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Response to Stage two questions 
Keith Kondakor 2nd Feb 2018 
(Original question in this red colour) 

Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply Revisited  
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 Taken from paragraph 1.6 of Housing Topic Paper NBBC/33  
 
 
Total supply of new housing is reported to DCLG statistics and the council’s 
annual monitoring report  
 

 
 
The vast majority of the losses are ex-coal board homes in Camp Hill which 
were ether already empty or not fit for human occupation. Given the state 
of demolished homes it would be unfair to consider them a loss. There is 
an issue that the earlier years exclude new C2 & C3 places.  
 
The planned level of 703 is unachievable, especially given the lack of new 
employment. The Borough must have a stepped requirement to follow that 
in Coventry and Warwick. Both Coventry and Warwick have reduced 
targets for the first 5 years which they have over achieved. From the 
Coventry annual report their 2011-2016 target was for 5.100 homes and 
the built 5,550, that is 450 over. Coventry is 3 times the population of this 
borough. The target for the first 5 years of the Warwick plan is 600.   
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see Appendix 1  – Land Registry house prices April 2011 to November 
2017 
 
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].  
Q3.4) Is the approach to discounting of supply for non-implementation 
justified?  
The issue is not a lack of supply but a current lack of demand. Over the last 
10 years we have average around 300 net new homes in the borough and 
the demographic studies put our local housing need around 328 homes a 
year. Clearly there are downturns depressing the rate to around 150 and 
also periods of market stimulus such as help to buy which pushes the build 
rate up to 400. We currently have around 7 concurrent housing 
developments selling from sites and most are being impacted by a serious 
lack of demand. To catch up with the crazy backlog would need around 23 
sites each selling 50 units a year. Such an increase will just crash margins 
for each developer and slow the sales on average site to 15 per year. 
House prices have already dropped in the borough to be less than those in 
Coventry.       
 
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?  
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? 4  
Without a time machine it is impossible to deliver more homes in the first 7 
years of the plan.  Increasing viable supply above 400 a year would require 
a remarkable rise in prosperity in the borough and a lack of supply in 
Hinckley,  Rugby, North Warwickshire, Warwick and importantly Coventry.   
The market is overflowing with existing new supply in the North of 
Nuneaton while the West of Nuneaton suffers from depopulation due to 
failing secondary schools.  
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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?  
 
These sites are a good example of possible hidden additional supply but 
the Borough has far greater need for employment than for housing. One 
small employment site that has now got outline permission for housing is at 
Anker Street (application 032266).  This has been listed for just 7 homes on 
a 0.1869ha which is far more likely to yield ~15 flats.    
 
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.  
Land at HSG1 must be considered with abutting applications  “Church 
Lane, land adj to St James' church. (Davidsons Phase 1 (032326) & phase 
II (033524)” and Site 42C019 - Land Corner of, Eastboro Way, and The 
Long Shoot, Nuneaton (034334) as there form one block of housing. Over 
the last 2 years there has been no constraint on supply north of Nuneaton 
but only 114 and 141 homes were built on HSG1. The St James Church as 
built out slowly with just 100 homes built up to March 2017. Building and 
sales have been slowed in 2017/8 due to the planning permission (033524) 
being found to be invalid.  Even with the Governments Help to buy and a 
massive alleged backlog no more than 200 homes in the north of Nuneaton 
can be sold per year. The supply of 160 homes at ST James Church and 
330 on the corner of Eastboro way can supply 40-60 homes a year for the 
next 4-5 years will undermine demand on the real HSG1. 
 
For HSG2 the start date is wildly optimist and the area around HSG2 is 
already being slightly depopulated of families due to poorly performing 
Nuneaton Academy School. If the school can be turned around and 150 
homes are sold each year on HSG2 there will be a reduction of demand on 
HSG1. Another factor impacting deliverability of HS2 will be the nearby 
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applications at Galley Common (outline application 33153 and 34600).  
 
The supply rate will be impacted also by increasing supply in Coventry and 
Warwick now they have adopted plans and greater build rates.  See  
Appendix 1  – Land Registry house prices April 2011 to November 2017 
 
 
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?  
 
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.  
Affordable housing supply is being undermined by the collapse in variably 
of market housing due to oversupply.  The last sections of Camp Hill phase 
3 will have no affordable housing.  
 
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 not the local employment or wealth to support the targets. It is 
simply impossible to get 20,000-30,000 extra people to move to Nuneaton 
and Bedworth.   
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?  
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?  
That scale shortfall is does not exist. It included some 300 a year to make 
up for the alleged shortfall in the market area. In 2011-16 report some 450 
more homes than target were completed in Coventry and the prices their 
overtook them in this borough.  
Q3.14) Do the circumstances in Nuneaton justify a stepped, rather than 
annualised, approach to the housing trajectory? Please explain.  
A stepped target is very justified as we have a target based on providing 
housing for Coventry which already has a stepped target. Per capita our 
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target is twice that of Coventry for the first 5 years of the plan when we 
have around 1/10th to 1/20th the level of population growth.  
 
The other issue is the lack of employment and the Annual 
monitoring report 2017 shows we have added virtually no net 
employment land since 2011. The borough is currently a failing 
ex-industrial town.  While it could become a prosperous area of 
growth, that could not happen until the very end of the plan 
period. If the remarkable/improbable increase in employment 
does not happen or if exiting the EU massively reduces the 
alleged net migration into Coventry then the housing target for 
the borough can be stepped down in the last 5 years of the plan. 
In the last 5 years of the plan the birth rate is likely be close to 
the death rate for the borough. A plan for 300 homes in 2011-
2016, 400 homes in 2016-2026 and then being adjustable 
between 200 and 600 a year from 2026 to 2031 would provide 
flexibility with least environmental damage.      
 
Q3.15) What would be the requirement for a five year supply 
including a buffer and accommodating any shortfall since 2011?  
We do not have a general significant real shortfall. The working 
age population has not changed since 2011.  We do have a 
shortage of care home places and an expansion of the population 
over 65.  
Q3.16) Would the Borough Plan realistically provide for a five 
year supply on adoption? Will a five year supply be maintained? 5  
We cannot realistically build more than 400 homes a year in the borough without 
a big increase I prosperity. There is very little to attracted prosperous people to 
move to the Borough, Instead they are being drawn to Hinckley and Warwick.  
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)  
The DCLG (as was) consulted on a new method for calculating 
local housing targets. That would produce a target of around 410 
homes per year from 2016 to 2026. Rather than look at historic 
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backlogs the proposal would use house price to wages ratios. The 
plan is 7-8 years out of date and would need a review the day it 
was adopted. None of the local plans take any account of Brexit.  
 
 
Q3.18) In overall terms would the Borough Plan realistically 
deliver the number of dwellings required over the plan period?  
The plan is likely to result in loads of part built sites and missing 
infrastructure.  As stated elsewhere it is unlike that more than 
400 homes can be built in a normal year.  
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Appendix 1) Land Registry house prices April 2011 to November 
2017 

 


