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This written statement is made on behalf of Tracey Harrison and should be read in 
conjunction with the objection submitted by rg and p Ltd on 13 March 2017 seeking the 
release of land at Swallow Meadows Farm, 244 Nuneaton Road, Bulkington from the Green 
Belt and its allocation for housing (site NUN194).   

 
This statement answers specific questions set out by the Inspector in his note of 5 January 
2018 ‘Stage Two Hearings – Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions’ in respect of Issues 
1, 2 and 3. 
 
Issue 1 Clarification on identifying the housing land supply following the publication 
of 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)? 
 
The Plan as submitted for examination sets out a total supply of housing to 3032 of 13,374 
dwellings (para 5.21 and Policy DS5). It is unclear however if there is an element of double 
counting in this in that some of the strategic sites, or parts of those sites, had received 
planning permission by the time that the Plan was submitted for examination.  
 
There is therefore a shortfall, by the Council’s own figures, of 686 dwellings even before 
consideration is given as to whether all of the allocated sites will be developed within the 
plan period at the densities anticipated by the Council (both as anticipated in the Plan and 
in the Housing Topic Paper). 
 
The Housing Topic Paper (HTP) suggests that the full current requirement (including a 
contribution to meeting Coventry’s housing needs), including a 8.3% flexibility allowance,  of 
15,223 dwellings can be met within the terms of the submitted Plan because of an increase 
in numbers from a variety of sources (para 1.5). Insofar as these are concerned  
 

• the increase in completions comes from completions 2016 - 2017 (these figures were 
not available at the time of the Plan being submitted). However, the number of OPPs 
needs to be reduced accordingly as the completions will have reduced this number.  

• No information has been included in the HTP as to the new planning permissions. 

• The allowance for windfalls has increased from 11 p.a. to 28 p.a. although this 
includes Prior Approvals. The proposed increase in supply as a result of this is not 
stated in the HTP. 



 

• The increase in numbers of dwellings given planning permission within HSG1 simply 
moves the number of dwellings to be provided within the plan period from the 
‘allocations’ row to the ‘sites with planning permission’ row. It does not increase the 
number of dwellings coming forward during the plan period but simply reflects the fact 
that we are now a year forward of when the Plan was published for consultation.  

 
It is unrealistic to assume that there will be an increase in the density of development on 
housing sites. Most of these are on the edges of settlements where strategic landscaping 
needs to take place which will reduce the developable area. Furthermore, increasingly 
stringent sustainable drainage requirements and greater open space provision (in some 
cases to make up for existing deficiencies in the local area) mean that the opportunity to 
increase densities is extremely limited. 
 
Notwithstanding the above NBBC/20 indicates that the supply is 14,840 rather than 15,223. 
 
The Council has stated (para 1.6 of the HTP) that there has not been a need to increase the 
number of proposed allocations, nor increase the size of any of the allocations to achieve 
the delivery of the additional housing needed to meet the 14,060 requirement. That is 
unrealistic.  
 
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. Is this realistic and deliverable? 
 
The information published by the Council in the HTP and earlier documents do not provide 
sufficient detail to reach a considered view as to the deliverability of every site allocated 
under the Plan.  Information required includes the current status of the site (outline planning 
permission/reserved matters approval or otherwise), land ownership, what infrastructure is 
required to bring the site forward, any other constraints to development and how many 
developers will be on site. In the case of a number of the sites which are in multiple 
ownerships it is impossible to make a realistic assessment of when development will 
commence and the rate of completions.  
 
Given that the Plan will not be adopted before autumn 2018 (assuming that it is found to be 
sound) sites within the Green Belt will not receive planning permission until, at the earliest, 
spring 2019 (assuming that applications are submitted immediately following adoption of the 
Plan and that S106 Agreements are completed swiftly). Given the need to agree the value 
of land under Option Agreements, the need for agreements under the water and highways 
Acts, as well as agreement from statutory undertakers, development is unlikely to start on 
any of the Green Belt sites before spring 2020. With a lead in time for preliminary works 
dwellings will not be completed before autumn 2020 on any of these sites.  
  
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? 
 
For the reasons given under Q3.5 the documentation provided by the Council does not give 
sufficient detail to make a reasonable assessment of the contribution that these sites will 
make to housing supply. 
 
 
 



 

Issue 3 – Ensuring a deliverable housing land supply in the Plan 
 
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? 
 
There is nothing within the Plan do deal with this situation. Please see the response to 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? 
 
No. If the allocated sites do not come forward for development for whatever reason there is 
nothing in the Plan which addresses this. There is no mechanism whereby alternative sites 
could be released for development if the strategic and/or non-strategic sites do not come 
forward as anticipated by the Council. By contrast, in the 2006 Borough Local Plan Policy 
H1 allocated sites for housing development during the Plan period and identified three sites 
which would be developed either beyond the Plan period or during the Plan period if required 
because other allocated sites did not come forward. That policy provided flexibility and a 
similar policy needs to be included within the current Plan.  
 
The submitted Plan should be modified to allocate more sites of varying sizes for housing. 
Such sites can be released for development during the Plan period if the allocated sites do 
not come forward as anticipated by the Council to make up the resultant shortfall. The 
release of land from the Green Belt can be on the basis of designating this as ‘white land’ 
which will only be released for development where, for example, there isn’t a five year 
deliverable land supply. Those sites could also then be brought forward for housing beyond 
the Plan period in the event of a similar situation as that today where the adopted Local Plan 
has passed its end date. 
 
Q3.13 In terms of the shortfall of 2,333 dwellings since 2011 would the Liverpool 
method be justified? 
 
No. The only constraint to the delivery of new housing in the Borough is the paucity of 
planning permissions. If sufficient permissions are granted then housing delivery will speed 
up considerably given the pent up demand in the area for additional housing. There is no 
reason why further housing sites should not be released at an early date to facilitate delivery.  
 
Experience in other Council areas has shown that the release of sites can lead to a 
significant increase in completions within a short period. For example, in South 
Northamptonshire District the introduction of an Interim Housing Policy in 2011 which 
allowed the release of sites in the rural areas outside village confines boundaries led to a 
50% increase in completions within two years and a significant improvement in the five year 
land supply.  
 
Q3.14 Do the circumstances in Nuneaton justify a stepped, rather than annualised, 
approach to the housing trajectory? Please explain. 
 
No. If smaller sites are allocated for housing development it is likely to lead to a rapid 
increase in the delivery of housing. Smaller sites are easier to deliver than larger sites and 
also provide work for smaller local builders. To introduce a stepped approach to delivery 
would simply retain the existing brake on the delivery of housing.  



 

 
Q3.15 What would be the requirement for a five year supply including a buffer and 
accommodating any shortfall since 2011? 
 
With a 10% buffer for the OAN, 6,199. 
 
Q3.16 Would the Borough Council realistically provide for a five year supply on 
adoption? Will a five year supply be maintained?  
 
No. The Council has already stated that sites in the Green Belt will not be released until the 
Plan is adopted and the five year supply relies to a large extent on the release of such sites. 
However once sufficient sites have been released then a five year supply can be maintained 
provided that there is a wide range of additional small and large sites allocated in addition 
to those currently in the Plan.  
 
Q3.17 In light of forthcoming Regulations to complete reviews of local Plans every 
five 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? 
 
No. Such a commitment would simply duplicate the statutory requirement. The inclusion of 
such a commitment would not ensure that the housing provision part of the Plan is sound 
as there would be no mechanism to ensure that such a review is undertaken expeditiously.  
 
Q3.18 In overall terms would the Borough Council realistically deliver the number of 
dwellings required over the Plan period? 
 
Yes, provided that the Plan allocates more sites for housing development with an emphasis 
on smaller sites which can be delivered quickly.   
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