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Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council Borough 
Plan 2011-2031 Examination – Matters 
Statement 
 

Date 1 February 2018 

Our ref 15947/MS/SFU  

From Lichfields on behalf of Greenlight Developments  [1.0280] 

 

Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply Revisited 

1.0 Issue 1 – Clarification on identifying the housing land supply 
following the publication of revised NBBC/20 (background on 
housing sites) and NBBC/33 (Housing Topic Paper) 

Q3.1) What is the up-to-date estimated total supply of new housing in the plan 

period 2011-2032?  How does this compare with a planned level of provision of 703 

dwellings per annum (14,060 in total)? 

1.1 NBBC/33 refers to a supply figure of 15,223 for the plan period. This is the same figure which 

was stated in the 6 September 2017 Cabinet Report (NBBC/30). However, this figure is 

inconsistent with the supply figure of 14,840 stated in the revised trajectory (NBBC/20) (which 

is clearly referred to in NBBC/33 to be the latest assessment of the housing land supply for the 

Borough1). It is therefore not clear what makes the plan period supply up to the headline 15,223 

figure. With the  a 10% contingency to protect housing delivery in the Borough which NBBC 

propose in NBBC/332, a supply of around 15,500 would be required; this would indicate a 

shortfall under revised NBBC/20. NBBC needs to clarify its supply position.   

Q3.2) What is the up-to-date estimated total supply in the plan period from: 

a) completions since 2011 

b) existing planning permissions 

c) other commitments e.g. sites subject to S106  

d) windfalls 

e) other sources 

f) proposed site allocations 

[Clarification as to whether the total supply for the plan period is 14,840 

(NBBC/20); 15,223 [NBBC/33]; or an alternative figure]. 

1.2 Table 1 below presents NBBC’s up-to-date total supply in the plan period3. The two positions 

(column ‘A’ and ‘B’) clearly conflict. The Council did not adequately set out the reasons for the 

updated supply figures of either 14,840 or 15,223 in its Topic Paper as requested by the 

Inspector.  This needs to be clarified. Greenlight has concerns as to the realism of this supply.  

                                                             
1 NBBC/33 , page 47, paragraph 4.1 
2 NBBC/33, page 1 , paragraph 1.1 
3 amended from table 2 of Greenlight’s response to NBBC Housing Topic Paper (HTP) 6 December 2017 
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Table 1 NBBC Identified Housing Supply 

Component of Supply  A B 

NBBC/30, NBBC/33 Revised NBBC/20 

Completions since 2011 1,885 1,885 

Pipeline (Existing Planning Permissions) 2,994 1,815 

Sites minded to be approved  480 480 

Prior notification   51 

Windfall 348 ~ 

SHLAA sites  940 

Proposed Strategic Allocations  8,544 
9,669 

Proposed non-strategic Allocations 940 

Private sites within town centres  32 ~ 

TOTAL  15,223 14,840  

Source: NBBC 30/. NBBC/33, NBBC/20 and Lichfields analysis 

Q3.3) In response to the Housing Topic Paper GVA [2.0025] and Lichfields for 

Greenlight Developments [1.0280] have undertaken detailed assessments of the 

housing land supply in NBBC/20. In terms of a factual baseline, is any adjustment 

needed in light of these assessments?  [views on assumptions on matters such as 

lead-in times and delivery rates will be considered separately]. 

1.3 Yes. Greenlight set out its significant concerns about the housing trajectory in NBBC/33 (which 

describes the approach in revised NBBC/20) in its response to the HTP. Our assessment focused 

on key sites HSG1 – HSG11 and other larger sites (around 100+ dwellings)4. Crucially, 

Greenlight considers the Council has applied excessively high annual build out rates, without 

sufficient justification. In light of this analysis (across all allocations), Greenlight suggests a total 

of 1,513 dwellings should be removed from NBBC’s identified five year supply and 2,709 

dwellings should be removed from the plan trajectory to 20315.   

1.4 GVA also provided an assessment of NBBC/20 sites in their response to the HTP. GVA propose 

to reduce the capacity of allocations HSG2, HSG7 and HSG8 on the basis of environmental 

impact and that the quantum of dwellings proposed by these allocations will not achieve 

sustainable development for the purposes of the NPPF. Greenlight notes the GVA analysis, but 

has not replicated that approach. The two critiques of the NBBC position should be read 

alongside each other.  

1.5 In its response, GVA also identifies that NBBC has over-estimated the total number of dwellings 

which could be delivered from sites referenced in the full and outline planning permission 

sheets of NBBC/20, the discrepancy of which is principally attributed to the inclusion of some 

sites which no longer benefit from extant planning permission. Greenlight agrees with GVA’s 

assessment of lapsed permissions, an appropriate lapse rate should be applied to account for 

these (see Q 3.4 below).  

                                                             
4 Section 6 & Appendices,  of Greenlight’s response to HTP 
5 See Tables 4 and 5 of Greenlight’s response to the HTP for detailed amended supply 
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Q3.4) Is the approach to discounting of supply for non-implementation justified?  

1.6 No, NBBC has not applied a lapse rate to its supply in either NBBC 30, 33 or 20. This is not 

justified. A lapse rate should be applied to the extant permissions included in the housing 

supply. The Council had applied a 10% oversupply to its housing requirement of 10,040 to 

provide flexibility to ‘‘respond to potential changing circumstances over the life of the Borough 

Plan’’ (SA, 2017). This is not the same as a lapse rate to the supply in order to provide a robust 

view on the likely contribution made to the trajectory by extant permissions. There are clear 

examples of lapsed permissions in revised NBBC/20 including Anker Street, Nuneaton (ref. 

032266) and 15 Ash Green Lane (ref. 012088). GVA’s response to the HTP supports this.  

1.7 In the absence of specific evidence quantifying the scale lapse rates, a 10% lapse rate is the most 

appropriate measure; albeit a more detailed analysis on past non-implementation rates might 

suggest higher or lower rates.  

Q3.5) Confirm the contribution (in numbers and percentages) the strategical 

locations are proposed to make to the housing supply in years 1-5, 6-10 and 11-15 

(NPPF Paragraph 47, 3rd bullet point). Is this realistic and deliverable? 

1.8 Table 2 below indicates that NBBC’s approach has a high dependence on housing delivery from 

strategic sites throughout the plan period. Overall, NBBC estimates strategic locations will 

deliver 3,224 dwellings in years 1-5 (55% of total supply for this period); 4,309 dwellings in 

years 6-10 (87%) and 2,136 dwellings in years 11-15 (98%). In particular, HSG1 (land north of 

Nuneaton) is expected to deliver a third of the Council’s total identified supply for years 1-5 and 

years 6-10; and nearly half of total identified supply for years 11-15. Greenlight’s position is 

principally that NBBC places an unrealistic overdependence on a few strategic sites, this is 

presented in its response to the Council’s HTP and restated in the response to ‘Issue 2’ below.  

Table 2 Contribution of draft strategic site allocations to NBBC housing supply 

Strategic Site  

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15 

(17/18–21/22) 22/23–26/27 27/28–30/31 

Supply  
% of 

supply  
Supply  

% of 
supply 

Supply  
% of 

supply 

HSG1 1,556 27 1,520 31 1,073 49 

HSG2 175 4 750 15 600 27 

HSG3 225 4 350 7 0 0 

HSG4 135 2 310 6 244 11 

HSG5 125 2 250 5 23 1 

HSG6 175 3 213 4 0 0 

HSG7 125 2 71 1 0 0 

HSG8 250 4 245 5 0 0 

HSG9 25 0 400 8 196 9 

HSG10 220 4 140 3 0 0 

HSG11 140 2 60 1 0 0 

EMP2 73 1 0 0 0 0 

Total  3,224 55 4,309 87 2,136 98 

Source: Revised NBBC/20 
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Q3.6) Similarly, confirm the contribution (in numbers and percentages) of: (1) the 

non-strategic allocations; (2) commitments; and (3) other sources of supply in 

years 1-5, 6-10 and 11-15.  Are these realistic and deliverable? 

1.9 Table 3 below identifies the proportion of supply from non-strategic allocations (at the tab 

SHLAA sites, NBBC/20) and ‘Commitments’ (sites with planning permission, prior notification 

and sites with a resolution to grant). NBBC identifies no ‘other’ sources of supply in NBBC/20 to 

bring the supply up to the 15,233 figure stated in NBBC/30 and NBBC/33. Windfall allowance of 

22dpa is identified in NBBC/33 and 30. Greenlight’s assessment of supply in the HTP focuses 

on key sites HSG1 – HSG11 and other larger sites around 100 dwellings, no amendments are 

proposed for the SHLAA sites6.  The assessment of the two sites included on the ‘resolution to 

grant’ tab of NBBC/20 concludes that a more realistic and deliverable estimation of supply for 

these sites would be achieved by removing 66 dwellings from the 5YHLS. 

1.10 As with Question 3.3 above, there is evidence to suggest that some of the sites included within 

NBBC/20 as sites with either outline or full planning permission relate to planning permissions 

which have now expired or where prolonged inactivity suggesting they are no longer viable. 

These sites therefore can therefore not be considered ‘deliverable’ per NPPF para 47, footnote 11. 

Table 3 Contribution of non-strategic and commitments to NBBC housing supply 

Supply 
Component  

Years 1-5 Years 6-10 Years 11-15 

(17/18–21/22) 22/23–26/27 27/28–30/31 

Supply  
% of 

supply 
Supply  

% of 
supply 

Supply  
% of 

supply 

Non-strategic 
allocations  

757 13 183 4 0 0 

Commitments   1,852 32 440 9 54 2 

Windfall  110 2 110 2 110 5 

Source: Revised NBBC/20 

Q3.7) The Employment Land Review 2014 identifies the removal of 20.34ha of 

employment land for principally qualitative/demand reasons. The 2016 

Employment Land Study remarks at paragraph 6.10 that these sites could be 

redeveloped, principally for residential (subject to alternative land being available 

to relocate existing businesses). Have any of these sites been removed and 

allocated in the Plan for residential purposes?    

1.11 This approach does not fit with the current position of NBBC which, at present, does not 

propose to meet its entire portion of Coventry’s unmet employment need (there is a shortfall of 

9,4Ha7). Therefore, this suggested approach of developing existing employment sites for 

housing would further compound the under-supply of employment land in the Borough.  

                                                             
6 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 
7 NBBC/03 Background Paper on Housing and Employment Needs 
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2.0 Issue 2 – Assumptions/inputs applied in determining the supply of 
housing land 

Q3.8) Are the projected build out rates on the larger strategic sites reasonable? In 

particular, given the scale and inherent complexities of the strategic urban 

extensions in Nuneaton, are the trajectories for delivery on sites HSG1 and HSG2 

(at appendices N and O respectively of NBBC/33) justified? Please explain. 

2.1 No. Greenlight has previously stated (including in response to the HTP) that the Council has 

failed to provide compelling evidence that strategic sites, including, HSG1 and HSG2, will 

deliver the large quantities proposed within the plan period. Crucially, the Council has not 

provided adequate explanation for the annual average outputs and lead-in times as requested by 

the Inspector. This is despite providing a trajectory that proposes build out rates for individual 

parcels (within strategic site HSG1), as high as 180dpa and frequently at 50dpa (which appears 

to be a generic output per outlet).  

2.2 The previous version of NBBC/20 identified HSG1 would deliver 3,331 dwellings and HSG2 

would deliver 1,535 dwellings within the plan period.  The revised NBBC/20 identifies an overall 

reduced capacity within the plan period but maintains extremely high trajectories for delivery at 

strategic sites such as HSG1 and HSG2. In fact, delivery rates were increased for HSG1 which 

was revised to deliver 4,439 dwellings. NBBC did not justify this increase in deliverability of 

1,108 dwellings at HSG1; it appeared to be more a ‘quick fix’ to artificially reduce the substantial 

shortfall in supply.  NBBC’s subsequent lack of justification in NBBC/33 is particularly 

concerning for HSG1 given the fragmented nature of the site whereby different landowners and 

developers have submitted applications for various parcels but there is no overall outline for the 

whole site or planning framework stetting out infrastructure provision. 

2.3 The Council maintained a similar position in revised NBBC/20 in relation to supply at HSG2; 

1,525 dwellings are identified to come forward. This is despite the issues raised by Greenlight at 

Stage 1 hearings: SHLAA references NUN103 and 138 (of which the majority falls into HSG2) 

are assessed as having significant issues in regards to being an active use and there being no 

intention to develop the site/intentions unknown.   

2.4 Lichfields’ analysis of NBBC’s Housing Trajectory (revised NBBC/20)8 focuses on delivery rates 

of large strategic sites. The larger sites were assessed based on Lichfields’ analysis ‘Start to 

Finish’9 which provides evidence on speed and rate of delivery of large-scale housing based on a 

large sample across England and Wales. Based on this analysis, and in the absence of any site-

specific evidence in the HTP to justify an alternative set of assumptions, it is clear that the 

Council is likely to have over-estimated annual build out rates.  

2.5 Crucially, ‘Start to Finish’ draws a key conclusion that for large sites, given that no one site is the 

same and with significant variations in terms of lead-in time and build out rates – ‘‘…a sensible 

approach to evidence and justification is required’’. NBBC has repeatedly failed to provide 

significant evidence to justify the extremely high delivery rates identified across its strategic 

sites, particularly HSG1 and HSG2. 

                                                             
8 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 
9 Included as Appendix 2 of Greenlight’s Stage 1, Matter 2 Statement 
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Q3.9) Has there been a risk assessment undertaken of site delivery as set out in the 

PPG as the final step in assessing housing land supply? 

2.6 No. Despite the request from the Inspector for NBBC to justify site delivery for the strategic 

sites, the Council has only provided limited evidence for delivery on large strategic sites HSG1 – 

HSG11. It is clear that there has been no risk assessment undertaken of site delivery of the level 

required by PPG (ID3-025).  Given the inevitable complexities associated with such sites - often 

multiple landowners and developers, for example relating to commercial agreements between 

land owners regarding delivery of allocation-wide infrastructure (roads, schools etc.) that 

straddles individual parcels -  it is particularly inadequate that the Council has not put forward 

sufficient evidence and/or justification for HSG1.   

3.0 Issue 3 – Ensuring a deliverable housing land supply in the Plan 

Q3.10) Explain how the Plan illustrates the expected rate of delivery of market and 

affordable housing through housing trajectories for the Plan period and sets out 

an implementation strategy for the full range of housing, including maintaining a 

5 year supply of housing land to meet the housing requirement. 

3.1 Revised NBBC/20 illustrates the expected rate of delivery of market/affordable housing for the 

plan period. However, NBBC has not provided adequate justification for some of these delivery 

rates (particularly for the larger strategic sites, see question 3.8/9 above and Greenlight’s 

response to HTP). NBBC has not provided an implementation strategy, including maintaining a 

5 year supply of land.  

Q3.11) How will an adequate supply be maintained if the large sites do not come 

forward as quickly as anticipated? Is there sufficient flexibility? 

3.2 The Council has an over-reliance on large sites, with strategic sites occupying 55% of the five 

year supply (see Table 2 above); thus offering little flexibility in terms of supply. Greenlight has 

demonstrated the Council has significantly over-estimated the speed at which the larger sites are 

likely to come forward10. As a result, the deliverable and developable housing land supply is 

likely to comprise of significantly lower numbers than those included in revised NBBC/20. It 

has no ‘Plan B’ if delivery does not transpire as the Council envisage (see Question 3.12 below). 

National Policy is clear that supply of housing should provide for early delivery for a flexible 

trajectory not hinged in infrastructure delivery (NPPF para. 47). Other, smaller, sites (capable of 

coming forward more quickly) will be needed. It is Greenlight’s position that, through an 

accurate assessment of site 17811, this is one site that will be considered by the Council to be 

suitable as a housing allocation for the Borough Plan; given its location, making this new 

allocation would also provide a good strategic fit for meeting Coventry’s unmet housing need (a 

further 200 dwellings) to be accommodated within Nuneaton and Bedworth but clearly related 

to Coventry.  

                                                             
10 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 
11 See proposed Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) table dated 16 January 2018 (at Appendix 1). 
Greenlight has sought to reach an agreed position with NBBC regarding the content of this table but 
engagement is ongoing at the time of submission of this matters statement.  
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Q3.12) Does the housing land supply provide for contingency or flexibility for 

unforeseen circumstances? What would be a reasonable contingency allowance 

that would be consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF? 

3.3 NPPF paragraph 14 requires that local plans meet their OAN, with sufficient flexibility to adapt 

to rapid change. NBBC/33 provides some welcome clarification on the position the Council is 

now proposing in terms of its housing requirement (14,060), in that any additional supply in a 

trajectory above this (e.g. 10%) is for flexibility in the supply. Therefore, meeting this housing 

requirement is likely to mean the need for a trajectory with sites and broad locations for around 

15,500 dwellings. 10% contingency is considered to be appropriate.  

3.4 However, even on its own assumptions (14,849 in NBBC/20 or 15,233 in NBBC/30, 33) the 

Council does not have a housing supply position that will enable it to meet this requirement with 

the 10% allowance. The gap between what is required and what can realistically be expected is 

very large indeed: very many additional sites will be required to ensure NBBC’s housing supply 

is resilient.  

Q3.13) In terms of the shortfall of 2,333 dwellings since 2011 would the Liverpool 

method (spreading the shortfall over the remainder of the plan period) be 

justified? 

3.5 NBBC/33 (para. 4.31) concludes that the ‘Liverpool approach’ is the most appropriate in the 

case of Nuneaton and Bedworth given that many of the strategic allocations are at present in the 

Green Belt. PPG (ID 3-035) expresses a clear preference for ‘Sedgefield’. In NBBC/33 the 

Council calculates on the basis of its supply using the ‘Sedgefield approach’ would provide 4.14 

years supply on adoption of the plan. If the backlog is to be spread over the remaining period of 

the Plan (i.e. ‘Liverpool’) the Council would have a 5.75 years supply on adoption of the plan. 

However, Greenlight’s analysis of the housing trajectory12 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).  Until the supply is corrected 

(through a further call for sites and/or re-appraisal of its current SHLAA), it would be 

premature to draw a conclusion either that Sedgefield can be delivered or that Liverpool is 

necessary.  The response on this point is directly related to the issue of a stepped trajectory. 

Q3.14) Do the circumstances in Nuneaton justify a stepped, rather than 

annualised, approach to the housing trajectory?  Please explain. 

3.6 Greenlight considers that NBBC cannot demonstrate enough sites over the whole plan period 

and, with its current identified supply, it is unlikely that the Council will be able to demonstrate 

a 5 year housing land supply.  It therefore seems inevitable NBBC will need a stepped trajectory, 

but precise ‘steps’ must be evidence-based; if the Council were to include a greater variety of 

different-sized sites (for example include Greenlight’s site NUN178), this would increase the 

prospect of the rate of delivery being stepped up more quickly and  help NBBC meet its housing 

requirement over the five year period, and reduce its exposure to large sites alone.  

Q3.15) What would be the requirement for a five year supply including a buffer 

and accommodating any shortfall since 2011? 

3.7 Table 4 below demonstrates that, using the Council’s stated supply from revised NBBC/20 

(including windfall allowance from NBBC/33), and, accommodating the shortfall since 2011 

                                                             
12 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 



 

 

Pg 8/11 Lichfields.uk 
15387810v1 
 

(Sedgefield), NBBC has 4.29 years of supply. The calculations apply a 20% buffer to the 

requirement13. Table 4 also includes Greenlight’s suggested supply position, based on Lichfields 

analysis14  which 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) and that 

a 10% non-implementation allowance should also be applied. Amending NBBC’s supply for this 

analysis reveals a very clear shortfall and a supply of only 2.89 years. This analysis did not 

acknowledge possible risks/barriers to delivery – particularly on HSG1 and HSG2 which might 

delay matters further.  

Table 4 NBBC 5YHLS as at 31 March 2017 

 
NBBC Supply Lichfields Supply 

Liverpool Sedgefield Liverpool Sedgefield 

Requirement 

Borough Housing Requirement (OAN + Coventry Unmet 
Need) 2011-2031 

14,060 14,060 14,060 14,060 

Annual Average Requirement (2011 - 2031) 703 703 703 703 

5 year Assessed Need  3,515 3,515 3,515 3,515 

Completions since 2011 (1st April 2011 - 1st April 2017) 1,885 1,885 1,885 1,885 

Shortfall against requirement from 2011-17  2,333 2,333 2,333 2,333 

Shortfall per annum over remaining Local Plan Period 
March 2017 –  2031 

167 ~ 167 ~ 

Housing requirement (plus 20% buffer and shortfall)  5,218 7,018 5,218 7,018 

Supply (deliverable in 5 years) 

Full Planning Permission  1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 

Outline Planning Permission  397 397 397 397 

Prior Notification  51 51 51 51 

Non-Strategic Allocations 757 757 757 757 

Strategic Allocations 3,224 3,224 1,777 1,777 

Resolution to Grant  290 290 224 224 

Windfall Allowance (22dpa, NBBC/33) 188 188 188 188 

Non-Implementation  0 0 10%(451) 10%(451) 

Total deliverable supply 6,021 6,021 4,057 4,057 

5 year housing land supply  5.77 4.29 4.44 2.89 

Shortfall -803 997 508 2,960 

Source: NBBC/20 and Lichfields analysis 

Q3.16) Would the Borough Plan realistically provide for a five year supply on 

adoption? Will a five year supply be maintained? 

3.8 No. Table 4 above demonstrates that the Borough Plan would not realistically provide for a five 

year supply on adoption. The only way a five year supply could be theoretically achieved (5.77 

years of supply) is if the Inspector entirely agrees with the Council’s stated supply and the 

‘Liverpool’ approach is applied/a stepped trajectory is applied. Greenlight has made it clear that 

considerable adjustments should be made to the Council’s most recent identified supply. On the 

basis of Lichfields analysis so far15, it appears the Council has only a 2.89 (Sedgefield) or 4.44 

                                                             
13 NBBC/33, para. 4.30  
14 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 
15 Section 6 & Appendices, Greenlight’s response to HTP 
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year supply (Liverpool).  It is clear NBBC needs to allocate additional sites to achieve and 

maintain a 5 year housing land supply.  

Q3.17) In light of forthcoming Regulations (as from 6 April 2018) to complete 

reviews of Local Plans every 5 years, is there a need for a commitment to review 

the Plan within five years? If needed, could this ensure that the housing provision 

part of the Plan is sound and, if so, in what way?  (PPG id 12-008- 20140306) 

3.9 Ordinarily, in light of the Regulations, the need for policies to require ‘early reviews’ is reduced 

(and in any event, progress on implementing early reviews in other local plans has proved 

patchy at best). However, if a review is required for specific reasons, a policy does provide an 

added layer of comfort in making clear why it is needed.   

3.10 However, an early review must not be the first port of call if the current Plan is inadequate. A 

Plan must be sound against the NPPF, and the provision for a Review within five years (as per 

PPG ID12-008) was clarified by Ministerial Statement16 as follows: “[it] may be appropriate as 

a way of ensuring that a Local Plan is not unnecessarily delayed by seeking to resolve matters 

which are not critical to the plan’s soundness or legal competence as a whole”. An approach 

that positively seeks to meet housing needs is critical to the plan’s soundness. The HTP makes 

plain the Council has not been sufficiently rigorous in seeking to identify suitable sites and 

broad locations. As things currently stand, adding an early review policy would not enable a 

conclusion to be reached that the plan had been ‘positively prepared’.  

3.11 The situation is analogous to Brighton and Hove, where the Council had to use a Main 

Modifications during its Examination to show it had “left no stone unturned”17 seeking further 

sites that could help it maximise its ability to meet OAHN, including by revisiting its assessment 

of sites, amending policies protecting land from residential development, and allocating 

additional sites. Other plans have similarly been revisited on this basis18. The proposed SoCG 

between NBBC and Greenlight19 sets out why Greenlight’s site (NUN178) offers a sustainable 

site for housing development. The presence of this site indicates there are likely to be others like 

it in the Borough which are not currently proposed as allocations.    

                                                             
16 Ministerial Written Statement on Local Plans http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-vote-
office/July%202015/21%20July/8-Communities-and-Local-Government-Local-Plans.pdf  
17 This principle was clearly established by the Inspector examining the Brighton and Hove Plan who’s interim findings 
stated: “The City Plan Part 1 falls well short of meeting the objectively assessed need for new housing, and … there is no 
evidence before me to show that any of the unmet need will be met elsewhere. For the reasons given above I am not 
persuaded that the City Plan Part 1 meets the requirements of paragraph 14 of the Framework which requires local 
planning authorities to meet objectively assessed needs, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. I recognise 
the constraints faced by the Council but if I am to find the Plan sound, notwithstanding such a significant shortfall in 
the provision of new housing, I would need to be satisfied that the Council had left no stone unturned in seeking to meet 
as much of this need as possible.” 
18 For example, Stratford-on-Avon where the OAHN was increased during the course of Examination, the Council 
undertook a revision of its SHLAA and revisited its appraisal of Strategic Sites, and put forward a number of new sites, 
including a new settlement at Long Marston Airfield, through Main Modifications. The Examination resumed and the 
plan was adopted following further recommended Main Modifications.  
19 Greenlight has sought to reach an agreed position with NBBC on the content of the table in the SoCG but 
engagement is ongoing at the time of submission of this matters statement.  
 

http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-vote-office/July%202015/21%20July/8-Communities-and-Local-Government-Local-Plans.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-vote-office/July%202015/21%20July/8-Communities-and-Local-Government-Local-Plans.pdf
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Q3.18) In overall terms would the Borough Plan realistically deliver the number of 

dwellings required over the plan period? 

3.12 It is abundantly clear that the Plan as currently framed 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. Greenlight’s analysis in response to the Council’s HTP indicates 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, this equates to a supply of 12,131 (or 12,439 with NBBC/33/30 windfall) for 

the plan period. It is crucial that NBBC re-assesses and clarifies its supply position and revisits 

those sites it previously rejected with the view to allocating them (this would include 

Greenlight’s site NUN178), to enable the Borough to meet its shortfall and provide flexibility 

into the Council’s housing supply.  

 

Words: 2,926 (excluding questions, footnotes, tables and paragraph numbers) 
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Appendix 1 – Proposed Statement of Common Ground, Greenlight 
and NBBC: Joint position on SHLAA Site NUN178 

Greenlight has sought to agree the content of the appended Statement of Common Ground with 

NBBC but engagement is ongoing at the time of submission of this matters statement.  
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Statement of Common Ground  
 

Our ref 13817/MS/SFU 

Date 17 January 2018  

From Lichfields on behalf of Greenlight Developments  

  

Subject Greenlight and Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council: Joint 
position on SHLAA Site NUN178 (Land off Exhall Road, Keresley 
End)  

This statement sets out the joint position of Greenlight Developments and Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough 

Council relating to the content of the Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Plan (NBBP) SHLAA (December 

2016), the NBBP Sustainability Appraisal (January 2017) as well as the position set out in the documents 

which Greenlight has submitted to the examination of the Borough Plan, so far, in relation to the Land off 

Exhall Road, Keresley End (SHLAA site NUN178, SA site NB70) 1.  

As set out in the table below, there remains disagreement between the parties regarding some criteria and 

overall conclusions (highlighted in blue in the left hand column) which is to be discussed at the hearing 

sessions; however, the position on the majority of criteria is agreed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
1 Greenlight’s representations to the NBBP publication version 2017 - Land at Exhall Road, Keresley Vision 
Document (March 2017); Greenlight Matters Statements (17 August 2017) to Stage 1 Hearings to Matter 1 
(Legal and Procedural Compliance, Matter 2 (Housing Need) and Matter 3 (Housing Land Supply).  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Availability  

Current Use Amber The site is of agricultural use/ vacant or 
underused. 

-  Agree.  

Intentions Amber The site is being promoted. -  Agree – the site is being promoted.  

Legal Amber It is unknown if there are any outstanding 
legal issues (e.g. multiple land ownerships) 
that may affect the site coming forward for 
development in the short term. 

-  Disagree – the site is under a single ownership and 
there are no outstanding legal issues; the rating 
should be amended to ‘green’.  

Ownership Green The land owner has been identified.  -  Agree. 

Natural Environment 

Biodiversity  

- 

 

Blue NB70 is a green field site in agricultural use. 
The development of the Site for housing uses 
will result in the loss of existing habitats 
including hedgerows and tree species. 
However, the development of the Site offers 
the opportunity to create new features and 
provide green infrastructure linkages to 
existing biodiversity features as part of an 
integrated scheme for the Site. Based on this, it 
is considered that the development of the site 
will have a slight adverse effect on this 
sustainability objective in the short terms due 
to the loss of existing habitats but an overall 
neutral effect in the medium to long term.  

Agree - Greenlight supports the SA rating on 
‘Biodiversity’ for NB70 which is (with mitigation and 
enhancement) neutral. 

                                                             
2 SA ratings: Red – adverse impact, Amber – slight adverse impact, Blue – neutral, Green – positive impact.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Local Wildlife 
Site 

Red 

The land to the north of NUN178 is 
designated as a LWS Somers Meadow. 

  The site is located to the south of the LWS and 
Greenlight has identified that, whist 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 in 
the Vision Document) seeks to retain and enhance 
the habitat areas that are considered the most 
important and will therefore mitigate this impact.  
Structure planting along the eastern boundary could 
provide further enhancements, linking the LWS with 
other existing habitats. Control measures would be 
introduced to discourage public access to limit 
disturbance of the habitat (see Vision Document for 
further detail). The Council’s ‘red’ rating for the site 
in the SHLAA is unsubstantiated as the LWS 
designation is not correct for the site; the rating 
should be amended green’ or ‘amber’ at most. 
 
In this regard we note that the SA rating on 
‘Biodiversity’ (see above) for NB70 was (with 
mitigation and enhancement) ‘neutral’. So the SHLAA 
is clearly inconsistent in this regard. 

AONB Green Minor/no impact.    Agree – green. 

Conservation 
Areas 

Green 
Minor/no impact. 

  
Agree – green. 

European/ 
National 
Wildlife Site/ 
Protected 
Species 

Green 

Minor/no impact. 

  

Agree – green. 
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Local 
Geological 
Site 

Green Minor/no impact.   Agree – green. 

Soil  -  Red 
 

The site is greenfield and the development for 
housing will lead to loss of agricultural land 
productive soils to development and thus the 
site will have an adverse effect that cannot be 
mitigated against. 

This scoring applies to any greenfield site, the site is 
not the highest quality agricultural land (it is classified 
as Amber in the SHLAA), and has no specific 
protection in the NPPF.  

Flood Risk 

Green 

The site is not at risk of flooding.  

Blue The site is located outside the defined Flood 
Zone and source protection zone. Mitigation 
measures (including SuDS features) will be 
sought. The development may have a slight 
adverse effect on water resources in the short 
term but a neutral effect in the medium to long 
term.  

Agree – green/neutral.  

Water  -  Blue Incorporation of water efficiency measures and 
SuDS within any detailed scheme will set out 
sustainable site specific mitigation on any 
increase in water demand and ground water 
abstraction. Assuming proposed mitigation is 
incorporated, the site will result in a neutral 
effect in the medium to longer term.  

Agree – neutral.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Tree 
Preservation 
Order 

Red There would be a significant impact on trees 
that provide amenity value and are 
important features.  

-  There are three TPOs that affect the site. TPO ‘9/00’ 
covers the northernmost of the three fields, and 
relates to 8 trees. TPO ‘3/03’ relates to an oak tree at 
the western boundary of the site; and TPO 
‘16/97’relates to 3 oak trees located at 11-22 De-
Compton Close, adjacent to the northwest corner of 
the site. Greenlight’s emerging framework plan (see 
Vision Document for further detail) retains all the 
high value trees on site, with only the ‘c’ category 
scrub trees on the western boundary of the 
northernmost field 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. The ‘red’ 
rating is unsubstantiated; the rating should be 
amended to green’ or ‘amber’ at most. 

Natural 
Features 

Green Minor/no impact on natural features in the 
site such as watercourses, ponds and 
hedgerows.  

-  Agree – green (minor/no impact). 
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Land and Landscape 

Landscape 
Sensitivity 

Amber The landscape has medium to low 
sensitivity regarding ability to accommodate 
the development.  

Amber To maintain and enhance the quality of 
landscapes – The site is located in the Keresley 
Urban Fringe Character Area where the 
landscape is dominated by arable 
farmland/recreational land interspersed with 
linear woodland and hedgerows. The character 
of the area is considered ‘weak’ and ‘poor’ 
condition. The focus for action is to ‘restore 
and create’ an integrated landscape.  
The key landscaping features on the site are 
fragmented linear hedgerows with isolated 
tree species. Development of the site will 
result in  
the loss of agricultural land/hedgerows and 
tree species but also offers the opportunity to 
recreate and connect existing 
hedgerows/corpse and woodland area and 
provide new features as part of the wider 
masterplan of the site, resulting in landscape 
enhancements in the longer term. Significant 
adverse effect in the short term but an overall 
slight adverse effect in the medium to long 
term once landscaping proposals have started 
to mature.   

The remaining amber score does not differentiate the 
site from other greenfield sites in the Borough.   

Agricultural 
Land 
Classification 

Amber The land is Grade 3 or partially Grade 1 or 2.  -  Agree – the site is not the highest quality agricultural 
land.  

Contaminated 
Land 

Green  Land is less likely to be contaminated.  -  Agree – green, there is no known contamination on 
the site.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Ensure 
prudent use 
of resources 
including 
previously 
developed 
land/ 
buildings 

  Red 
 

The site comprises a greenfield site and 
therefore development will have an adverse 
effect on the prudent use of resources, 
principally the use of previously developed 
land.  Development of the site will not 
contribute to cleaning up of existing 
contaminated land. The site will result in a 
significant adverse impact.  

As with the ‘soils’ criteria, this is a score which is 
applied to any greenfield site, this does not 
differentiate the site from any others.  
 
The SA identifies there is no existing contaminated 
land on site so this impact could not be mitigated.  

Site Assembly  Amber  Mitigation through design would ensure the 
development of this site would not restrain 
other development. 

-  Agree – Amber.  

Site 
Topography 
and Shape 

Green Existing topography/levels of the site are 
likely to have only minor to low impact on 
future development. 

-  Agree – green, existing topography is fitting for 
housing development.    

Climatic Factors 

Air Pollution  Green  Minor to no impact regarding likely impact 
by either noise or air pollution including 
AQMAs.  

Blue NB70 does not lie within an Air Quality 
Management Area and is 3.8km to the south 
west of Bedworth Town Centre.  
The site is relatively accessible by car, but the 
dispersed location of the Site would tend to 
discourage modal shift away from the car. An 
opportunity for enhanced public transport 
measures to be brought forward on New Road 
with the development which could mitigate 
any adverse effect. Slight adverse impact in the 
short to medium terms, mitigating to a neutral 
effect in the long term.  

Assessments are inconsistent between SHLAA and SA. 
The SA 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.  
 
For the SHLAA alternative levels of growth have not 
been tested so it is not possible to draw air quality 
conclusions about ‘in combination’ effects at higher 
levels of growth than the Plan’s proposals or different 
combinations of sites.  Albeit, it is agreed that the 
development will have a neutral/no impact.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Ensuring 
development 
is primarily 
focused in 
urban areas/ 
integration 
with 
settlement  

Amber Through mitigation e.g. landscaping and 
good design, the site could relate well to the 
existing built form/character of the 
settlement.  

Red 
 

The location of the site is dispersed from 
Nuneaton and Bedworth Town Centres and is 
not on a direct route to either centre. The site 
will note make efficient use of existing 
infrastructure/promote compact mixed use 
development or reduce the need to travel. 
NB70 will have a significant adverse impact.  

This ‘red’ assessment of the site in the SA is not 
consistent with the SHLAA’s ‘amber’ rating. It 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 
inappropriate, especially in the context of the 
requirement to meet unmet housing need from 
Coventry.   

Reduce 
overall energy 
use  through 
increased 
energy 
efficiency 

-  Blue The dispersed location of the site will limit the 
opportunity to reduce overall energy 
use/provide centralised facilities. However, a 
proportion of on-site energy usage could be 
incorporated in the layout/design. 
Development will result in an adverse effect in 
the short to medium term. Assuming 
mitigation is incorporated, development will 
result in a neutral effect in the longer term.   

Agree – mitigation can be provided to ensure a 
neutral impact.  

Reduce 
emissions of 
green house 
gasses 

-  Blue Dispersed location of the site will make it hard 
to provide efficient use of infrastructure. 
However, opportunities to mitigate carbon 
dioxide emissions via sustainable construction, 
design, demolition and construction may be 
brought forward as part of development of the 
site. With this mitigation, the development will 
have a neutral impact.  

Agree – mitigation can be provided to ensure a 
neutral impact. 
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Materials and 
Waste 

Green  Minor/no impact on areas allocated or 
safeguarded for minerals extraction or 
waste management in the Minerals and 
Waste Plan.  

Green The site will have an indirect impact on the 
objective to encourage/enable waste 
minimisation and recycling. However, provision 
of adequate facilities and promotion of 
sustainable construction will result in a slight 
positive effect.  

Agree – provision of adequate facilities and 
sustainable construction will provide the opportunity 
to ensure a positive impact on materials and waste.  

Built Environment and Heritage 

Coalescence  Red The site is Green Belt. The site falls within 
parcel NG5 of the Green Belt review study 
with a score of 14/20 it is a high performing 
parcel. The parcel as a whole plays an 
important role in separating Keresley and 
the villages of Ash Green and Neal’s Green. 
If developed the gap would be significantly 
reduced to 200m.  Constraints such as 
separation of settlements and lack of a 
defensible boundary is not something which 
could be mitigated against and is therefore 
not in a suitable location for housing 
development.  

  The Green Belt 2015 study does not assess the 
contribution of the site as an individual parcel to 
coalescence. The Council’s justification for the ‘red’ 
rating refers to development of ‘the parcel as a 
whole’ which reduces the gap to 200m; the Council 
assumes that the site is linked to sites 163 and 212 to 
reach this conclusion. Site 178 should be considered 
on its own merits; 178 is not linked to sites 136 and 
212 and in reality only the Greenlight site would be 
released. The development of Site 178 would leave a 
gap of approximately 900m (or, a 350 reduction in 
the gap from 1,250m as exists). 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.  Greenlight notes 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, at most, ‘amber’. Prologis is promoting an 
employment site adjacent to the Greenlight site on 
the south side of Exhall Road. Whilst the two sites 
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

should not be linked in development terms, clearly if 
the Prologis site were to be brought forward it would 
add considerable weight to the allocation of the 
Greenlight site on a number of grounds, including 
sustainability, accessibility and economy as well as 
reducing the validity of objections to it on issues of 
coalescence. 

Neighbouring 
Amenity  

Green The development would not significantly 
impact upon the amenity of neighbouring 
occupiers. 

-  Agree – green.  

Neighbouring 
Land Uses 

Green  The site is not affected by neighbouring uses 
(e.g. incompatible use). 

-  Agree – green.  

High quality 
design with 
local 
distinctiveness 

-  Blue Development will not result in a direct effect 
on this sustainability objective. Policies to 
facilitate a high quality design and a sense of 
place should be included in the Borough Plan 
to ensure new development makes a 
contribution to townscape quality and wider 
public realm. Neutral impact at all stages.  

Agree – Greenlight will provide a development of 
high quality design.  

Heritage 
Assets  

Green  Minor/no impact. 

Blue To protect and enhance heritage assets – no 
part of the site is designated as a known 
heritage asset at either a county or national 
level. An assessment of the site will be 
undertaken at the planning application stage to 
confirm this.  Neutral impact at all stages. 

Agree – green/neutral.  

Accessibility and Transport  

Major 
Infrastructure  

Green  Minor/no impact on existing/anticipated 
major infrastructure e.g. pipelines/HS2.  

-  Agree – green. 

Access to Site  Green  Only minor works will be required to ensure 
satisfactory access to the site from the road 
network/to ensure highway standards are 
met.  

-  Agree – green. 
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Accessibility 
to Local 
Facilities 

Amber Some facilities are reasonably accessible.  Blue 
 

Ensure easy and equitable access to services 
and facilities. The site is relatively accessible by 
car but will be limited for residents’ dependent 
on public transport albeit New Road is a bus 
route. There is no proposal to provide services 
or learning activities so could result in a slight 
adverse impact without mitigation. However, if 
enhanced public transport measures were 
brought forward on New Road alongside the 
development, adverse effects could be 
mitigated, resulting in an overall neutral effect 
in the medium to long term.  

Agree – mitigation can be provided to ensure a 
neutral impact. 

Public 
Transport 

Amber The site is accessible to bus or rail.  -  As above, public transport provision can be 
facilitated/enhanced through the development. 

Relationship 
to Highway 
Network 

Green  The site is well located in respect of the 
main road network and vehicle movements.  

-  Agree – green. 

Public Rights 
of Way 

Green The site is not affected by a public right of 
way.  

-  Agree – green. 

Social Factors 

Affordable 
Housing 
Provision of 
right mix 

-  Dark 
Green 

 

The site has the potential to bring forward 115 
potential housing units to include a mix of 
open market and associated affordable 
housing units. The site will contribute to an 
acute shortage of affordable housing in the 
Borough, contributing to the aim of achieving 
mixed and balanced communities in these 
areas. No mitigation or enhancement is 
required.  Development will result in a 
significant positive impact.  

Agree that the development will provide a significant 
positive impact. However, the Greenlight site 
comprises all three fields (rather than two fields 
which the Council has based its housing unit figure 
on) and therefore has the capacity to accommodate 
approximately 200 housing units rather than 115.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Reduce Crime -  Yellow 
(uncertain) 

There is insufficient nature of the development 
to confirm any correlation between the site 
and crime/fear of crime.  

Agree.  

Address 
poverty/ 
disadvantage -
- 

-  Green New affordable housing and indirect jobs 
creation will help improve the well-being of the 
local population and help reduce social 
exclusion and therefore provide businesses 
with a diverse workforce representing a 
positive impact.  

Agree – positive. 

Cultural/sport 
/recreational 
participation 
opportunities  

-  Amber Development for housing will not directly 
improve the opportunities in the Borough; 
moreover the allocation will result in an 
increase in demand for new facilities in the 
Borough and a slight adverse impact.  

Agree.  

Improve 
health/reduce 
health 
inequalities  

-  Blue Development of the site for residential uses 
represents an adverse impact in the short term 
but a neutral impact in the medium to longer 
term if accompanied by contributions to new 
or enhanced health facilities.  

Agree – neutral impact.  

Economic Factors 

To enhance 
the viability of 
town centres 

-  Amber The site comprises open and agricultural 
greenfield land. The location of the site is 
relatively dispersed from Town Centres of 
Nuneaton or Bedworth with no direct access to 
either centre. The development of the site will 
contribute to overall housing needs of the 
Borough but the allocation will not directly 
enhance the vitality and viability of the town 
centres, thus potentially undermining to town 
centre’s role and regeneration opportunities.  

The remaining amber score does not differentiate the 
site from other green field sites in the Borough.  
NBBP’s SHLAA does not recognise that the site in 
effect forms part of the Coventry urban area, and 
thus has proximity Coventry City Centre. This is 
significant given that Nuneaton and Bedworth is 
assisting with Coventry’s unmet housing needs.  
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Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

Achieve a 
strong, stable 
and 
sustainable 
economy and 
prosperity to 
all inhabitants 
through on-
going 
investment 

-  Green Opportunities for direct economic 
opportunities are limited to small scale 
ancillary development. The contribution to a 
stable economy in the short term will be 
neutral but medium , new residential 
development will indirectly contribute to the 
retention of economic activity in the Borough. 
An overall positive effect is concluded. No 
mitigation or enhancement is proposed.  

Agree – positive impact.  

Summary/ 
Conclusions  

The site is not Suitable for development. The site is in 
the Green Belt and falls within parcel NG5 of the 2015 
Green Belt Study with a score of 14/20 (a high 
performing parcel).  Land to the north is a LWS.  The 
site abuts the existing built form of Keresley and would 
constitute extension of development into open 
countryside.  The parcel has a whole plays in important 
role in separating Keresley and the villages of Ash 
Green and Neal’s Green.  If developed the gap would 
be significantly reduced to approximately 200m.  
 
No significant ‘availability’ issues are identified.  
 
There is no information to determine that the site is 
not achievable in principle. However, constraints such 
as separation of settlements and lack of a defensible 
boundary cannot be mitigated against. The site is 
therefore not suitable for housing development.  
 
The site should not be shortlisted. 

The proposed development will bring forward new homes 
and thus represents a significant positive effect on the 
provision of homes. There will be indirect positive effects in 
terms of economic factors and social factors associated 
with deprivation and poverty through the provision of 
affordable homes, together with waste minimisation.  
 
The development of the site will result in the loss of open 
agricultural land located outside the existing urban areas 
and will have a negative effect on the prudent use of 
resources including previously developed land, soils and 
landscape (in the short term). Development would result in 
a slight negative impact on provision of sports and 
recreational facilities and a potentially negative impact on 
the viability of town centres.  
 
The site is accessible by car for services, jobs and learning 
activities and is situated on a bus route. The dispersed 
location to the land will discourage a modal shift away 
from the car which in turn will increase traffic movements 
and travel times with an associated increase in air pollution 
levels. However, if enhanced public transport measures 

A re-appraisal of the assessment of site 178 in the 
Council’s SHLAA should be undertaken. An accurate 
assessment of site 178 would provide no ‘red’ 
ratings; as a minimum, ‘amber’ ratings would be 
more appropriate in all three cases.  
 
The double negative scores identified in the SA for 
Soil, air (based on ensuring development is focused in 
urban areas and reduces the need to travel by car) 
and the ‘prudent use of resources’, do not 
differentiate the site from other greenfield sites in 
the Borough. The ‘amber/neutral’ scores are 
generally either misapplied, inconsistent with the 
SHLAA, or can be mitigated, and/or where the amber 
score would be applicable for virtually any greenfield 
site brought forward on the fringe of Coventry.  
The ‘landscape’ amber score in the SA 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 in ‘weak’ and ‘poor’ condition. 
The SA therefore does not identify any clear reason(s) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pg 14/14 Lichfields.uk 
15294588v1 
 

Criteria 
NBBP SHLAA (December 2016) NBBP Sustainability Assessment (January 2017) 

Greenlight Representations (March 2017) 
Rating Comment Rating

2
  Comment 

were brought forward in tandem with the development 
then the potential impacts could be mitigated in the longer 
term.  
 
The site will have a neutral effect on all other factors. 

why the site should be rejected.  
 
Overall, 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 line of paragraph 14 of the 
NPPF.  SHLAA Site Ref NUN178 – Land off Exhall 
Road, Keresley End should be removed from the 
Green Belt under policy DS7 (Green Belt) and should 
be allocated as a strategic site for residential 
development (approx. 200 housing units) and 
associated infrastructure uses under policy DS5 
(Residential Allocations).  

 


