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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared on behalf of Richborough Estates in respect 
of land they are promoting to the east and west of Higham Lane, Nuneaton (the site). A 
site location plan is enclosed at Appendix 1. Although the site has not been allocated 
to date in the Local Plan, it is available and represents a suitable, deliverable 
opportunity for major residential development within the Borough. The site could 
deliver up to 900 dwellings, with 700 dwellings on land to the west of Higham Lane and 
200 dwellings on land to the east of Higham Lane. 

1.2 A planning application for up to 200 dwellings and associated open space has been 
submitted to Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council (NBBC) for the land to the east 
of Higham Lane (application reference 035338). A decision is due on or before 16 
February 2018. 

1.3 This Hearing Statement provides written responses to relevant questions between 
Q3.1 to Q3.18 respectively. Richborough Estates welcome the opportunity to 
participate during the programmed Hearing Session for Matter 3 on Tuesday 20 
February 2018. 
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2. Response to Inspector’s Questions 

2.1 This section sets out our response on behalf of Richborough Estates to the questions 
that have been raised by the Inspector in his ‘Stage Two Hearings 2018 – Inspector’s 
Matters, Issues and Questions’ paper, dated 5 January 2018. We provide written 
responses to the relevant questions 3.1 to 3.18 respectively. 

Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply Revisited 

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)? 

2.2 We respond to this question at Q3.4 below. 

Q3.2) What is the up-to-date estimated total supply in the plan period from? 
2.3 No comment. 

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? 

2.4 No comment.  

Q3.4) Is the approach to discounting of supply for non-implementation justified? 
2.5 The Background Information Paper (NBBC/20) confirms that the housing supply for the 

plan period is 14,840 dwellings. The Council’s Housing Topic Paper (NBBC/33) further 
states at paragraph 1.6 that: “for the avoidance of doubt, the Council proposes that the 
‘requirement’ figure in the plan would be 14,060 (i.e. 10,040 + 4,020)”.   

2.6 Based on the supply figure of 14,840 dwellings established in NBBC/20, this includes a 
780 dwelling buffer against the 14,060 requirement, equating to 5.6% of the total 
requirement. 

2.7 In the Publication Plan the Council specifically sought to provide a 10% buffer (1,004 
dwellings) in supply against the proposed original requirement (i.e. 10,040) which has 
now been increased to meet Coventry’s shortfall. The Council’s Matter 2 Hearing 
Statement clarified in the response to Question 18 that the buffer was to “cover the 
non-delivery of sites and allows flexibility to ensure that the Borough’s requirement is 
met and overall delivery is not affected”.  

2.8 Clearly such a buffer is necessary given the substantial existing shortfall in the Borough 
and the requirements in the NPPF paragraph 14 for Local Plans to contain sufficient 
flexibility to adapt to rapid change. We made submissions to this affect in our Matter 2 
hearing statement and continue to agree that the approach for discounting of supply 
for non-implementation is justified. 

2.9 To allow for a 10% buffer on a requirement of 14,060 dwellings, a supply of 15,466 
dwellings is required. This represents a minimum uplift of 626 dwellings to ensure the 
Plan provides sufficient flexibility, certainty, and choice and competition for the 
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market, in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF and to ensure that the Plan is 
aspirational but realistic, as required by paragraph 154 of the NPPF. Such an approach 
is being taken for the Milton Keynes Local Plan (Plan:MK).  

Q3.5) Confirm the contribution (in numbers and percentages) the strategic 
allocations 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? 

2.10 We respond to this question at Q3.4 below. 

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? 

2.11 No comment. 

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? 

2.12 No comment.  

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. 

2.13 The total capacity for the proposed allocation as existing at land north of Nuneaton 
(HSG1) is 4,439 dwellings (as set out in Appendix N of NBBC/33). This represents 30% of 
the total housing supply (14,840 dwellings) for the Plan period. This is broken down as 
follows for the plan period: 

Years Dwellings Percentage 

1 – 5 (2018/19 - 2020/23) 1,589 dwellings 40.7% 

6 – 10 (2023/24 – 2027/28) 1,550 dwellings 39.7% 

11 – 131 (2028/29 – 2030/31) 763 dwellings 19.6% 

Total for years 1 – 13 of the 
Plan period 

3,902 100% 

2.14 Document NBBC/20 sets out the planning applications which have been submitted 
(and in some instances approved) on much of the land which now comprises draft 
allocation HSG1. The first planning permission for the emerging allocation was granted 
in November 2013. In total, the following number of dwellings have been approved, 
are subject to planning live planning applications or are being promoted. 

 

                                                           
1 Period runs to 2031 only. 



6 
 

Status No. of dwellings 

Approved 1,497 dwellings 

Live applications 1,383 dwellings (850 of which have a 
resolution to grant) 

Promoted 1,750 dwellings 

Total 4,630 dwellings 

2.15 Of this, 290 dwellings (representing 6.5% of the total proposed allocation) were built as 
at 31 March 2017. The majority of these completions (141 dwellings) occurred in 
2016/17, making up a significant amount of the borough’s total 394 completions. The 
Council’s trajectory anticipates that 1,589 dwellings will be delivered across the 
allocation by 31 March 2023. 

2.16 It is clear there is a buoyant housing market to the north of Nuneaton and as such the 
projected build out rates for the draft allocation are fully justified and reflect current 
market signals, as required by Paragraph 17 of the NPPF. 

2.17 However, it is important to note that we do not consider that adding to HSG1 with land 
adjacent to Higham Lane would undermine the ability of the existing allocation area to 
be delivered.  In particular, the land east of Higham Lane, at up to 200 dwellings, is of a 
scale that could be delivered quickly during the early years of the Plan; helping to 
maintain a five-year housing land supply from the outset of the Plan and boosting 
supply whilst some of the larger, more complex allocations, are being brought forward 
and delivering the necessary infrastructure prior to delivering housing. 

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. 

2.18 We respond to this question at Q3.12 below. 

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? 

2.19 We respond to this question at Q3.12 below. 

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? 

2.20 As set out in our response to Q3.1 and Q3.4, we agree with the Council’s approach set 
out in the Publication Plan that a minimum 10% buffer on the housing requirement 
should be provided within the supply.  

2.21 At present, with Coventry’s shortfall now included, the Plan will only provide a 5.6% 
buffer. This will not offer sufficient flexibility or an adequate supply of housing should 
any site deliver slower than anticipated, and as such is not consistent with national 
policy or positively prepared.  
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2.22 It is therefore necessary for additional sites to be allocated within the emerging Plan to 
ensure there is a 10% buffer and allow for contingency in the supply. Richborough’s 
land to the east and west of Higham Lane could meet this shortfall in the buffer. Indeed 
the land east of Higham Lane is currently subject to an outline planning application for 
200 dwellings (NBBC Reference 035338) and is due to be determined on or before 16 
February 2018. 

2.23 As demonstrated through the studies and assessments submitted in support of the 
planning application, the development of this site would deliver significant benefits. 
This includes the following: 

• Boosting significantly the supply of housing to meet identified need;  

• Policy compliant affordable housing contribution; 

• The creation of direct jobs during construction; 

• Provision of significant public open space, respecting the principles of a buffer 
along the northern edge of HSG1 adjacent to the A5; and 

• The potential of financial contributions towards education, public rights of way, 
public open space, local community facilities and highway improvements as 
appropriate. 

2.24 The supporting studies for the planning application have also identified that there will 
not be any adverse impacts which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole. Further evidence 
for this is provided in our response to Matter 6. 

2.25 The Council should therefore allocate land to the east and west of Higham Lane to 
ensure an adequate supply of housing is maintained throughout the Plan period; with 
the land east of Higham Lane able to deliver in the early years of the Plan in order to 
help NBBC demonstrate a five-year housing land supply from the outset, and land west 
of Higham Lane being adding flexibility to the supply later in the Plan period – with the 
potential for it to be safeguarded for development in the future, or should other 
allocations fail. 

2.26 We set out at paragraph 2.10 of our Matter 2 hearing statement how draft policy HSG1 
‘North of Nuneaton’ could be amended to include land to the east of Higham Lane.  
Further amends would be required if the land to the west of Higham Lane was to be 
allocated for development now or safeguarded for development at a later date. 

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? 

2.27 No, the Liverpool method is not an appropriate strategy nor is it justified to deal with 
the shortfall of 2,333 dwellings accrued since 2011 (as at March 2017). This represents 
17% of the Borough’s overall housing requirement. It is a significant number of 
dwellings that need to be dealt with at the earliest opportunity if NBBC is to meet its 
housing needs. 
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2.28 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is clear that local planning authorities should aim to 
deal with any shortfall within the first five years of the Plan period where possible 
(Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 3-035-20140306).  

2.29 At the Matter 3 hearing session we made the Inspector aware of situations where the 
Liverpool method has been deemed appropriate by previous Inspectors at the point of 
examining plans, such as Blaby District in Leicestershire. Here a single Sustainable 
Urban Extension, which was still at the embryonic stage and not subject to a planning 
application and therefore unlikely to deliver until later in the plan period, made up 49% 
of the Council’s total requirement.  

2.30 That is not the case in Nuneaton and Bedworth, where there are 11 proposed housing 
allocations, including HSG1 which has already delivered 289 dwellings up to 31 March 
2017 and continues to deliver in the strong market area to the north of Nuneaton.  

2.31 There is no justification for the Council using the Liverpool method. Moreover, it is 
imperative that the Council seeks to increase the delivery of housing immediately to 
meet its chronic housing needs (using the Sedgefield method), in accordance with 
national policy and guidance. 

Q3.14) Do the circumstances in Nuneaton justify a stepped, rather than annualised, 
approach to the housing trajectory? Please explain. 

2.32 NBBC should seek to adopt an annualised housing trajectory. Working with the 
Sedgefield method, an annualised approach will require the delivery of over 1,000 
dwellings per annum, in the first five years.  

2.33 This is an ambitious strategy which will encourage the Council to make a meaningful 
contribution towards the significant housing shortfall it has already accrued. There are 
already significant sites in the Borough (i.e. the proposed allocation at HSG1) which are 
already delivering. As such a stepped approach is not required to backload delivery to 
later in the Plan period. 

2.34 An annualised approach is appropriate for Nuneaton to tackle the housing shortfall in a 
timely manner, and the Council can monitor this approach through the Annual 
Monitoring Report. 

2.35 Should it be that through monitoring it becomes clear the Council is not delivering 
against its trajectory, then a review mechanism should be written into the Plan.  

2.36 To ensure the emerging Plan remains up to date, wording should be included within 
the Plan to ensure a Review is triggered following five years of adoption, which would 
accord with the position set out by the Government in the February 2017 Housing 
White Paper. A Local Plan Review mechanism will provide the Council an opportunity 
to assess the success of the annualised approach to the housing trajectory and whether 
the strategy needs changing or not (in accordance with recent national planning 
practice guidance (ID 12-008-20140306)).  

Q3.15) What would be the requirement for a five year supply including a buffer and 
accommodating any shortfall since 2011? 

2.37 We respond to this question at Q3.16 below. 
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Q3.16) Would the Borough Plan realistically provide for a five year supply on 
adoption? Will a five year supply be maintained? 

2.38 Using the Sedgefield methodology, the Council is only able to demonstrate a 4.15 year 
housing land supply (a 0.01 year increase to that shown in the Interim Monitoring 
Report to reflect the additional 21 dwellings in the supply) with a 20% buffer, below 
the necessary five years. 

2.39 Given the Council’s persistent under delivery of housing and the significant shortfall, a 
20% buffer is appropriate to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned 
supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market for land, as set out in 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF. 

2.40 At present, the Borough Plan would not realistically provide for a five year supply on 
adoption and as such the Council must identify further land for housing. This would 
also contribute to ensuring there is a 10% buffer in the supply. Any site to be allocated 
to contribute to the buffer and ensuring the Council can demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply should be of a scale (100 – 300 dwellings) which is capable of 
making a significant contribution in the early years of the Plan period. 

2.41 Land to the east of Higham Lane should be allocated in the Plan to meet the shortfall. It 
can deliver immediately, is in a location attractive to the market and will contribute 
towards enabling the Council to maintain a five 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) 

2.42 To be effective, the Plan will need to be kept up to date. As such, there is a need to 
include a commitment to review the Local Plan following five years of adoption, as well 
as to ensure it meets the forthcoming regulations. 

2.43 However, this is another reason why stepped trajectories should no longer be 
considered appropriate; as lowering the figures in the early years of the Plan and 
increasing them in years that this Plan will never apply to will not tackle the housing 
crisis at the Borough or national level. 

2.44 In our response to Q3.14 we identify the need for a review mechanism to monitor and 
assess how the Council is delivering housing given it should look to meet its existing 
shortfall of 2,333 dwellings within the first five years and an annualised requirement 
should be adopted to facilitate this. Should delivery rates within the Borough not 
achieve those anticipated within the trajectory, then the Review will allow the Council 
to assess its policies and overall strategy, and amend it accordingly. 

Q3.18) In overall terms would the Borough Plan realistically deliver the number of 
dwellings required over the plan period? 

2.45 No. Whilst there is strong market evidence to demonstrate that housing is already 
being delivered within the Borough (particularly to the north of Nuneaton), we 
consider that additional allocations are required to ensure that the Borough Plan will 
deliver the requisite number of dwellings over the Plan period. 
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2.46 If the Council is to provide sufficient flexibility and increased confidence that it will 
deliver its requirement in full, suitable additional housing allocations of an appropriate 
scale will be necessary within the emerging Borough Plan to ensure that there is a 
sufficient supply of sites to meet the Borough’s pressing housing needs, whilst 
providing flexibility and competition in the market. 

2.47 The NPPF promotes development in sustainable locations. Nuneaton is the most 
sustainable settlement within the Borough. It has the primary role for employment, 
housing, town centre, leisure and service provision. The south and east of the town is 
significantly constrained by the West Midlands Metropolitan Green Belt. This is not the 
case to the north, where sustainable opportunities for housing allocations on non-
Green Belt sites remain.  

2.48 The boundaries of site allocation HSG1 should therefore be extended to the A5 so that 
it includes land to the east and west of Higham Lane, which is in a sustainable location.  
Land to the east of Higham Lane could contribute 200 dwellings immediately towards 
the Council’s shortfall and within the five year period. Indeed land to the east of 
Higham Lane is subject to an ongoing outline planning application. Whilst land to the 
west of Higham Lane could add flexibility to the supply of housing later in the Plan 
period. 

2.49 Land to the east of Higham Lane is of a smaller scale than the remaining sites to come 
forward within the proposed HSG1 allocation, such as Top Farm (1,700 dwellings), 
Callendar Farm (850 dwellings) and the Persimmon site (493 dwellings). As such the 
site is typical of those sites that deliver quickly due to simpler land agreements and 
more limited infrastructure provision being required prior to the delivery of housing. 

2.50 To increase the Council’s buffer to a minimum of 10% for supply against the housing 
requirement would substantially contribute towards ensuring the Borough Plan is 
realistically able to deliver the number of dwellings over the Plan period. 
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Appendix 1: Site Location Plan 
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