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Developments 

Executive Summary  

Greenlight welcomes the Council’s production of NBBC/33 and its clarification of the housing 
requirement.  Having reviewed the material, Greenlight considers the document explains, to an 
extent, the Council’s approach to its Publication version of the Plan but considers strongly that 
the Topic Paper certainly does not justify the Council’s approach or demonstrate the Plan is 
sound. Indeed, it makes the flaws in the approach even more visible.  The response set out here 
identifies the following headline problems which remain largely as identified during the Stage 1 
Examination Hearings:  

1 The site selection process was flawed; in particular, there are errors in how constraints have 
been identified, the conclusions of the SA and SHLAA are inconsistent, and insufficient 
attention has been given to the role of mitigation in addressing/overcoming constraints;  

2 The Green Belt Review - which is cited by the SHLAA as a reason why some sites (including 
Greenlight’s) have been rejected – has methodological flaws. The proper exercise has not 
been undertaken as required by National Planning Policy; and 

3 It is abundantly clear that the Council does not have a housing supply position that will 
enable it to meet its housing requirement (including Coventry’s unmet need) of 14,060. The 
shortfall is likely to be very significant, both within the first five years and across the plan 
period (Lichfields’ analysis indicating the Council has over-estimated its supply trajectory 
by c.1,513 dwellings in the first five years, and c.2,709 across the whole plan period).  

Greenlight is very happy to participate within Stage 2 Hearings to be programmed in February 
2018, but it does seem clear that the Council will in any event need to revisit its housing land 
supply position, re-assess a number of sites that it has previously rejected, and in all likelihood 
issue a further call for sites. This needs to be done before any party (either the Council or the 
Inspector) is in a position to identify the Main Modifications necessary to make the Plan sound.   

It is obviously a matter for the Inspector how and when the Council undertakes this further 
work, but Greenlight respectfully suggests that it is in the interests of timely plan preparation for 
this to begin as soon as possible, and there is no need to wait for the Stage 2 Hearings before this 
requirement is made clear to the Council.  

1.0 Introduction  

1.1 This note provides a response to the Programme Officer’s invitation (15 November 2017) to 
participants who responded at the Stage 1 hearings of the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Local 
Plan (N&BBLP) Examination to Matter 2 (Housing Needs) and Matter 3 (Housing Land Supply) 
to provide comments on documents NBBC/20 (Housing Trajectory, September 2017), NBBC/30 
(Agenda for Cabinet Meeting 6th September) and NBBC/33 (Housing Topic Paper 2017).  
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1.2 The documents are open for comment until 6 December 2017. It is understood that participants’ 
comments will be taken to account by the Inspector in setting the issues and questions for the 
Stage 2 hearings in February 2018.   

1.3 Lichfields previously responded on behalf of Greenlight Developments Ltd (“Greenlight”) in 
respect of its land at Exhall Road, Keresley identified in the SHLAA as site: NUN178 (‘‘the site’’) 
at Stage One to Matters 2 and 3 (as above) and Matter 1 (Legal and Procedural Compliances). 

2.0 Structure of this Response 

2.1 We have focused this response on assessing the NBBC Housing Topic Paper (November 2017) 
(NBBC/33) and associated Housing Trajectory (NBBC/20) with particular regard to the extent 
to which the documents meet the Inspector’s requirements set out at paragraph 3.3 of the 
Inspector’s Stage One Post Hearings Advice Note (document INS/13). Where indicated, the 
below also comments on NBBC/30.  

2.2 The Inspector’s requirements were (in summary): 

a Clarify the revised housing requirement of the Plan and update the Council’s position 
on the MOU; and 

b Demonstrate a robust site selection process; 

c Demonstrate that exceptional circumstances exist to alter the Green Belt boundaries; 

d Clarify the housing trajectory. 

2.3 Comments are provided on matters of soundness of the documents and on any potential 
changes in light of the updated evidence which we consider necessary to make the plan sound.  

3.0 A. Clarification of Housing Requirement and MOU 

3.1 NBBC/33 provides some welcome clarification on the position the Council is now proposing in 
terms of its housing requirement (14,060), and that any additional supply in a trajectory above 
this (e.g. a 10%) is for flexibility in the supply. For the avoidance of doubt (and relevant to what 
we explore in Section 6.0 below) meeting this housing requirement is likely to mean the need for 
a trajectory with sites and broad locations for around 15,500 dwellings. 

3.2 Greenlight welcomes the Council’s stated willingness to sign the MOU, but notes the lack of 
clarity over precisely when this will happen.   

4.0 B. Demonstrate a Robust Site Selection Process  

4.1 The Inspector asked the Council to demonstrate a robust site selection process having regard to 
PPG guidance ‘Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment’, in particular the 
methodology flowchart, ID:3-006 through to 3-0028 and expanded with ID:3-044 and 3-045 
and, where applicable, the Coventry and Warwickshire Joint Method Statement on Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (Document S7). NBBC/33 is helpful in the sense that it 
provides a description of the various stages that were undertaken and the sites that were 
considered.  

4.2 However, from the perspective of Greenlight’s interests (land at Exhall Road, Keresley – Site 
NB70) the Topic Paper does not raise any new issues or respond to the problems that were 
ventilated at the Examination Hearings in August – as summarised at Appendix 1 – notably the 
inconsistency of judgement between the SHLAA and SA, and the failure to adequately consider 
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the role of mitigation in enabling the site to be suitable. The latter failure is particularly 
important in the context that lack of suitable sites was being cited by the Council as a reason 
why full Objectively Assessed Housing Need could not be met1. There remains no reasonable 
basis to conclude the Greenlight site is unsuitable, and in terms of its location on the edge of the 
Coventry urban area and north of Prologis Park, it is clearly a sustainable location for meeting 
Coventry’s unmet needs.  

4.3 The Council’s consideration of Green Belt, which is what the SHLAA ultimately refers to in its 
rejection of the site, was undermined by two key flaws in the Green Belt study: 

1 The size of the parcels it assesses. Although the site it is located within parcel NG5, it only 
occupies 12% of its total area. As a result, no realistic conclusions can be drawn from the 
Study because the site itself has not been properly assessed against the purposes of Green 
Belt and thus its impacts have been overstated as if the site represented the whole Green 
Belt parcel as opposed to just a modest strip (bounded by existing hedgerows) on the edge 
of an existing urban area. Many of the higher scores to the whole parcel could not, 
legitimately, apply just to the Greenlight site.  

2 The methodology for assessing parcels has been incorrectly applied to NG5. This is by virtue 
of, inter alia: 

a applying the NPPF Green Belt purpose on maintaining the separation of towns to the 
coalescence of villages; 

b how it has considered sprawl in relation to ribbon development and openness. In 
particular, the extension to Keresley would not be a protrusion or spur of development 
along New Road, and by sitting within a defined landscape framework (hedgerows), 
being appropriately masterplanned, and providing a clear defensible Green Belt 
boundary, it would not represent sprawl. 

5.0 C. Demonstrate Exceptional circumstances on Green Belt Releases  

5.1 Greenlight broadly agrees with the Council’s articulation of Exceptional Circumstances 
justifying the amendment to Green Belt boundaries, as set out at para 3.7 of NBBC/33. Indeed, 
the analysis under D. below demonstrates that the housing need case is stronger still given the 
gaps in the housing trajectory.  

5.2 As was described in Greenlight’s Matter 2 Statement2 the Green Belt Review (CD P2.1) flaws in 
respect of its parcel assessment (see above para 4.3 above) are augmented by a lacuna in the 
Council’s evidence base because the Green Belt Study acknowledges that it does not include any 
assessment of paras 84 and 85 of the NPPF in terms of the justification necessary for amending 
Green Belt boundaries. This means that any justification for accepting or rejecting a change to 
Green Belt boundaries must consider the potential for the development of the site in terms of 
the factors identified in those two paragraphs of the Framework, which will include a balancing 
exercise comparing the benefits of meeting housing need, sustainable patterns of development 
and all the factors relevant to inclusion or exclusion of Green Belt land. Until that balancing 
exercise is completed, no conclusion can be drawn on the appropriateness or otherwise of Green 

                                                             
1 In these circumstances, the PPG ID03-026 is clear on the approach to be adopted: “It may be concluded that 
insufficient sites/broad locations have been identified against objectively assessed needs. Plan makers will need to 
revisit the assessment, for example changing the assumptions on the development potential on particular sites 
(including physical and policy constraints) including sites for possible new settlements.” This requirements augments 
what PPG ID3a-019 and 3a-022 require in terms of exploring how constraints to suitability can be overcome.  
2 Para 1.10 
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Belt release. Certainly, the Green Belt review on its own is not a sufficient basis to justify 
rejection of sites from the SHLAA – as has occurred with Greenlight’s site at Exhall Road. 

6.0 D. Clarify the Housing Trajectory  

6.1 Based on our review, Greenlight has significant concerns about the housing trajectory evidence 
put forward in NBBC/33 and which describes the approach in revised NBBC/20. As a result of 
these concerns, the anticipated five year supply cannot realistically be said to be that which the 
Council is advancing, and nor is there a sufficient basis to conclude the Council has identified 
sufficient sites or broad locations (or has a justified, effective strategy) to meet what is assumed 
to be the housing requirement figure of 14,060 dwellings. Even on its own assumptions, the 
Council has not identified sufficient supply to deliver the requirement with the 10% allowance 
for flexibility it thought necessary in its submission plan, and as the analysis below 
demonstrates, the gap between what is required and what can realistically be expected is very 
large indeed. Very many additional sites will be required.    

(i) Latest assessment of supply capacity  

6.2 The Inspector asked the Council to clarify the housing trajectory (NBBC/20 published as 
background information on sites for 6th September Cabinet Report (31 Aug 2017 - NBBC).  

6.3 Based on the version of NBBC/20 circulated by email on 31st August 2017 at the ‘Stage 1’ 
Examination hearings (A six page PDF), there was a substantial shortfall in the supply against 
the full OAN due to the profiling of delivery (with many sites having anticipated delivery of 
capacity extending beyond the plan period such that the headline capacity figure leading to the 
15,223 dwellings figure did not represent what was likely or even reasonably expected to come 
forward within the plan period). There were also a number of calculation errors such that it was 
difficult to understand the actual capacity. What was clear, though, was that the actual capacity 
within the plan period was lower by some margin than the headline figure. 

6.4 Since the stage 1 hearings finished, the Council revised NBBC/20 (an Excel Workbook 
purported to be the background information on sites for the 6th September Cabinet Report (this 
is hereafter referred to as “revised NBBC/20”). This update identified a reduced capacity for 
14,840 dwellings as shown in Table 1. The trajectory does not include Windfall allowance. 

Table 1 NBBC Identified Housing Supply 

 

Source: NBBC/20 Housing Trajectory  

6.5 With the windfall allowance of 308 dwellings identified in NBBC/30 added to the Revised 
NBBC/20 figure (14,840), the supply becomes 15,148. It is therefore not clear what makes the 

Status Year 17/18 Year 18/19 Year 19/20 Year 20/21 Year 21/22

REMAINING 
CAPCITY 
AVAILABLE 
WITHIN 5 
YEARS

REMAINING 
CAPACITY 
AVAILABLE 
BEYOND 5 
YEARS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
FOR REST OF 
PLAN 
PERIOD

Completions 
between 
2011 to 2016 

Full Planning Permission 317 270 283 135 109 1114 133 1247
Outline Planning Permission 15 45 74 119 144 397 171 568
Prior Notification 25 1 25 0 0 51 0 51 38
SHLAA sites 0 94 155 285 223 757 183 940 1847
Draft Allocations 247 383 731 902 961 3224 6445 9669
Resolution to Grant Sites 0 20 70 100 100 290 190 480
TOTALS 604 813 1338 1541 1537 5833 7122 12955 1885

Projected cumulative housing supply 14840
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plan period supply up to the headline 15,223 figure cited in NBBC/30. The supply figure of 
15,223 has subsequently been referred to in the paragraphs of NBBC/33 but the source of this 
figure has not been clarified as requested. 

6.6 Notwithstanding the above (which makes it difficult to compare the two sets of data easily), the 
table below sets out the changes since the Borough Plan was submitted for examination in June 
2017 and the Cabinet Report for 6th September 2017 (NBBC/30). 

Table 2 NBBC Identified Housing Supply, June 2017 and September 2017 

Component of Supply Submission 
Plan (June 

2017) 

Cabinet Report 
(for September 

2017) 
Difference 

Comments 

Annual Target 669 703   
Completions  1,318 1,885 567  
Windfall 

121 348 227 
Cabinet report includes 22dpa for 
windfall and 20dpa (2017-19) for 
prior approval 

Pipeline (sites with 
planning permission) 2,144 2,994 850  

Strategic Allocations 
8,851 8,544 -307 

Cabinet report sets out 5,520 for 
strategic allocations and 3,024 
remaining on HSG1 

Non-strategic 
Allocations 940 940 -  

Sites minded to be 
approved  ~ 480 480  

Private sites within 
town centres ~ 32 32  

TOTAL 13,374 15,223 1,849 

Source: NBBC/30 - Cabinet Report for 6 September 2017 and Borough Plan submitted for examination in June 2017 

6.7 No new allocations have been made to meet this extra 1,849 dwellings. The Council attributed 
some of the increased supply to an increased approval of sites not allocated due to not being able 
to demonstrate a 5YHLS. However, by virtue of the lack of evidence underpinning the original 
trajectory assumed in the Plan (a point made by Greenlight in its original Matters Statements) it 
is not possible to understand the precise source of the difference. Overall, we conclude the 
Council has not adequately set out the reasons for the updated supply in NBBC/33.  

 (ii) Assumptions of ownership, outlets per site, annual average outputs, lead in 
times and known infrastructure dependencies  

6.8 Our assessment of the housing trajectory (Revised NBBC/20) has focused on key sites HSG1 – 
HSG11 and other larger sites (around 100+ dwellings).   Lichfields’ full assessment of these sites 
against the Council’s justification for inclusion in its identified supply is appended to this 
response at Appendix 2. A full amended trajectory is included at Appendix 3.  

6.9 At paras 4.2 – 4.10 of NBBC/33 the Council provides its attempted explanation for sites with 
Draft Allocations (HSG 3 – HSG11). Explanation of Draft Allocations HSG1 – HSG 2 is provided 
at paragraphs 4.12 to 4.27 of NBBC/33. Unfortunately, this assessment is wholly inadequate and 
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does not meet the requirements of the PPG (ID: 3-020 to 3-0233 or 3-0254). In simple terms, 
the comments in NBBC/33 do not provide a justification for the assumptions made on the sites, 
particularly the larger allocations on which so much of the Council’s trajectory relies. 

6.10 Crucially, the Council has not provided adequate explanation for “annual average outputs and 
lead in times” as requested by the Inspector. This is despite providing a trajectory that proposes 
a build out rate per annum for individual sites (within HSG1), as high as 180dpa and frequently 
at 50dpa (which appears to be a generic output per outlet) with no justification for why the 
assumptions have been adopted between size of site.  

6.11 The Council’s most recent AMR (published October 2015) does not identify average build rates 
for the Borough. The most recent build rates for the Borough are published at Table 5 of the 
Housing Supply and Phasing Background Paper (2013) (Doc Ref: B21); the data is based on 
average build rates from 2002-2010. These averages – for small sites – reflect some national 
averages for rates of development per outlet5.   

6.12 This data provides local evidence but will obviously be less suitable for assessing larger schemes. 
Lichfields’ analysis ‘Start to Finish’6 provides more comprehensive evidence on speed and rate 
of delivery of large-scale housing based on a large number of sites across England and Wales 
(outside London), although its national averages will reflect both very strong markets as well as 
average and weaker ones.  

6.13 Start to Finish draws a key conclusion that:  

“Planned housing trajectories should be realistic, accounting and responding to lapse rates, 
lead-in times and sensible build rates…Because no one site is the same – and with significant 
variations from the average in terms of lead-in time and build rates – a sensible approach to 
evidence and justification is required.’’  

6.14 Start to Finish also concludes that although large sites can deliver more homes per year, over a 
longer time period, they also have longer lead-in times. Even the biggest schemes (those with 
capacity for 2,000 units) will, on average, deliver fewer than 200dpa.  

6.15 The average build rates used in the Lichfields assessment of the Council’s Housing Trajectory 
(Revised NBBC/20) (Appendices 2 and 3 of this response) are provided at column C of Table 3 
below. Larger sites have been assessed using data from ‘Start to Finish’; smaller sites use the 
Housing Supply and Phasing Background Paper (2013) figures as these are more granular to site 
size and reflect local delivery experience.  

                                                             
3 These parts of the PPG provide guidance on the factors that should be considered when assessing availability and 
achievability. It describes factors surrounding confidence that there are no legal or ownership problems, operational 
requirements of landowners, how potential problems can be overcome, the delivery record of developers/landowners. It 
states consideration should also be given to the delivery record of the developers or landowners putting forward sites. It 
also identifies the need for evidence on lead-in times and build rates for different scales of site, drawing on the advice of 
developers and local agents. The PPG describes how, where potential problems have been identified, an assessment will 
need to be made as to how and when they can realistically be overcome.  
4 This part of the PPG states: “Once the sites and broad locations have been assessed, the development potential of all 
sites can be collected to produce an indicative trajectory. This should set out how much housing and the amount of 
economic development that can be provided, and at what point in the future. An overall risk assessment should be 
made as to whether sites will come forward as anticipated.” 
5 For example, the 2017 Annual Report for Barratt Developments PLC reports an average sales rate per active outlet is 
0.72 per week (37 per year) 
6 This was included as Appendix 2 to Greenlight’s Matter 2 Statement 
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Table 3 Annual average Build rates NBBC and Lichfields analysis averages.  

Site Size (dwellings) A B C 
Average build rate per year 

NBBC 2002 - 2010 
National average build 

rates per year in Start to 
Finish 

Lichfields’ view on 
benchmark average build 

rates to apply to trajectory
10-29 11.9 

27 
12 

30-49 25.1 25 
50-100 30.4 30 

101-200 32.8 59 
(100 – 499 dwellings) 

33 
200+ 38.4 40 

500-999  68 68 
1,000-1,499  105 105 
1,500-1,999  135 135 

2,000+  161 161 
Source: NBBC Housing Supply and Phasing Background Paper and ‘Start to Finish’ Lichfields Research 

6.16 Based on the analysis of draft allocations HSG3-HSG11 at Appendix 2 of this response, one can 
clearly see how the Council is likely to have over-estimated annual build out rate, without 
sufficient justification provided as to why it has adopted alternative assumptions across these 
sites. Based on this alone, the analysis identifies that 905 dwellings should be removed from 
the five year supply alone; 741 dwellings from the remaining plan period. 

6.17 Para 4.1 of the NBBC/33 also identifies two sites which have been reported to the Planning 
Applications Committee, and these are included in Revised NBBC/20 (at the tab – Resolution to 
Grant) to deliver completions in 2018/19. Both sites are described as being minded to be 
approved, awaiting S106 agreements. The two sites are reviewed at Appendices 1 and 2. Our 
analysis identifies that 66 dwellings should be removed from the five year supply.    

6.18 Table 4 (which summarises the analysis included at Appendices 2 and 3) provides a summary of 
the sites where Lichfields’ analysis has resulted in an amended identified supply. 

 (iii) Individual trajectories for the two strategic sites at HSG1 and HSG2  

6.19 A separate trajectory for the strategic sites was requested by the Inspector at point (d)(iii) of the 
post hearing advice. The Council has appended a separate trajectory for HSG1 and HSG2 to the 
NBBC/33; this appears to have been directly extracted from the Revised NBBC/20.  

6.20 NBBC/33 clarifies at 4.12 that those parts of HSG1 without planning permission are ‘‘based on 
submitted planning applications (undetermined) and pre-application discussion with land 
owner/s promoters.’’  At paragraph 4.12 – 4.26, the Council provides only the briefest 
description of the status of the individual land parcels at site HSG1 and site HSG2 at paragraph 
4.27. Given the inevitable complexities associated with delivery of large-allocations with 
multiple landowners and developers, it is extremely surprising that the Council has not been 
able to provide even the limited evidence it put forward for HSG3-HSG11, let alone the kind of 
evidence and justification (including risk assessment) expected by the PPG (ID3a-025) and 
necessary for any party to have confidence that these two large allocations will be able to 
proceed as expected. This is important because the Plan’s policies (quite rightly) set out a series 
of development requirements7 that must inevitably mean cross-site infrastructure (e.g. access 

                                                             
7 See for example the requirements of Policy HSG1 which identifies 31 separate principles of development, and para 6.32 
which states that: “The policy seeks to ensure that the development of future parcels of land, the subject of individual 
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roads) which necessitate complex commercial agreement between multiple parties (and give rise 
to the potential for legal and other complications to delivery).  

6.21 Lichfields’ own assessment of the trajectory (Appendix 3) has worked with what little evidence 
can be gleaned from the Council’s own evidence alongside an assessment of each site.  It is clear 
that, for many of the sites, the Council has not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate the 
build out rates or lead in time for the site, or, in some cases, demonstrate realistic prospect of 
delivery of the sites within the five years.  

6.22 Draft allocated site ‘Land North of Nuneaton’ (HSG1) is identified in Revised NBBC/20 and 
NBBC/33 to deliver a total of 4,439 dwellings in the plan period, including 1,556 dwellings in the 
next five years. Totals for the identified annual build rates average 311dpa across the five years 
and 296dpa across the remaining period. 291 have been completed across the land parcels 
between 2014 and 2017 (an average of 97dpa). An assessment of each of the land parcels is 
provided in full at Appendix 2. We have looked at the rate on the parcels as individual sites, 
before making a judgement about the aggregate/combined rate for the whole of HSG1 in the 
context that the market absorption rates for a single location may be limited. No such analysis 
has been conducted by the Council which assumes that HSG1 could be delivering as many as 391 
dwellings per annum by as soon as 2019/20 and 296 per annum over the period 2017/18 - 
2030/31 (a much faster rate than most similar sites).  

6.23 Overall, our assessment  for HSG1 concludes that 367 dwellings should be removed from the 
Council’s identified five year supply and 1,158 dwellings should be removed from the trajectory 
for the plan period. Table 4 below clearly sets out what amendments have been made to 
individual parcels within HSG1. This would mean that HSG1 would be expected to deliver 2,991  
over the whole planning period instead of the unrealistic figure of 4,439 in NBBC/20 – at an 
average rate for the remainder of the period (2017/18 – 2030/31)8 of 193 dpa rather than the 
296dpa assumed by the Council. The aggregate figure of 193 dpa is more in line with the 
estimates produced by Start to Finish. It is also more consistent with the figure of 3,331 that was 
included for HSG1 in the Submission Draft Plan in Policy DS5.   The Council has identified 1,525 
dwellings will come forward at Draft Strategic site HSG2 – ‘Arbury’. However, NBBC/33 says 
nothing about the site other than “land all within one ownership” (Para 4.27). Our assessment 
of the site is provided at Appendix 2. Overall we conclude 175 dwellings should be removed from 
the five year supply and it would be prudent for the trajectory to be adapted to reflect both a 
later start date and a more realistic build rate: 810 dwellings should be removed from the plan 
trajectory to 2031.   

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                          
applications, will be brought forward in an integrated manner to deliver wider community and infrastructure benefits 
for existing and future residents in the North Nuneaton area.” 
8 Having deducted the 34, 115 and 141 units completed in 2014/15, 2015/16 and 2016/17 
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Table 4 Lichfields Proposed amendment to NBBC Housing Supply (Revised NBBC/20) 

      NBBC LICHFIELDS  

SITE REF 
NBBC/20 

COUNCIL 
APPLICATION 

No. 
ADDRESS 

REMAINING 
CAPCITY 

AVAILABLE 
WITHIN 5 

YEARS 

TOTAL 
CAPACITY IN 

THE PLAN 
PERIOD 

PROPOSED 
REMOVAL 
FROM 5 
YEARS 

PROPOSED 
REMOVAL 

FROM PLAN 
PERIOD  

REMAINING 
CAPCITY 

AVAILABLE 
WITHIN 5 

YEARS 

TOTAL 
CAPACITY IN 

THE PLAN 
PERIOD 

Strategic Housing Allocations     
HSG1 - Land North of Nuneaton Parcels      
1385 32992 Site 31B007 Land off", 

The Long Shoot (Bellway 
Phase 2), Nuneaton 

254 254 74 0 180 254 

1399 33758 "Site 29B002 - Land off", 
Weddington Road, 
Nuneaton, (South of 
Lower) (Barratt - St 
James' Gate) 

242 242 42 0 200 242 

9/OL 32578 Cresswells Farm, The 
Long Shoot, Nuneaton, 
Warwickshire 

150 150 31 0 119 150 

HSG1   Remaining land at Top 
Farm 150 1700 150 1010 0 690 

HSG1   Callendar Farm 130 850 0 108 130 742
HSG1   Persimmon site North of 

Milby drive 170 493 70 40 100 453 

TOTAL- HSG1 - Land North of Nuneaton 367 1158  
HSG 2 -  Arbury     
HSG2   HSG2-  Arbury 175 1525 175 810 0 715
Remaining Strategic Housing Allocations (HSG 3 -
HSG 11)       

HSG3   HSG3- Gipsy Lane 225 575 225 179 0 396
HSG4   HSG4 - Woodlands 135 689 135 304 0 385
HSG5   HSG5- Hospital Lane 125 398 125 133 0 265
HSG6   HSG6 - School Lane 175 388 175 123 0 265
HSG7   HSG7 - Land East of 

Bulkington 125 196 34 0 91 196 

HSG8   HSG8 -  Land West of 
Bulkington 250 495 107 0 143 495 

HSG9   HSG9 - Land off Golf 
Drive 25 621 0 2 25 619 

HSG10   HSG10 - Attleborough 
Fields 220 360 60 0 160 360 

HSG11   HSG11 - Land adjacent 
Judkins Quarry, Tuttle 
Hill 

140 200 44 0 96 200 

TOTAL- HSG3 - HSG11 & EMP 2 905 741  
Resolution to Grant Sites     

  

33230 "Site 103B009 - Land 
off", Astley Lane, 
Bedworth, (adj The 
Heath) 

145 180 41 0 104 180 

  

34600 Site 36A002 - Plough Hill 
Golf Centre", Plough Hill 
Road, Nuneaton 

145 300 25 0 120 300 

TOTAL- Resolution to Grant Sites 66 0  
        

TOTAL to be removed from supply following Lichfields analysis 1,513 2,709  

Source: Revised NBBC/20 adapted for Lichfields Analysis 
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Combined effect on the five year land supply and housing trajectory 

6.24 The above analysis (across all allocations) suggests a total of 1,513 dwellings should be 
removed from NBBC’s identified five year supply (1,447 from draft allocations and 66 from sites 
minded to be approved). When the trajectory is adapted to account for this loss and more 
realistic build rates are applied, this means 2,709 dwellings should be removed from the plan 
trajectory to 2031. Table 5 provides a summary of the NBBC’s identified supply which has been 
adapted based on this analysis.  

Table 5 NBBC Housing Supply adapted for Lichfields Analysis 

Status Remaining 
Capacity Available 
Within 5 Years  

Remaining 
Capacity Available 
Beyond 5 Years 

Total Capacity for 
the Rest of the 
Plan Period 

Completions 
between 2011 to 
2016  

Full Planning 
Permission 

1,114 133 1,247  

Outline Planning 
Permission 

397 171 568  

Prior Notification 51 0 51 38 
SHLAA sites 757 183 940 1,847 
Draft Allocations 3224 1,777 6445 5,183 9669 6,960  
Resolution to 
Grant Sites 

290 224 190 256 480  

TOTALS 5,833 4,320 7,122 5,926 12,955 10,246 1,885 
 
Projected cumulative housing supply  14,840 12,131 

Source: Revised NBBC/20 adapted for Lichfields Analysis 

6.25 This reveals a very clear shortfall across the plan period, based even on a general set of 
assumptions. There may be further risks/barriers to delivery – particularly on HSG1 and HSG2 
– which might delay delivery further9.  

(iv) Assumptions/allowance for non-implementation and analysis of flexibility in 
supply to ensure delivery 

6.26 Paragraph 4.28 of the Housing Topic Paper states “there is some flexibility built into the 
assessment of capacities and delivery on the strategic sites and sites with planning 
permission”. However, the analysis of the Council’s larger, strategic sites (see above) 
demonstrates the Council have not adequately allowed for delays and show significant 
“optimism bias” rather than underestimating implementation and delivery. It is clear that the 
Council has not adequately accounted for risks and the need for flexibility in supply. 

6.27 The most recently published Annual Monitoring Report (2014-2015) does not include figures for 
the number of expired planning permissions/non-implementations; this should be clarified by 
the Council to identify if a lapse rate should be applied in the Trajectory (or else to justify a 
significant buffer above the requirement).  

 

 

                                                             
9 For example, relating to commercial agreements between land owners relating to delivery of allocation-
wide infrastructure (roads, schools etc) that straddles individual parcels.   
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(v) Evidence to support the windfall allowance (as per para 48 of NPPF)  

6.28 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF allows LPAs to: 

‘‘…make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have compelling 
evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local area and will continue 
to provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be realistic having regard to the 
Strategic Housing Land Availabilty Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected 
future trends, and should not include residential gardens.’’ 

6.29 NBBC/33 does not clarify the Council’s windfall allowance figure. The Topic Paper does confirm 
that a small allowance for windfall sites has been made on sites that could yield between 1 and 4 
units. There is no allowance for any larger windfall sites (those of 5-9 units or any larger sites). 
The paper does clarify that 440 windfalls (1-4 dwellings) came forward between 2001/2002 to 
2016/17; an average of 28dpa. However, a figure for windfall sites is not confirmed in Revised 
NBBC/20 (housing trajectory).  

6.30 The 6th September Cabinet report (NBBC/14) identifies a windfall allowance of 22 dwellings per 
annum; the amount for the rest of the plan period based on this (2017 – 2031) is 14 years (i.e. 14 
x 22); 308 dwellings). Therefore, although the Council provides justification for an allowance of 
this number based on historic delivery rates; it is not made clear what final figure is included. 
There is also no justification made based on the SHLAA and expected future trends.  

6.31 NBBC/33 describes that the Council has made allowance of 20dpa (2017-19) for prior approvals 
– a total of 40 units (as also identified in the 6 September Cabinet Report). This figure differs 
slightly from that identified in Revised NBBC/20 (Housing Trajectory). The Housing Trajectory 
identifies a total of 51 dwellings deliverable by prior notification across the remainder of the 
plan period (25 in year 2017/18, 1 in year 2018/19 and 25 in year 2019/20). The ‘40’ figure  is 
justified on the basis of being a ‘mainly urban area’ – for instance the Council have dealt with a 
number of applications from retail to residential. These types of application are ‘regular 
occurrences’ in the Borough (para. 4.29); in the first half of 2017 there have been 12 dwellings 
approved on such sites. As it is not clear whether the current route of approvals will be ongoing, 
the Council has only made the small allowance for this year and next year. We consider this 
approach to be justified.  

(vi) An analysis as to whether Sedgefield (first five years) or Liverpool (plan 
period) is feasible/justified in terms of dealing with the backlog  

6.32 NBBC/33  correctly recognises “it is clear from previous monitoring that the authority has a 
history of persistent under delivery and so it would be a’‘20% authority’ for the purposes of the 
buffer in the five year land supply calculations’’ (paragraph 4.31). It concludes that the 
‘Liverpool approach’ is the most appropriate in the case of Nuneaton and Bedworth and request 
that the Inspector conclude this to be an acceptable approach.  The reason for this is provided at 
paragraph 4.31: 

‘‘As many of the strategic allocations are at present within the Green Belt they are not likely to 
yield completions for a couple of years after the plan is adopted. Whilst the number of 
completions within the authority is increasing year on year without the Green Belt sites it 
would be difficult for the Authority to deliver the housing numbers together with all the 
shortfall during the first five years of the Plan period (i.e. the Sedgefield Method).’’ 

6.33 The PPG (ID 3-035) expresses a clear preference for ‘Sedgefield’. Based on the Council’s supply, 
using the ‘Sedgefield approach’, the Council would only have 4.14 years supply on adoption of 
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the plan. If the backlog is to be delivered during the remaining period of the Plan (i.e. the 
‘Liverpool approach’) the Council would have a 5.75 years supply on adoption of the plan. 
However, the analysis on the housing trajectory reveals the Council’s supply figures to be 
significantly flawed. The Council clearly needs to identify further sites and revisit those it has 
previously rejected. For example, Greenlight’s site (NUN178) would provide a site for circa 200 
dwellings that can be delivered in its entirety within the first 5 years of the Plan being adopted. 
Until the supply is corrected following such a process, it would be premature to draw a 
conclusion either that Sedgefield can be delivered or that Liverpool is necessary.   

6.34 In general terms, the Local Plan will need to bring forward a varied supply and strategy which 
can maintain flexibility and respond to both short-term and long-term housing needs.  

7.0 Summary and Conclusions 

7.1 Greenlight welcomes the Council’s production of NBBC/33 and its clarification of the housing 
requirement and direction of travel on the MOU. The Topic Paper also provides a ‘road map’ to 
explain how the Council got to where it has in its Publication version of the Plan. However, this 
road map explains (to an extent) but certainly does not justify the Council’s approach. Indeed, it 
makes the flaws in the approach even more visible.  The key problems remain as identified at the 
Stage one Examination Hearings: 

1 The site selection process was flawed. Even though the Council was (at the time) citing lack 
of suitable land for development as a reason why it could not meet its full OAHN (including 
Coventry’s unmet need) sites were being rejected as unsuitable without having been 
properly or fairly assessed in line with the PPG. In particular, there are errors in how 
constraints have been identified, the conclusions of the SA and SHLAA are inconsistent, 
and insufficient attention has been given to the role of mitigation in addressing/overcoming 
constraints.  

2 The Green Belt review – which is cited by the SHLAA as a reason why some sites (including 
Greenlights) have been rejected – has methodological flaws (notably parcel sizes being too 
big meaning scores for a larger area are applied to individual sites within that parcel as if 
their release would have the same impact). But also, the proper exercise has not been 
undertaken as required in terms of paras 84 and 85 of the Framework to balance Green Belt 
factors with other considerations in setting new Green Belt boundaries. 

3 Perhaps most significantly, it is now abundantly clear that the Council does not have a 
housing supply position that will enable it to meet its housing requirement (including 
Coventry’s unmet need) of 14,060 that it states it is seeking to agree via the MOU. The 
shortfall is likely to be very significant indeed, both within the first five years and across the 
plan period. Our review has identified NBBC is likely to have a supply closer to 12,131 
(notwithstanding windfall allowance), rather than the 14,840 identified in Revised 
NBBC/20.  

7.2 Greenlight is very happy to participate within Stage 2 Hearings to be programmed in February 
2018, but it does seem clear that the Council will in any event need to revisit its housing land 
supply position, re-assess a number of sites that it has previously rejected, and in all likelihood 
issue a further call for sites. This needs to be done before any party (either the Council or the 
Inspector) is in a position to identify the Main Modifications necessary to make the Plan sound.   

7.3 It is obviously a matter for the Inspector how and when the Council undertakes this further 
work, but Greenlight respectfully suggests that it is in the interests of timely plan preparation for 
this to begin as soon as possible, and there is no need to wait for the Stage 2 Hearings before this 
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requirement is made clear to the Council. With sufficient notice, the Stage 2 Hearings then 
might provide the basis for the Council to explain how it intends to go about carrying out this 
additional work.    
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Appendix 1 – Summary of Site-Specific Problems in the assessment of Site 
NB70 – Exhall Road, Keresley  

The SHLAA 

1 The Site is within SHLAA site NUN178. This parcel performs well across most of the 
SHLAA’s assessment criteria, including major planning considerations, accessibility and 
transport, landscape and availability. However there are three sub-sections where the 
parcel has received a ‘red’ rating. On page 12 of the Vision Document Greenlight explains 
why it considers these assessments to be unjustified. 

2 Firstly, the SHLAA concludes that the site would have a significant impact on a Local 
Wildlife Site (LWS). The site is located to the south of the LWS, and Greenlight has 
identified that while wet woodland is present, the area only potentially contains ephemeral 
standing water and not a pond and reed bed as set out by the local biodiversity centre. 
Greenlight’s emerging Framework Plan for the site (as set out within the Vision Document) 
seeks to retain and enhance the habitat areas that are considered the most important and 
will therefore mitigate this impact. At the very most the rating should only be ‘amber’.  In 
this regard we note that the SA rating on ‘Biodiversity’ for what we think is this site (ref 
NB70) was (with mitigation and enhancement) a ‘0’. So the SHLAA is clearly inconsistent in 
this regard.  

3 Secondly, the site  was assessed as red for  making a significant contribution in defining and 
maintaining the separate identity of the settlement thereby resulting in coalescence. This 
criterion is given as the overall reason for the site’s rejection under ‘suitability’ in the 
SHLAA, referring to its location within Parcel NG5 of the Green Belt Study. This is an 
unjustified assessment for a number of reasons. In particular, the judgement on coalescence 
assumes the site would be developed alongside two other SHLAA sites (NUN136 and 212) 
within the wider parcel thereby reducing  the gap with Ash Green to just 200m. There is no 
development relationship between NUN178 and these other parcels. In reality only the 
Greenlight Site would be released, leaving a substantial gap between settlements (post-
development) of approximately 900m.  Furthermore, the site has a strong existing eastern 
boundary made up of hedgerows, and the development would reinforce this with structure 
planting, giving a strong, permanent and clearly defensible Green Belt boundary. As an 
aside, we note the Green Belt purpose in the NPPF on coalescence refers to ‘towns’ rather 
than villages, so preventing the coalescence (even were it to occur) of Keresley and Ash 
Green is not a Green Belt purpose pursuant to the policies of the NPPF. The RAG rating in 
the SHLAA should be green or amber at most.  

4 Thirdly, a red RAG rating is given for Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs). There are three 
TPOs affecting the site. However, Greenlight’s emerging Framework Plan (submitted to the 
Council) retains all the high value trees on the site, with only category ‘c’ scrubby planted 
trees being removed to facilitate development. The SA (2017) scores the site ‘amber’ for 
landscape and refers to the potential for mitigation to recreate and connect existing 
woodland. As a result, this cannot reasonably be a reason for considering the site to be 
unsuitable for development. 

5 Overall, it is considered that the SHLAA RAG ratings applied to the above should be 
changed to ‘amber’ or ‘green’). Although development of the site might have some impact 
on these factors, all three can be mitigated and enhanced where possible, and in some cases 
(e.g. coalsecence) the criteria has been misapplied. Given the need to allocate additional 
sites for housing, the site at Exhall Road, Kerelsey performs well.  Even if the existing RAG 
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ratings are applied (despite the above) the site achieves 13 green ratings, three amber and 
just the three red. Consequently the site should be considered suitable, available and 
achievable based on the SHLAA. 

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

6 Although there are no site location maps in the SA, it appears that the site falls under site 
reference NB70 in the SA (2017).  In this regard, the SA does not draw any conclusions as to 
whether or not the site should be allocated.  

7 Based on this, the SA scores the site well against objectives relating to, inter alia, the 
economy and prosperity, the provision of decent and affordable housing and addressing 
poverty and disadvantage. It scores ‘neutral’ for access to services, biodiversity, health, 
water, climate change, and cultural heritage. 

8 The SA scores the site ‘red’ or ‘double negative’ for criteria on soils, air (based on ensuring 
development is focused in urban areas and reduces the need to travel by car), and prudent 
use of resources.  

9 It scores ‘amber’ for some criteria including on measures that are inconsistent with the 
positive/neutral scores for other criteria and/or where this score would be applicable for 
virtually any greenfield site brought forward on the fringe of Coventry.  The ‘landscape’ 
amber score is related to the issue of coalescence which has been misapplied in the Green 
Belt Review and the SHLAA and does not appear to reflect the SA’s own recognition that the 
landscape character is ‘weak’ and in ‘poor’ condition. 

10 Focusing on the three ‘red’ scoring criteria, Greenlight would make the following 
observations: 

a Soil: this scoring applies to any greenfield site, the site is not the highest quality 
agricultural land, and this has no specific protection in the NPPF. 

b Air and ensuring development is primarily focused in urban areas: this assessment of 
the site refers only to its relationship to Nuneaton and Bedworth and ignores the fact it 
is related to an existing settlement (Keresley), is just north of a major employment 
location (Prologis Park), and is effectively part of the wider Coventry urban area to 
which it would relate. It has a bus stop with multiple routes into Coventry City Centre. 
The ‘red’ score is manifestly inappropriate, especially in the context of the requirement 
to meet unmet need from Coventry.   

c Prudent use of resources: like the ‘soils’ criteria, it is a score that is applied to any 
greenfield site, so does not differentiate this site from any others. 

11 In short, the  negative scores do not differentiate the site from other greenfield sites in the 
Borough, and the ‘amber’ scores are generally either misapplied, inconsistent with the 
SHLAA, or can be mitigated. The SA therefore does not identify any clear reason(s) why the 
site should be rejected.  

12 In the context of insufficient land in the Borough to meet the full housing need, there is no 
reason to reject the site as not representing sustainable development in accordance with the 
tilted balance in the first limb to paragraph 14 of the NPPF. 
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Appendix 2 – Assessment of the Housing Trajectory 

Remaining Draft Allocations not in the Green Belt  

1 HSG4 – Woodlands - NBBC/33 clarifies that the Woodlands allocation is within several 
ownerships but is being promoted as one site and that discussions have been held the land 
promoters who have advised on the delivery time. However, there is no planning 
application evident on the Council’s website; therefore there is no evidence of a realistic of 
prospect of delivery within the 5 years. The site should be pushed back and removed from 
the Council's 5 year supply; 135 dwellings should be removed. Delivery rate per annnum 
should be adjusted to maximum 60dpa to reflect expected delivery for a site of c. 689 
dwellings; 304 dwellings in total should be removed from the plan period.   

2 HSG10 – Atteborough Fields –  An outline planning application was valid on 25 February 
2016 for residential development of up to 360 dwellings on site 52D067 Land off Eastboro’ 
Way. The Council state the application has received resolution to grant permission. A 
search of planning application Committee reports confirms that the application received 
resolution to grant at Committee on 21 February 2017. The Council have not justified a 
higher than average delivery rate for the site, therefore delivery should be adjusted and 60 
dwellings should be removed from the 5 year supply.  

3 HSG11 – Land adjacent to Judkins Quarr Tuttle Hill - NBBC/33 clarifies that the land 
promoter has submitted a scoping opinion for this site. Given that no planning application 
exists, it is appropriate that the Council has identified that delivery will not begin until 
2019/2020. However, the Council has not justified a higher than average delivery rate for 
the site, therefore delivery should be adjusted to a maximum of 33dpa (to reflect the draft 
allocation for 200 dwellings). 44 dwellings should be removed from the 5 year supply.  

Remaining Draft Allocations in the Green Belt   

4 HSG3- Gipsy Lane - An outline planning application (ref. 035037) for the residential 
development of up to 575 houses including a mixed use neighbourhood centre/open space 
was submitted on 31 June 2017. NBBC/33 clarifies that ‘a Planning Performance 
Agreement has been signed with the applicant so that the application will not be 
determined before the adoption of the Local Plan’.  Given that Stage 2 Hearings are 
scheduled for February 2018 and there are clearly still unresolved matters with the plan, 
adoption is unlikely to take place for at least a year once main modifications are consulted 
on and resolved. Following this a housebuilder would need to be brought on board and 
reserved matters application drawn up, submitted and approved. On this basis, we consider 
there to be insufficient evidence for realistic prospect of delivery on the site; the site should 
be removed from the Council’s identified 5 year supply and delivery rate reduced thereafter 
to reflect more reasonable delivery rates for a site of this size. 225 dwellings should be 
removed from the 5 year supply, with a total of 179 dwellings removed from the plan 
period.  

5 HSG5 - Hospital Lane – The site is subject to a draft allocation for 398 dwellings.  NBBC/33 
clarifies that the site is in one ownership and that, ‘‘The land promoter/owner has 
suggested that an outline application would be submitted shortly after the Local plan was 
adopted.’’ Given that there is no ‘live’ application and that an outline planning application 
will not be submitted until after the local plan is adopted, we do not consider there to be a 
realistic prospect that the site will start to deliver homes in 2019/20. The identified supply 
should be pushed back until, at least, after five years. We also consider that the Council has 
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not provided sufficient justification for the higher than average delivery rate; delivery 
should be adapted to a maximum of 40dpa; when adjusted. 125 dwellings should be 
removed from the 5 years supply and a total of 133 dwellings removed from the plan 
period. 

6 HSG6 - School Lane – The site is subject to a (draft) application for 388 dwellings in the 
emerging local plan. NBBC/33 clarifies that ‘‘the site is in several ownerships but in the 
main is promoted for development. The Council has been made aware now that an owner 
of a portion of the site does not wish it to be considered for development. It is considered 
that the whole of the allocation still needs to be considered for removal of the Green Belt as 
without that portion there would be no defensible boundary. The numbers for the 
allocation would then be reduced to take account of the smaller allocation.’’ Therefore, 
considering that there is no planning application and now, no certainty that the owner of a 
crucial parcel of land is in agreement to release land for development, we consider there to 
be insufficient evidence to suggest a realistic prospect that the site can be delivered within 5 
years. Delivery on the site should be pushed back until, at least, after five years and 
anticipated supply should be brought in line with identified averages thereafter. Making 
these amends, 175 dwellings should be removed from the 5 year supply; a total of 123 
dwellings from the plan period.  

7 HSG7 - Land East of Bulkington – The Council clarify in NBBC/33 that the allocation is 
within different ownerships and that land is being promoted by different promoters. The 
site has a draft allocation for 196 dwellings. It is evident that a planning application has not 
been submitted and that the progress of any future application is likely to be held up due to 
the allocation being within different ownerships. It is therefore prudent that the Council has 
not identified the site to deliver homes until 2019/20 (although this may be aspirational).  
The Council has not provided justification for the higher than average build out rates of a 
site of this size. The application delivery rate should be amended to a more realistic delivery 
rate of 33dpa; 34 dwellings should be removed from the Council’s identified five year 
supply.  

8 HSG8 - Land West of Bulkington – The site is subject to a (draft) allocation for up to 495 
dwellings. The Council clarify in NBBC/33 that the land is in more than one ownership and 
is being promoted in separate parcels; albeit these are not dependent on each other. The 
Council also clarify that: ‘‘The land promoter and owner site to the North has suggested 
that an application could be submitted shortly after the Local Plan was adopted. This is 
the same situation for the Land Owner/promoter of the south-eastern parcel who has also 
suggested that an application would be submitted shortly after the Local Plan has been 
adopted.’’ The identified trajectory is therefore flawed and the site cannot be reasonably 
considered to deliver 25o dwellings in the 5 year period given that Stage 2 examination of 
the Local Plan is due to take place in February 2018 and time should be allowed for 
modifications and consultation following this. The identified supply should be pushed back 
a year and the delivery rate of dwellings should be reduced considering that the Council has 
not provided any justification  for increased delivery rates on this site of up to 100 dpa. We 
consider that 107 dwellings should be removed from NBBC’s identified 5 year supply.  

9 HSG9 - Land off Golf Drive – The site is subject to a (draft) allocation for up to 621 
dwellings. The Council helpfully clarify in NBBC 33 that the land is being promoted as one 
parcel for development and land promoters are acting on behalf of a developer. An outline 
scheme has been drawn up and it is anticipated that submission will occur shortly after the 
adoption of the plan. We therefore consider it reasonable that the Council has identified 
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earliest delivery on the site to be in year 2021/22. However, the Council has not provided 
sufficient evidence for build out rates as high as 100dpa; we therefore consider that delivery 
rates should be reduced to a maximum of 68dpa; accounting for this, 2 dwellings should 
be removed from the plan period.  

Resolution to Grant Sites- No draft allocation  

10 An outline application (ref. 33230) for up to 180 dwellings at "Site 103B009 - Land off", 
Astley Lane, Bedworth, (adj The Heath)’’ received resolution to grant on 30 June 2015. 
Given the application for outline planning permission is still awaiting signatories of the 
S106 and that the year end is nearly up, the identified delivery should be pushed back at 
least six months. Higher than average build rates of 50dpa for a site of this size are 
identified but have not been justified. 41 dwellings should be removed from the identified 
five year supply. 

11 An outline application for up to 300 dwellings at Plough Hill Road was submitted on 10 
January 2017 and received a resolution to grant on 13 November 2017. Given that the 
application is for outline planning permission and is still awaiting signatories of the S106 
and that the year end for 2016/17 is nearly up, the trajectory should be pushed back at least 
6 months and adapted for a realistic yearly supply. 25 dwellings should be removed from 
the identified five year supply. 

 HSG1 Land Parcels ‘Under Construction’: 

12 Site 31B007 Land off'' The Long Shoot, Nuneaton (Bellway Phase 2) - An application (ref. 
32992) for 254 dwellings was valid on 15 September 2014 and full planning permission was 
granted 21 March 2016. The Council provide insufficient evidence for assuming it will be 
completed within five years at an average rate of 51dpa; the only information provided is 
that development is “ongoing”. There are number of ‘live’ applications for the site including 
approval of details and an NMA application, and no dwellings have been completed since 
the permission was received 8 months ago. The expected delivery should be pushed back at 
least six months and the average delivery rate should be reduced to 40dpa. 74 dwellings 
should be removed from the five year supply. 

13 Site 29B002 - Land off'', Weddington Road, Nuneaton (South of Lower) Barratt - St James' 
Gate) – An application (ref. 33758) for 245 dwellings was valid on 13 November 2015 and 
full planning permission was granted on 18 May 2016.  Given that only 3 dwellings are 
expected to be completed by the end of 2017, it is unrealistic to suggest that all 245 
dwellings will come forward in the next five years. The maximum delivery rate should be 
reduced to 40dpa; 42 dwellings should be removed from the five year supply. 

HSG1 Land Parcels ‘Not yet Started’: 

14 Site Cresswells Farm, The Long Shoot – an outline application for 150 dwellings was valid 
on 14 February 2014. Planning permission was granted on 21 March 2016. An application 
for reserved matters was valid on 30 June 2017 but has not been determined; other 
conditions are still to be discharged. NBBC/33 does not provide any further clarification, 
the document states ‘Outline approved, reserved matters submitted’. On this basis, it can 
be considered realistic that the Council has identified first completions (20) to be in 18/19. 
However, a more realistic maximum build rate of 33 dpa should be applied thereafter 
reflecting its site size. 31 dwellings should be removed from the five year supply.  
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HSG1 Land Parcels ‘Resolution to Grant’: 

15 Remaining land at Top Farm – The Council expects 1,700 dwellings to come forward on the 
site in the plan period; with 150 dwellings delivered in five years.  The site is listed in the 
trajectory as having ‘resolution to grant’. The Council do not clarify an application reference 
in NBBC/33. Para. 4.25 of NBBC/33 refers to pre-application discussions and that the 
application is expected to be submitted “before the end of 2017’’.  NBBC/33 states the 
application ‘‘will include sites for Secondary School and may also include site for primary 
School’’ (our emphasis). The Council has since clarified that the application has now been 
submitted (ref. 035279). An outline application was valid on 23 November 2017; the 
application seeks permission for circa 1,700 dwellings and associated infrastructure. 
Provision of three new vehicle accesses off Higham Lane are sought. The application 
requires outline approval, reserved matters submissions, approval and legal agreement. 
Clearly, the site does not have a resolution to approve as stated in NBBC/20. There is no 
evidence in NBBC/33 how the delivery of this site relates to the wider delivery of HSG1 (e.g. 
how will other sites contribute financially or otherwise to infrastructure delivery, such as 
schools and roads). The Council has not provided evidence of a realistic prospect that the 
site can be delivered in five years. The delivery rate of 180 dwellings per annum also 
appears too high, even considered on its own (i.e. absent of any analysis of the cumulative 
absorption rate for HSG1), its rate should be reduced to 135 dpa. Applying prudent lead-in 
times and build rates, this would remove 1,010 dwellings from the supply over the plan 
period and 150 dwellings should be removed from the 5 year supply.  

16 Calendar Farm – NBBC/33 states an outline application for up to 850 dwellings (ref. 
034615) was valid on 17 January 2017 on land at Calendar Farm. NBBC/20 identifies 850 
dwellings will come forward and that these dwellings have a resolution to approve; this 
includes expected delivery of 130 dwellings in five years. There is no evidence of a planning 
application being heard in Committee meetings since January 2015; the Council has since 
confirmed that the application has not been heard at Planning Committee and that the 
identified recommendation to grant’ is on the basis of an “officer’s perspective”.  The target 
determination date was 9 May 2017. The application received a holding objection from 
Highways England and amended plans were submitted on 13 September 2017; it is not clear 
if this objection has been cleared. We therefore consider it justified (just) that the Council 
has identified that completions will not be delivered until 2019/20 (although this could 
easily slip), however; the high delivery rate of 80dpa has not been justified by the Council. 
The rate should be amended to reflect known averages of 68 for a site of this size. 0 
dwellings should be removed from the 5 years supply, but 108 dwellings should be 
removed from the remaining plan period.  

17 North of Milby Drive - NBBC/33 identifies that 493 dwellings will come forward within the 
plan period at and that these dwellings have a resolution to grant with 170 dwellings to be 
delivered in five years. However, there is no evidence of a planning application being heard 
in committee meetings.  Neither NBBC/ 20 nor /33 clarify an application reference. 
Application (ref. 034076) was valid on 26 April 2016 for 474 dwellings. A revised planning 
layout was submitted for 453 dwellings on 10 November 2017; re-consultation is open until 
6 December 2017 due to a slight change to the red line boundary. The application has an 
objection from Highways in relation to the A47 junction work, the Council’s Parks team 
(biodiversity), and flood risk objections still stand and they are working through these. In 
view of this, 40 dwellings should be removed from NBBC/20 due to the revised scheme and 
the application should be pushed back at least a year to allow time for negotiations 
surrounding objections to be resolved, the application to be reported to Planning 
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Committee, subsequent legal agreements to be signed, and finally the planning permission 
issued.  The higher than average delivery rate has not been justified, therefore the 
maximum delivery rate should be adjusted to 40 dpa. Overall, 70 dwellings should be 
removed from the 5 year supply; 40 dwellings should be removed from the plan period.  

HSG2 - Arbury 

18 The Council has identified 1,525 dwellings will come forward at site HSG2 – ‘Arbury’. 
However, NBBC/33 says nothing about the site other than “land all within one 
ownership”10. Its trajectory includes 175 dwellings in the five year period. We can find no 
evidence of a planning application being submitted or considered. The Council has 
confirmed that no application exists. Start to Finish shows the significant lead-in times for 
large-scale sites, and there is no evidence to support the conclusion that a site for 1,350 
could be delivering completions as soon as 2019/20. The site should be removed in full 
from the Housing Trajectory. It follows that all 175 dwellings should be removed from the 
five year supply.  It would be prudent for the trajectory to be adapted to reflect both a later 
start date and a more realistic build rate: all 810 dwellings should therefore be removed 
from the plan trajectory.   
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Appendix 3 – Amended Housing Trajectory sheets ‘Draft Allocations’ and 
‘Resolution to Grant sites’ (NBBC/ 20) 



SITE REF

COUNCIL 
APPLICATION 

No. ADDRESS LOCALITY

Dwellings 
Complete 
2014/15

Dwellings 
Complete 
2015/16

Dwellings 
Complete 
2016/17

Year 
17/18

Year 
18/19

Year 
19/20

Year 
20/21

Year 
21/22

Year 
22/23

Year 
23/24

Year 
24/25

Year 
25/26

Year 
26/27

Year 
27/28

Year 
28/29

Year 
29/30

Year 
30/31

TOTAL 
CAPACITY

REMAINING 
CAPCITY 

AVAILABLE 
WITHIN 5 

YEARS

REMAINING 
CAPACITY 

AVAILABLE 
BEYOND 5 

YEARS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 

IN THE 
PLAN 

PERIOD
Post 
30/31

Position at 
April 2017

1276 32246 The Long Shoot, between 48-130 Davidson 
Devlpts, Nun

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

15 44 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 0 0 Complete

1281 32399 The Long Shoot,land rear of 28-44
(Bellway Phase 1)

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

19 55 40 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 125 11 0 11 Under 
construction

1346 33184 Site 18C002: Land at Lower Farm, 
Weddington Road, Nuneaton (Milby Hall at 
the Farm)

Weddington and St 
Nicolas 0 2 55 55 55 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 193 136 0 136 Under 

construction

50 50 50 7

0 14 36 40 40 40 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 207 157 0
50 50 50 50 54 0 0 254 0

0 0 0 20 40 40 40 40 40 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 254 180 74 254
50 50 50 50 42 242 0

0 0 3 40 40 40 40 40 40 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 245 200 42 242

1400 34571 Dubh-Linn, 431 Higham Lane Weddington and St 
Nicolas

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 Under 
construction

30 50 40 0

0 0 0 30 33 33 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 120 0 120
10.1/OL 34361 Site 31B004 - Land rear of 194-262", The Long 

Shoot, Nuneaton
Weddington and St 
Nicolas

0 0 0 0 0 15 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 35 0 35 Not Started

20 50 50 30 0 150 0

0 0 0 0 20 33 33 33 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 119 31 150

30 60 60 150 180 180 180 180 180 180 180 140 150 1550 1700

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 60 60 135 135 135 135 1700 0 690 690

30 50 50 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 720 850

0 0 0 0 0 30 50 50 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 850 130 612 742
0 20 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 23 0 0 170 323 493

0 0 0 0 0 20 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 33 493 100 353 453
247 295 391 337 286 280 310 310 310 310 310 283 260 220 1556 2593 4149

34 115 141 197 228 277 284 203 219 144 138 168 168 243 243 243 236 4439 1189 1802 2991
25 50 60 65 65 60 60 60 60 60 60 64 135 554 689

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 50 60 65 65 60 60 689 0 385 385
60 60 60 50 50 40 0 0 220 140

0 0 0 0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 0 0 0 0 360 160 200 360
55 55 50 10 0 0 140 60

0 0 0 0 0 30 33 33 33 33 33 5 0 0 0 0 0 200 96 104 200
247 335 506 502 461 445 435 410 370 370 370 343 320 284 2051 3347 5398

34 115 141 197 268 347 357 276 292 217 236 263 268 308 308 303 296 5688 1445 2491 3936

25 50 100 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 175 1350 1525 115
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 50 100 135 135 135 135 1525 0 715 715 925

25 100 100 100 100 100 50 0 0 0 0 0 225 350 575
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 68 68 68 68 68 31 575 0 396 396

25 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 23 0 0 0 125 273 398
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 40 40 40 40 40 40 398 0 265 265

0 0 25 75 75 50 50 55 58 0 0 0 0 0 175 213 388
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 40 40 40 40 40 40 388 0 265 265

25 50 50 50 21 0 0 125 71 196
0 0 0 0 0 25 33 33 33 33 33 6 0 0 0 0 0 196 91 105 196

Not Started
HSG7 HSG7 - Land East of Bulkington Whitestone and 

Bulkington 

Not Started

HSG6 HSG6 - School Lane
Not Started

HSG5 HSG5- Hospital Lane Bedworth North and 
West

Not Started

HSG3 HSG3- Gipsy Lane Abbey and Wem 
Brook

Not Started

HSG2 HSG2-  Arbury Arbury and 
Stockingford

TOTAL Strategic Housing Allocations not in the Greenbelt
Strategic Housing Allocations in the Greenbelt

Not Started
HSG11 HSG11 - Land adjacen Judkins Quarry, Tuttle 

Hill
Camphill and Galley 
Common

Not Started
HSG10 HSG10 - Attleborough Fields Whitestone and  

Bulkington

157

TOTAL- HSG1 - Land North of Nuneaton 
HSG4 HSG4 - Woodlands Bedworth North and 

West
Not Started

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Persimmon site North of Milby driveHSG1

Resolution to 
Grant

"Site 29B002 - Land off", Weddington Road, 
Nuneaton, (South of Lower) (Barratt - St 
James' Gate)

33758 Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Site 31B004 - Land rear of 194-262, The Long 
Shoot, Nuneaton

3436010/OL Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Resolution to 
Grant

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Callendar FarmHSG1

Remaining land at Top FarmHSG1
Resolution to 
Grant

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Strategic Housing Allocations not in the Greenbelt

Under 
construction

Site 31B007 Land off", The Long Shoot 
(Bellway Phase 2), Nuneaton

32992 Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Under 
construction

Si
te

s w
ith

 F
PP

/ 
O

PP
 o

r w
ith

 a
  R

es
ol

ut
io

n 
to

 G
ra

nt
 in

 H
SG

1

Not Started
Cresswells Farm, The Long Shoot, Nuneaton, 
Warwickshire

325789/OL

Weddington and St 
Nicolas

Not Started

Under 
construction

1385

1399

1346 33184 Site 18C002: Land at Lower Farm, 
Weddington Road, Nuneaton (Cotton Grange 
at The Farm)

Weddington and St 
Nicolas



25 50 75 100 100 50 50 45 0 0 0 250 245
0 0 0 0 0 25 50 68 68 68 50 50 50 50 16 0 0 495 143 352 495

50 75 75 100 100 100 75 21 0 596 621
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 50 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 68 621 25 594 619

50
0 0 0 0 23 30 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 73 0 73

225 400 500 550 496 480 453 300 273 225 171 150 1173 3098 4271 115
80 103 126 151 169 251 322 366 401 367 351 314 332 2692 3024 925

247 383 731 902 961 995 931 890 823 670 643 568 491 434 3224 6445 9669 115
34 115 141 197 316 427 460 402 443 386 487 585 634 709 675 654 610 9959 1777 5183 6960 925TOTAL  of All Draft Allocations

0 480
4271

TOTAL Draft Allocations in the Greenbelt 0 0

Not Started

EMP2 EMP2  -  Phoenix Way/Wilsons Lane Bede and Poplar
Not Started

73

HSG9 HSG9 - Land off Golf Drive Whitestone and 
Bulkington 

HSG8 HSG8 -  Land West of Bulkington Whitestone and 
Bulkington 

Not Started



SITE REF

COUNCIL 
APPLICATION 

No. ADDRESS LOCALITY
Year 
17/18

Year 
18/19

Year 
19/20

Year 
20/21

Year 
21/22

Year 
22/23

Year 
23/24

Year 
24/25

Year 
25/26

Year 
26/27

Year 
27/28

Year 
28/29

Year 
29/30

Year 
30/31

TOTAL 
CAPACITY

REMAINING 
CAPCITY 
AVAILABLE 
WITHIN 5 
YEARS 

REMAINING 
CAPACITY 
AVAILABLE 
BEYOND 5 
YEARS 

TOTAL 
CAPACITY IN 

THE PLAN 
PERIOD

10 35 50 50 35 0 0 145 35
0 5 33 33 33 33 33 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 104 76 180

10 35 50 50 50 50 55 0 0 145 155
0 5 35 40 40 40 40 40 40 20 0 300 120 180 300

20 70 100 100 85 50 55 0 0 290 190
0 10 68 73 73 73 73 50 40 20 0 0 0 0 480 224 256 480

0 0

Total of Resolution to Grant (Council)

33230 "Site 103B009 - Land off", Astley Lane, 
Bedworth, (adj The Heath)

Bedworth North & 
West

0
Camp Hill and Galley 
Common

Site 36A002 - Plough Hill Golf Centre", 
Plough Hill Road, Nuneaton34600


