
The Ecowarf Ltd answers are given in embolden text 

after the question.  

 

 

Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply Revisited   
  

This session follows on from discussions held on Friday 31 August 2017 (Matter 

3) on the land supply to meet housing provision over the plan period.    

New evidence to the examination includes, amongst other things:  

NBBC/20 – background on housing sites (made available during the August 2017 

hearings and revised in early September); NBBC/30 Report to Cabinet on 6 

September 2017 on the Interim Monitoring Report & associated paperwork; and 

NBBC/33- The Council’s Housing Topic Paper (November 2017).    

  

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?   

  

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].   

  

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].  

  

A. Ecowharf Limited awaits the Council’s response to questions 

Q3.1-3.3. 

   

Q3.4) Is the approach to discounting of supply for non-implementation justified?  

 

                                                           
1 Taken from paragraph 1.6 of Housing Topic Paper NBBC/33  



A. No.  The applied discount does not realistically reflect the non-

implementation of historic consents.  This in part reflects the 

fact that historic allocations and consents have been located in 

the wrong parts of the Borough that do not have sufficient 

market demand to deliver speedily phased development, 

particularly in respect of larger sites (e.g. sites adjacent to 

Coventry are in higher demand thus enabling more rapid 

supply).       

  

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?   

 

A. No. This cannot be confirmed.   Indeed, the position is quite the 

contrary, the current prediction for delivery of the strategic-sites 

is unrealistically optimistic.  There are a number of reasons for 

this.  The majority of the allocations are located in areas away 

from the geographic hotspot of market demand, e.g. the Coventry 

overspill.  The proposed strategic allocations are mostly proposed 

to be located in parts of the Borough that do not have sufficient 

market demand.  Large sites in particular require a strong market 

demand in order to ensure that scale of the site acts as a benefit 

and not a hindrance to deliverability.  This means that 

commencement of necessary infrastructure will be slowed and 

delayed.  There will be insufficient demand to justify concurrent 

multiple sales outlets, and delivery of further phases of 

development will be impeded. The underlying strategy for the 

location of the main sites is fundamentally unsound. The evidence 

basis supporting this approach is unsound. 

  

  

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?   

 

A. No. This cannot be confirmed as realistic and deliverable for 

essentially the same reasons as above (Q.3.5) whilst the impact 

on deliverability of locating non strategic sites in areas of lower 

market demand is less severe in terms of impact upon 

infrastructure delivery, the Borough Council’s prediction for 

delivery on many of these sites remains unrealistic and overly 

optimistic.     

 

 

 



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?   

 

A. No. Ecowarf Ltd is unaware of the position and has not seen any 

modifications to the plan or to the Environmental Report 

(Sustainability Appraisal) and awaits the Council’s response to this 

question. However, it would be unsound simply to seek to meet the 

housing need from previous employment land for which there is a 

lack of demand.  The lack of demand for employment may very well 

also reflect that the sites allocated for employment are located in 

areas of low housing demand. 

  

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.   

 

No. They are not reasonable (see amongst other things the answer 

to Q.3.5 above).  The strategic allocations are mostly proposed to 

be located in parts of the Borough that do not have sufficient 

market demand to sustain the predicted delivery rates.  Large 

sites in particular require a strong market demand in order to 

ensure that scale of the site acts as a benefit and not a hindrance 

to deliverability.  Both HSG1 and HSG2 are not straightforward 

sites to deliver.  Quite apart from the sustainability issues, the 

underlying delivery strategy for the location of the main sites is 

fundamentally unsound. The evidence basis supporting this 

approach is also unsound.  We refer to the work carried out by 

Lichfield “Start to Finish: how quickly do large-scale housing sites 

deliver?”2 

 

“Our analysis shows that markets really do matter for 

housing delivery rates. Using estimates of land value with 

residential planning permissions at local authority level – as 

a proxy for market demand and economic strength – 

relatively stronger markets tend to have higher delivery 

                                                           
2 http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf  

http://lichfields.uk/media/1728/start-to-finish.pdf


rates. This raises an important point about absorption rates 

– in stronger areas, housebuilders are able to build homes at 

a faster rate and sell them at the value they expect.”  

 

http://lichfields.uk/blog/2016/november/8/start-to-finish-how-

quickly-do-large-scale-housing-sites-deliver/ 

  

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?    

 

A. No (as far as Ecowharf Ltd is aware there has not been such a risk 

assessment carried out). Ecowharf Ltd has not seen any risk 

assessment of site delivery and awaits the Council’s response to 

this question.   

 

 

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.    

 

A. Ecowharf Ltd awaits the Council’s response to this question but 

considers that the Council’s fundamental approach to be unsound 

and as a consequence its predicted trajectories unrealistic.  The 

plans will not deliver a maintainable 5 year housing supply and are 

unsound.  

  
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?   

  

A. Quite simply the strategic sites will not come forward at the rates 

relied upon by the Council.  There is also insufficient flexibility to deal 

with this (inevitable) consequence, particularly in the light of the 

existing substantial housing backlog.  In order to make the plan sound 

further allocations must be made.  The preferable solution is to allocate 

further sites which are located closest to the hot spots of market 

demand.  In the alternative,  reserve sites should be allocated which 

could come forward immediately in the event of delivery being slower 

than predicted by the Council; or the plan to be amended to allow for a 

combination of further allocation of sites and reserve sites.      

 

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? 

 



A. No.  There is little or no flexibility in the plan.  Fixing an accurate 

number is also difficult but given all matters including the current 

shortage and the Coventry overspill an additional figure between 

1500-2000 units for years 0-5  following adoption would seem 

necessary       

  

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

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

justified? 

   

A.  No.  The short full is substantial and pressing and needs to be 

considered also against the pressing demands of the Coventry overspill.  

The plan should seek to meet the shortfall in the first 0-5 and 5-10 

years following adoption but in order to be sound, it is crucial that the 

additional units be on sites in areas where the demand is most evident.   

To do otherwise would not ensure that there is sufficient flexibility to 

meet the need and would also drive development away from locations 

which are likely to be the most sustainable in transportation terms in 

meeting that need.      

 

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

annualised, approach to the housing trajectory?  Please explain.  

   

A.  Given the shortage and the Coventry overspill it would be most 

appropriate to have a stepped approach which focused on higher levels 

of delivery in the early stages of the plan period.  

 

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

and accommodating any shortfall since 2011?   

 

A. We await the Council’s response to this question.  However 

consistent with the NPPF require to boost the supply of housing we 

consider the housing figure should be increased to meet the shared 

overspill of Coventry.   

 

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

adoption? Will a five year supply be maintained?   

  

A. As matters currently stand: No and No. 

 

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)    

  



Q3.18) In overall terms would the Borough Plan realistically deliver the number 

of dwellings required over the plan period?   

 

Q. No. This cannot be confirmed.   Without repeating detailed points 

made above and elsewhere in our submissions, in short the majority of 

the larger allocations are located in areas of relatively low demand away 

from the geographic hotspot of market demand, e.g. the Coventry 

overspill.   

  

 


