
1 
 

Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Plan 
EXAMINATION HEARINGS – Stage 2 

 

AGENDA – DAY 1 
 

Tuesday 20 February 2018 at 10.00am 
Nuneaton Town Hall 

 
 

MATTER 3 – Housing Land Supply – Revisited  

 

 

Introductions to the Stage 2 Hearings 
 

1. Inspector’s Opening Remarks  
 

2. Summary update from the Council on progress since Stage 1 
 

 
Matter 3 – Housing Land Supply Revisited 

 
Participants 
Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council 

CPRE Warwickshire 
Cllr K Kondakor 

Please note:  
 

•  All participants are encouraged to familiarise themselves with the hearing 
statements (and any additional evidence) produced by the Council and 
other parties in respect of the matters addressed at this session. These are 

available on the examination website.  
 

• Most references to questions refer to those posed by the Inspector in his 
Matters, Issues and Questions (already circulated). 

 

• In order to make efficient use of time whilst allowing each participant the 
opportunity to put their case, the hearing will be run as a ‘rolling 

programme’, with no set timings for agenda items.  The matters to be 
discussed will be dealt with in Agenda order unless any participants have 

time constraints, in which case the programme will be adjusted by 
agreement at the commencement of the hearing.   
 

•  This session will not consider detailed site-specific representations.  This is 
not a session to promote alternative sites – the task for the Inspector is 

whether or not the Plan as submitted is sound.  If the Inspector concludes 
that additional housing land is required – it would be a matter for the 
Council to identify and put forward additional sites. 
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Gladman Developments 
Turley for Richborough Estates 

Tetlow King for Terra Strategic 
Framptons for AR Cartwright Ltd & Sumix Ltd 

Pegasus for Callendar Farm Ltd 
Lichfields for Greenlight Developments 
Home Builders Federation 

GVA for St Philips 
Savills for The Arbury Estate 

 
Issue 1 - clarification on the housing land supply position  
 

A clear starting point 
 

(a) NBBC to outline and update the planned housing requirement over the 
Plan period; completions 1 April 2011 to 31 March 2017; anticipated 
supply 1 April 2017 – 31 March 2031 by various sources. 

(b) Discussion on whether any adjustments are necessary to the following: 
(i) Completions to 2017 

(ii) Planning consent pipeline (duplications; expiries) 
(iii) Other commitments (sites subject to planning obligations) 

(iv) Windfall allowance (in accordance with NPPF paragraph 48) 
(v) Any non-implementation allowance to (ii)-(iv)  

(c) Taking the above starting points, what are the respective summary 

positions on the (1) the scale of known planned supply; (2) what it can 
contribute 2017/18-2021/22; and (3) what it will yield post 2021/22.    

 
Against the housing requirement how should the housing supply realistically be 
boosted? 

 
(d) Is there any evidence that the housing requirement should be other 

than annualised?  Is there justification for a stepped trajectory?  What 
has been found sound elsewhere in the Housing Market Area?  

(e) What shortfall has been accrued between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 

2017?    
(f) Is there consensus that performance means the Borough is a 20% 

authority for assessing supply?   
(g) Should an allowance be made to uplift supply by a certain % to ensure 

delivery and resilience?  Is any % a matter of planning judgement 

based on the particular circumstances of an area?     
(h) Under 2 scenarios (no uplift and a 10% uplift) and applying 20% for 

choice and competition - what would need to be achieved over the 
next five years (2017/18 – 2021/22) on: (i) ‘Sedgefield’ (dealing with 
the shortfall in the next five years); and (ii) ‘Liverpool’ (spreading the 

shortfall over the plan period)?    
(i) Initial commentary on the practicalities of Sedgefield; the justification 

for Liverpool; and whether evidence indicates that a hybrid ‘Sedge-
pool’ approach may be feasible? 

(j) In summary – what can the proposed allocations in the Plan contribute 

to a five year deliverable supply on adoption and a developable supply 
post 2021/22?      
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Issue 2 What will the proposed allocations reasonably deliver? 
(assessment of their delivery assumptions)  

 
Please note that the soundness and detail of strategic housing sites (including 
densities, infrastructure etc) will be discussed on a site by site basis in weeks 2 

and 3.  The issue of the spatial strategy and approach to Green Belt will be 
discussed on Wednesday 21 February – including whether or not there are 

alternative approaches to distributing the required housing and employment 
growth.  This part of the examination is an over-arching discussion on what the 
plan as submitted is likely to deliver over the remaining Plan period.  

 
(k) Clarification on remaining balance at HSG1.  Assessment of assumed 

delivery at HSG1 as per appendix N of NBBC/33. Is there (or would 
there be) market saturation?  Are there critical infrastructure 
dependencies affecting delivery?   

(l) Delivery on HSG2 in next 5 years – is Appendix O of NBBC/33 realistic? 
In general terms how will the site come forward?  

(m) Given their scale should sites HSG1 and HSG2 be subject to a master-
planning process?  

(n) Delivery on other proposed strategic sites (HSG3-8)  
(o) Consequences if any strategic site proposed in the Plan (in whole or 

part) is not found sound?    

(p) Summary positions on any adjustments (or not) to the projected 
contribution of strategic housing sites (deliverable in 5 years; 

developable thereafter)  
(q) Summary positions from those asserting the Plan is unsound – shortfall 

in deliverable supply on basis of Sedgefield / Liverpool.   

(r) Would there be an overall shortfall in the plan period? Would a modest 
shortfall against developable supply at the back end of the Plan period 

result in a soundness issue?  
 
Issue 3 Ensuring a deliverable supply   

 
(s) Is the Plan sufficiently clear in support of Policy DS4 on the following: 

(i) How the overall housing requirement would be met?   
(ii) How a deliverable supply would be calculated? (for future decision 
makers) 

(iii) an up-to-date trajectory  
(t) Is additional text to Policy DS4 or a new policy setting out a plan-led 

approach to ensuring a deliverable supply necessary for soundness?  
(contingencies/interventions to stimulate supply; example of main 
modification to Cotswold Local Plan submitted by Gladman in their 

Matter 4 Statement)  
(u) What other modifications (if any) relating to housing land supply, on 

the basis of evidence/today’s discussion, would be necessary to ensure 
the Plan is sound?  

(v) Should the 2016 SHLAA be updated in light of the evolving evidence? 

Would that be a proportionate action?  
 

Session ends.   


