for release. The allocation of NUN181 undermines the 

Council’s decision not to allocate the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course as it is subject 

to the same evidence base. 

1.18 The Former Hawkesbury Golf Course (referred to as Hawkesbury) is included as an 

alternative site in Appendix D of the Sustainability Appraisal (January 2017) 

(Examination document no. DC6.11) and it is the only alternative site included in 

Appendix D along with all the proposed allocation sites. The Hawkesbury site is also 

included in Appendix E which includes a full list of alternatives sites. Not only does 

the Hawkesbury site appear in both these appendices it is also scored differently. We 

highlighted this error to the Inspector at the stage one examination, but the housing 

topic paper does not provide any further clarity as to why the site appears twice in the 

Sustainability Appraisal and why it is scored differently. 

1.19 The inclusion of the Hawkesbury site along with the other site allocations in Appendix 

D indicates that NBBC was seriously considering the site as an allocation. 

1.20 We are pleased that within the narrative about alternative sites, paragraph 2.100 

refers to the on-going discussions that Tetlow King Planning and Terra Strategic 

have been having with NBBC and Warwickshire County Council (WCC) about the 

Former Hawkesbury Golf Course site. Our representations to the Publication 

Borough Plan (March 2017) outline in detail the lengthy discussions we have had 
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with the authorities particularly about highway matters over the last few years. We 

have undertaken a series of highway modelling exercises which also factored in level 

crossing closure time relating to potential future rail upgrade. 

1.21 As far as we are aware, other sites within the Borough Plan have not been subject to 

this level of highway scrutiny. Moreover, we have not seen any correspondence from 

the highway authority regarding the acceptability of the proposed allocations on 

highway grounds. Clearly this is another area in the site selection process that lacks 

audit trail and we note that the housing topic paper makes little reference to highway 

or transportation matters in the site selection process. 

1.22 Now that the highways authority has removed its objection, the Hawkesbury site can 

be considered as an allocation. The Council acknowledges this point at paragraph 

2.100: 

“Therefore, the main reason for it not being allocated within the Publication 
version of the Plan has been lifted. The other constraint for the site is its Green 
Belt status, however, it is a low scoring parcel in meeting Green Belt functions, 
as assessed by the Green Belt study (2015).” 
 

1.23 As we have highlighted in our representations, the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course 

site scores lower than other allocation sites in the Green Belt review. It is also 

situated in a more sustainable location than most allocation sites and scores 

positively in the Sustainability Appraisal. Indeed, the Sustainability Appraisal needs to 

be revised to take account of the highway authority’s decision to remove its objection 

to the site being developed. Paragraph 4.1.57 should be deleted and Appendix D 

updated to include potential mitigation measures. Moreover, as mentioned previously 

the Sustainability Appraisal needs to be updated to take account of the revised 

housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings. 

1.24 Reviewing the Council’s NBBC commentary of the site selection process, the audit 

trail is not clear or sufficiently detailed to justify the proposed site allocations.  For 

example, the Housing Topic Paper makes no detailed references to the findings of 

the TEP Landscape Capacity Study (2017) (Examination document no. T13.1-6) and 

how this influenced the site selection process. Only HSG6: School Lane, HSG11: 

Tuttle Hill and the Hawkesbury site are identified as having a high capacity to 

accommodate housing growth. We provided detailed analysis of the TEP Landscape 

Capacity Study (2017) in our landscape evidence representations prepared by Matt 

Lee (March 2017).   

1.25 One area that lacks adequate justification is the radical change in the settlement 

hierarchy strategy from Submission version (2015) to Publication version (2017) 

which included two additional strategic sites at Bulkington. The change in NBBC’s 

development strategy is only briefly referred to in paragraph 2.97 but it is not 

adequately justified by the Council’s evidence base, especially on sustainable 

development and Green Belt exceptional circumstances grounds.  

1.26 On the basis of NBBC’s admission that there are no constraints aside from Green 

Belt preventing the site’s allocation, we request that the Inspector considers the 
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inclusion of the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course site as a housing allocation 

as a Main Modification to the Borough Plan. 

Demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist to alter the Green Belt 

boundaries 

1.27 The NPPF makes it clear that the Green Belt can only be reviewed as part of the 

local plan making process and altered in exceptional circumstances. Paragraph 85 

advises that local planning authorities should “satisfy themselves that Green Belt 

boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period”. 

1.28 Plainly, a review of the Coventry and Warwickshire Green Belt is long overdue and 

NBBC is heavily reliant on Green Belt sites to deliver its housing growth. However, 

NBBC needs to ensure that the right Green Belt sites are being released for 

development and that the revised Green Belt boundaries are robust and can endure 

beyond the Plan period. The Publication Borough Plan (i.e. submission plan) does 

not explicitly define what the exceptional circumstances are to justify Green Belt 

release. Therefore the rationale for the exceptional circumstances cited in paragraph 

3.7 of NBBC33 is the Council’s first attempt to justify the Green Belt releases.   

1.29 NBBC cite seven reasons for Green Belt release which mainly relate to housing 

need, lack of available sites and to achieve sustainable development. The final and 

critical reason justifying exceptional circumstances is ‘sites identified for release are 

not key sites for fulfilling the five purposes of Green Belt’. 

1.30 However, a point we have raised repeatedly in our representations is that the Council 

has not followed the recommendations of the Green Belt Review and sites are 

proposed to be released from the Green Belt contrary to this review. The Green Belt 

Study 2015 (paragraph 5.8) recommends that the lowest performing parcels of Green 

Belt or parts of them, could be considered for removal from the Green Belt. These 

include BU3 (the southern half of HSG8 West of Bulkington), BE4 (Former 

Hawkesbury Golf Course) and BE5 (HSG6 School Lane). Key strategic allocations 

HSG2 Arbury, HSG3 Gipsy Lane, HSG5 Hospital Lane and HSG7: East of 

Bulkington are not listed and consequently are recommended to be retained as 

Green Belt. 

1.31 Our representations included landscape evidence prepared by Matt Lee which 

provides thorough landscape analysis of the Green Belt reviews and landscape 

studies and compares the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course site with the 12 proposed 

strategic housing allocations, of which eight are in the Green Belt. The Hawkesbury 

site is the second worst scoring site with regards to fulfilling the five purposes of 

Green Belt. A summary of the Joint Green Belt Study findings is provided below: 
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Borough Plan Site Ref. 2015 GB Study 2015 GB Study 

recommends sites for 

release 

Score Rank 

Former Hawkesbury Golf 

Course 

9 Joint 2nd Yes 

HSG2: Arbury 10 3rd No 

HSG3: Gipsy Lane 13 Joint 6th No 

HSG5: Hospital Lane 13 Joint 6th No 

HSG6: School Lane 6 Joint 1st Yes 

HSG7: East of Bulkington 12 5th No 

HSG8: West of Bulkington 13 Joint 6th No 

HSG9: Land at Golf Drive 11 Joint 4th No 

EMP2: Phoenix Way/Wilsons 

Lane 

6 Joint 1st Yes 

NUN181: Stockley Road 9 Joint 2nd Yes 

NUN286/317: Burbages Lane 11 Joint 4th No 

 

1.32 At paragraph 2.97 the Council has attempted to justify its approach to site selection:  

“The Council has retained the highest performing Green Belt parcels, 
particularly where it serves a key purpose of separating settlements. The 
Council has allocated sites that fit with the Council’s preferred spatial 
approach, whilst also utilising the lowest performing Green Belt parcels. As 
there is not enough low performing parcels for all the required development, it 
has also been necessary to utilise sites within low-medium performing parcels, 
as long as the wider Green Belt parcel was not unduly comprised.” 

1.33 However, the Council has not followed the recommendations of the Green Belt Study 

as the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course scores only 9/20. Notwithstanding its 

contradictory position on not allocating Hawkesbury as a low scoring Green Belt site, 

the Council now acknowledges at paragraph 2.100 that there is no highway objection 

to the site and it is a low scoring Green Belt site. The site, therefore, warrants a 

strategic allocation in the Borough Plan. 

1.34 Pages 44-47 of the Housing Topic Paper provides a table of the Green Belt sites 

detailing their scores in the Green Belt Study and the Council’s comments to justify 

the site release (i.e. exceptional circumstances).  The Council’s comments are very 

brief and do not sufficiently justify exceptional circumstances to warrant the sites’ 

release from the Green Belt. This is particularly pertinent as eight of the strategic 

allocations are expected to contribute 4,271 dwellings. A further 250 dwellings are 

proposed in the Green Belt at non-strategic sites (NUN181, NUN286/NUN317 and 
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NUN318). Collectively Green Belt sites will provide a third of the overall housing 

requirement.  

1.35 Furthermore as Figure 1 and the Council’s table of Green Belt site shows, five of the 

eight Strategic Allocations score over 10/20 in the Green Belt Study and are not 

recommended to be released from the Green Belt. Therefore, a robust justification is 

required to demonstrate exceptional circumstances to amend the Green Belt 

boundaries. 

1.36 We note the comments to NUN181 Land at Stockley Road which are equally 

applicable to the Hawkesbury site: 

• Sustainable location on edge of Exhall, adjacent to existing development; 

• Site forms a small part of a larger low performing Green Belt parcel. 

1.37 Again, the landscape evidence is critical supporting evidence to Green Belts reviews 

in justify the release of Green Belt sites. NBBC has made little reference to this 

document in justifying its Green Belt releases. 

1.38 To clarify, exceptional circumstances exist for the release of the Former Hawkesbury 

Golf Course site from the Green Belt and the Council’s evidence base justifies its 

allocation as a housing site. Furthermore, as we detailed in our previous 

representations, the site was subject to a combined planning appeal and the 

Inspector concluded that very special circumstances existed for the development of 

the Green Belt site which further justifies the release of the site from the Green Belt 

together with the Council’s own evidence base. 

Clarify the housing trajectory 

1.39 NBBC/20 comprises the Council’s assessment of supply capacity which concludes 

that NBBC can provide 14,840 new homes within the Borough Plan period. 

Numerous parties raised concerns about the creditability of the Council’s evidence on 

housing supply as it appears highly optimistic. We have undertaken a preliminary 

overview of NBBC/20 and raise a number of observations: 

1.40 The tables titled ‘sites with full planning permission’ and ‘sites with outline planning 

permission’ (NBBC/20) include sites with permissions that are over three years old 

which may have expired. Whilst this is not an issue on larger sites where the 

development is being built out over a longer period, there are sites where planning 

permission may have expired and the delivery is not projected until after the 

permission has expired. Here are a series of examples: 

• Land off Ironbridge Way, Exhall (ref. 31200) granted planning permission on 27 

February 2012 and eight dwellings are projected to be delivered in 2019/20. 

• Attol Crescent (ref. 10399) granted planning permission on 13 July 2006 and 11 

dwellings are projected to be delivered in 2019/20. 

• Ash Green Lane, Exhall (ref. 12088) granted planning permission on 5 

September 2008 and 14 dwellings are projected to be delivered in 2019/20. 
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1.41 The NBBC planning application search facility is difficult to navigate because there is 

no mapping system, but it appears that there have been no further applications made 

at these sites. At the very least the planning references are incorrect if subsequent 

planning permissions have been granted at these sites. 

1.42 We note that only the ‘sites with planning permission’ table includes a column on 

losses and it is unclear why other tables do not include a losses column when clearly 

some sites will require the loss of one or more dwellings to facilitate development. 

However, on the ‘sites with planning permission’ table not all losses are recorded in 

the losses column some are noted as minuses in the completions between 2011-

2016 column which is confusing. 

1.43 Some other anomalies in the ‘sites with planning permission’ tables include a site for 

bed sits (sui generis use) and a site for extra care (C2). These should not considered 

as part of the housing supply as they are not C3 use classes. 

1.44 The ‘outline planning permission’ table includes sites with planning permissions that 

may have expired and it is not clear if reserved matter submissions have 

subsequently been made. It is noted that 48 Bedworth Road, Bulkington appears 

twice on this table (reference 2/OL and 13/OL) and has been doubled counted. 

1.45 At the examination Jeremy Cahill QC raised a critical point regarding supply relating 

to the Wain Homes judgement (ref. OTH/22), in which the High Court concluded that 

sites allocated for housing in an emerging development plan cannot be assumed or 

guaranteed to be deliverable when they do not have planning permission and are 

known to be subject to objections. Therefore, strategic and non-strategic allocations 

cannot be counted towards the five-year housing land supply if planning permissions 

are not in place. Only HSG1 has some extant planning permissions in place of which 

a significant number are outline permissions requiring reserved matters submissions. 

1.46 Taking 2017/18 as the start year in five-year housing land supply, NBBC is reliant on 

3,224 dwellings from the Strategic Allocations sites, of which none have planning 

permission as yet, and thus delivery cannot be guaranteed.  Similarly, the non-

strategic sites are expected to contribute 757 dwellings to the first five years of the 

housing supply which also cannot be assured in light of the Wain Homes case. 

1.47 Furthermore, a point we raised previously in our representations and at the 

examination is the realism of the non-strategic allocations. 16 of the sites are less 

than one hectare in size and comprise Council owned sites such as Former garage 

sites, car parking areas and open space areas. The SHLAA methodology assumes a 

density of 103 dwellings per hectare on sites of less than one hectare. Consequently, 

these densities are unachievable and therefore the number of dwellings that can be 

yielded from non-strategic allocations is highly inaccurate.  An example of an 

inaccurate capacity is NUN065 New Inn Public House, Bulkington which has a 

planning application pending (with a resolution to approve) for 14 dwellings. 

However, the non-strategic allocation NUN065 assigns 30 dwellings to this site 

despite the planning application illustrating that 14 dwellings is the optimal capacity of 

this site.  
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1.48 One of the reasons the Council cites for increased housing supply is two large sites 

with resolutions for approval. It is noted that the decision notice for the Plough Lane 

planning application (application ref. 34600) has very recently been granted. 

However, the Astley Lane planning application decision notice has yet to be issued 

and was resolved to be approved at committee in April 2015. Both sites are proposed 

to deliver 10 homes each in 2018/19 and 35 homes in 2019/20 contributing 145 

homes etc. in the first five years. However, both sites require the submission of 

reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions applications. Therefore, it 

is unlikely that both sites will start delivering new homes until at least 2020. 

1.49 Collectively the above concerns indicate that there are significant flaws in the 

Council’s assumptions regarding its housing trajectory based on the evidence 

contained in NBBC/20. The Council is unable to demonstrate a five year housing 

land supply upon adoption and consequently the Plan is unsound unless further 

allocations are made to combat the shortfall. 

1.50 We support the HBF’s view that there needs to be more flexibility in the overall 

housing land supply; a minimum of 10% flexibility to allow for contingency. 

1.51 The Inspector asked NBBC to provide “an explanation of assumptions on ownership, 

outlets per site and annual average outputs, lead-in times and known infrastructure 

dependencies (critical trigger points for highways and other utilities).” (Paragraph 3.3 

(d, ii). NBBC provides a very brief narrative on each of the Strategic Allocations 

within the Housing Topic Paper. The response only briefly refers to site ownership 

and any discussions the Council has had regarding potential planning applications. 

No reference is made to annual average outputs, lead in times and known 

infrastructure dependencies. Therefore, NBBC has not adequately responded to the 

Inspector’s question. 

1.52 Aside from some land parcels within HSG1 with planning permission, only HSG10 

Attleborough Fields has an application with a resolution to approve subject to 

completion of a legal agreement. Several of the landowners promoting the allocation 

allege that applications will be made following the adoption of the plan but these are 

most likely to be outline planning applications. Consequently, following the 

submission of reserved matters and discharge of conditions, construction is unlikely 

to start until 2020/21. 

1.53 Four of the sites are confirmed as being in single ownership but four other strategic 

sites are in multiple ownership including HSG4: Woodlands, HSG6: School Lane and 

the two Bulkington allocations. Critically representations have been made on the 

behalf of Miss D R W Startin objecting to 7ha of her land being included in the School 

Lane allocation. The unwillingness of the landowner to sell her land significantly 

undermines the viability of the deliverability of the allocation. 

1.54 Pertinently, the Former Hawkesbury Golf Course site is in single ownership and is 

therefore a deliverable site (i.e. available, suitable and achievable). 

1.55 Our previous representations raised numerous criticisms about the site selection 

process of the Strategic Allocations. Not only were the Strategic Allocations not 

justified on the basis of the evidence base, pertinently the Green Belt reviews and 
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landscape capacity assessment; there are also inconsistencies of how they are 

scored in the Sustainability Appraisal. This lack of evidence base together with the 

deliverability issues associated with some of the allocation sites, as cited above, 

further undermines the soundness of the plan. 

1.56 It is unfortunate that NBBC has not fully utilised the opportunity that the Inspector has 

given to demonstrate that the development strategy in the Borough Plan is: positively 

prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy (i.e. a sound plan). 

1.57 We are pleased that NBBC accepts that it has a “record of persistent under delivery” 

and applies the 20% buffer to its five year housing land supply (paragraph 4.30). The 

table below reproduced from our previous representations confirms that there has 

been a significant shortfall in delivery. 

Year 
Emerging Borough 

Plan Target 
Net Completions Shortfall 

2011/12 669 239 430 

2012/13 669 279 390 

2013/14 669 153 516 

2014/15 669 402 267 

2015/16 669 412 257 

Total 3,345 1,485 1,860 

 
1.58 At the examination, NBBC recognised that the AMR for 2015-16 was outstanding and 

stated that the 2016-2017 AMR would be available in November 2017. As yet neither 

document has been made publicly available. 

1.59 The PPG is very clear that local planning authorities should aim to deal with any 

undersupply within the first 5 years of the plan period (i.e. the Sedgefield method). 

We would advocate the use of the Sedgefield method to ensure that the shortfall is 

deal with as soon possible. If the Inspector is minded to resolve that NBBC needs 

longer than five years to address the shortfall then we would suggest that Council 

adopts a stepped trajectory as per the HBF’s recommendations (i.e. Sedgepool 

approach) whereby the timeframe is less than the remaining plan period (Liverpool) 

but more than five years (Sedgefield).  

1.60 To conclude, the Housing Topic Paper does not answer all the Inspector’s queries. It 

does not justify the Council’s development strategy or the proposed allocations. It 

does not demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist for the Green Belt 

releases. The proposed allocations are not justified by the Council’s evidence base in 

particular the Green Belt reviews and the landscape capacity study. Main 

modifications are required to the plan to update policy DS4 to amend the housing 

requirement to 14,060 dwellings. Further sites need to be allocated to ensure that the 

Council can demonstrate a five year housing land supply and a contingency added to 

the supply to ensure that there is flexibility in supply over the plan period. 

1.61 Evidently, more sites need to be allocated and NBBC acknowledges that the Former 

Hawkesbury Golf Course site is a reasonable alternative (paragraph 2.100). 

Consequently, main modifications should be made to the Borough Plan to include the 
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Hawkesbury site as strategic site allocation in order to ensure that the Borough Plan 

is positively prepared, effective, justified and consistent with national policy. 

 

 

 


