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Matter 7 – Housing Policies, including Gypsy & Traveller Provision 
 

Issue 1: Policies H1 & H2 Housing Mix & Affordable Housing 

 

Q7.1) Is Policy H1 justified, effective and consistent with national policy?  (NPPF paragraph 

50).  Does the Plan contain appropriate policy content for homes for older people and self-

build and custom housebuilding?   What is the evidence of need / demand for these types of 

housing in the Borough?  Should specific sites be allocated for particular forms of housing or 

specific provision incorporated within larger residential allocations? 

 

Yes Policy H1 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy as it is evidence based 

approach. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) [S10-S13] is the starting point for the 

evidence for the need of housing type and tenure and meets the requirements set out within the 

NPPF (paragraph 50 and 159). G L Hearn were appointed to undertake the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessments for the Coventry and Warwickshire housing market area. These reports align with the 

requirements of the NPPF and PPG (‘Housing and economic development needs assessments’) and 

identified the objectively assessed need, for the housing market and they make recommendations 

about the type and size of both market and affordable housing. The SHMA will be regularly updated to 

respond to changes in demographics and market factors, and for this reason there are no specific 

targets set within this policy to ensure the policy remains flexible and up-to-date. There are four 

entries on the Council’s self-build register with links to the local area, all of whom are suggesting they 

are looking for one plot for one dwelling, consequently, it is not considered that a policy is required for 

self-build and custom housebuilding. 

With regard to older people, the Council has about 1,300 units for elderly people within its housing 

stock, however in recent years there has been a move away from sheltered and very sheltered 

housing and residential care towards extra care housing. Warwickshire County Council support the 

development of extra care housing and have been actively promoting sites for such use, particularly 

on vacant school sites. Since the beginning of the Plan period, there have been 85 units built on a 

vacant school site in Bedworth (which included affordable units to which the Council had nomination 

rights). The County Council are also promoting another development on a vacant school site in 

Nuneaton, although this was not submitted as part of the call for sites as a school was still operating 

from the site. 

 

There have also been completions to C2 uses in 2016/17 of 83 units brought forward by the private 

sector. The site in the housing supply table in the answer to Q3.2 (e) includes the town centre site for 

50 units. The developer is McCarthy and Stone, and the planning application1 is to be reported to the 

Planning Applications Committee on 20th February. The Council strives to enable a natural distribution 

of housing types and tenures across the Borough rather than specifying particular types of housing on 

particular sites. It is not considered at this time that there is sufficient evidence to suggest that (other 

than affordable units on sites) specific provision for any other uses should be made as part of the 

larger residential allocations. However, the Council would not be adverse to this as it considers that 

the sites are in sustainable locations and would be suitable for such uses. 

 

  

                                                           
1 
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplica
tionReference=035246&strRecordType=P  

http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=035246&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=035246&strRecordType=P
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Q7.2) What is the evidence in relation to the need for affordable housing?  What does this 

show and will the thresholds/proportions in Policy H2 meet that need?  Have alternative 

thresholds been considered and assessed?  

 

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) [S10-S13]  outlines the affordable housing 

requirements for the Borough. This shows that whilst private market housing and rents across the 

HMA are generally lowest in Nuneaton and Bedworth, there is still a significant affordable housing 

need in the Borough. In addition, out of the 81 Super Output areas in Nuneaton and Bedworth, six of 

these are among the top 10% most deprived nationally. Based on the 2011 indices of multiple 

deprivation Nuneaton and Bedworth is the most deprived Borough in the County and is ranked 111th 

out of 326 Local Authorities. The housing affordability ratio for Nuneaton and Bedworth in 2013 was 

5.3, meaning that somebody in the lowest quartile for earnings would need 5.3 times their annual 

income in order to purchase a property in the lowest quartiles of house prices. Such high levels of 

disadvantage are reflected by the level of demand for Council owned housing in the Borough. At 

present there are 1,760 applicants on the Housing Register (Jan 2018) and the total housing stock is 

8,114 (5,780 Council properties and 2,324 Housing Association). The number of homeless 

households being placed into temporary accommodation has increased over the last three and half 

years. From April 2016 to March 2017, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council received 177 

homeless applications. The Council placed 223 homeless households into temporary accommodation 

in that period and they occupied this accommodation for a total of 10,508 days. This increase is due 

to the lack of social or affordable private rented housing in the Borough.   

 

The GL Hearn affordable housing background paper (2016) [S2] stated that 25% affordable housing 

provision would be appropriate, subject to viability. Work then undertaken by Dixon Searle (2016) [H3] 

on viability, identified that the target of 25% would be viable on developments of more than 15, and 

that for developments of between 10 -14, 20% affordable units could be supported. 

 

Alternative thresholds were considered earlier in the Plan process together with differing thresholds 

on different sites, however these were not considered to be viable. 

 

Q7.3) Explain the viability evidence to justify the affordable housing contributions of 25% on 

sites of 15 units or more and 20% on sites of 11-14 units. (NPPF paragraphs 173-176).  Does 

the viability evidence indicate that certain policy compliant residential developments in the 

Borough would be unviable?    

 

The evidence for this is found in the Local Plan Viability Assessment - Updated (2016) [H3.1]. The 

conclusions of this are as follows: 

 

“3.7 Local Plan Policy Viability – Viability Update - Key Findings Summary  

  

3.7.1 Through this viability assessment update, completed approximately 2 years on from  

the previous base study, we have found that both residential sales values and build  

costs have increased by similar proportions.   

  

3.7.2  A  relatively  flat  (consistent)  values  picture  is  still  seen  across  the  Borough  –  as  is 

considered  relevant  to  most  new-builds,  viewed  now  and  of  the  type  that  will  

support the majority of the planning housing growth.   

  

3.7.3  Overall,  this  leaves  viability  in  respect  of  residential  development  generally  in  a  

similar  to  potentially  improved  position  in  comparison  with  that  found  in  2014.  

Where we have noted improvements these are in the main likely to be modest rather  

than greatly significant; insufficiently regular to support alternative key findings and  
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policy support recommendations.  

  

3.7.4  So these findings are supportive of a continued affordable housing policy headline  

target of 25% (based on a mix of affordable rent and intermediate tenure); 20% in  

respect of sites of 11 to 14 new dwellings follow the reintroduction of the effective  

national  minimum  threshold  and  with  justification  for  an  alternative  approach  to  

“capture” affordable housing / contributions from smaller developments unlikely to  

be warranted in Nuneaton & Bedworth’s case.   

 

3.7.5  With this and not any higher AH ( affordable housing) policy aspirations in mind, we have 

continued to find that  the  Council  should  be  progressing  towards  identifying  a  range  of  

potentially viable  development  types  to  support  the  new  Local  Plan  (proposed  revised 

submission  version)  level  of  and  strategy  for  housing  growth  (site  types  and distribution).   

  

3.7.6  In  balance  with  and  informing  this,  it  has  also  been  necessary  for  DSP  to  again 

acknowledge  the  various  viability  sensitivities  and  in  general  the  relatively  finely  

balanced viability picture that will quite often be seen in the Borough by the time the  

25%  affordable  housing  or  a  level  close  to  that  is  factored  in,  perhaps  especially  

alongside any particular sites issues (abnormal costs) which are likely to mean that  

outcomes move around, given the many variables.  The impact of the affordable  

housing  could  be  seen  to  ease,  and  potentially  significantly,  with  a  formal  

introduction of starter homes next year; dependent on how that develops, and its  

detail. Only time will tell, but in the meantime this appears an inappropriate point to  

consider reducing affordable housing context aspirations in any event.   

  

3.7.7  Once again, a key point will be for the Council to continue to develop a potentially  

adaptable approach to the delivery details for development proposals.   

  

3.7.8  Linked  to  this,  it  is  again  not  possible  to  unreservedly  support  the  viability  of  all 

proposals on the basis of including all policy requirements to the full each time; some  

flexibility  and  potential  trade-offs  /  priorities  will  need  to  be  considered  in  the  

development management stages.  There is nothing unusual in this and in our  

experience this is typical even in significantly higher value localities.  

  

3.7.9  Looking this time at potential / emerging new policy areas, we have found that any  

policy  to  continue  the  previously  proposed  approach  to  meet  35%  of  households’  

needs  for  additional  accessibility  or  adaptability  measures  should  be  workable  in  

viability  terms  (related  to  building  regulations  enhanced  standard  Part  M4  (2)).  

However, policies seeking greatly in excess of this, or for example more than a very  

small  proportion  of  M4  (3)  compliant  (wheelchair  accessible  or  similar)  homes  

additionally, should be considered with caution in regard to collective development  

costs  and  the  still  fairly  finely  balanced  viability  picture  that  has  had  to  be acknowledged  

based  on  assumptions  suitable  for  Local  Plan  /  CIL  viability  review  

purposes.   

  

3.7.10  All  the  same  principles  and  potential  findings  in  these  respects  have  again  been found 

in relation to the proposed strategic sites.”  

 

The evidence does not suggest that any specific policy compliant residential developments would be 

unviable. However, as mentioned in 3.7.8 above some flexibilities and potential trade-offs /priorities 

will need to be considered if required at the Planning Application Stage.  
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 Q7.4) Is Policy H2 sufficiently flexible, particularly in terms of the tenure split and the effect on 

viability and the potential for off-site contributions?  

 

Yes, the policy is sufficiently flexible, tit is for the reason of flexibility, that the policy is worded as it is. 

During pre-application discussions or early in the processing on an application should there not be 

any pre-application discussion, the Strategic Housing Manager is able to give up to date advice on 

what is required, and in this way the development better caters for the need required in that area at 

that time. The Council does have an adopted Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on affordable 

housing, which gives as its third option providing an off-site contribution, and this has been used on 

sites where there is limited viability. If developers provide evidence of viability issues at the time of 

applying for planning permission and viability evidence is submitted and tested, this is then 

considered by the Planning Applications Committee when determining the application. Similarly, there 

is a process for submitting viability assessments after an application has been approved for 

determination without complying with the affordable element. It is the Council’s plan to produce an 

updated SPD on affordable housing when the Plan is adopted.  

 

Q7.5) Is Policy H2 up-to-date with regards to Starter Homes?  Is the Policy and supporting text 

sufficiently flexible on affordable housing models given potential changes in national policy?  

 

No, the Policy is not up to date on Starter Homes. The supporting text is flexible to respond to 

changes in government policy on tenure. However, the Council are committed to increase the 

numbers of affordable housing and they would consider alternative wording. 
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Issue 2 – Policies DS4 & H3 Provision for Gypsies and Travellers  

 

Q7.6) Explain how the analysis of need in the 2016 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show 

People Accommodation Assessment is based on up-to-date and robust evidence and how the 

approach in Policy H3 would be justified and effective.  Is the target number of additional 

permanent and transit gypsy and traveller pitches in Policy DS4 soundly based and should the 

pitches targets be expressed as “at least”?  

 

The Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) is up-to-date as it was published in 2016 [G3], and the 

evidence is robust as the methodology followed is based on Government guidance the latest available 

information and surveys. The study adopts the definition of ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ set out within the 

Government’s Planning policy for traveller sites (first published in March 2012 and updated in August 

2015). Policy H3 is justified and effective, as the criteria in the policy are based on the objectives of 

the Plan, the assessment criteria for the SHLAA, and guidance provided in Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites. The target number of additional pitches in Policy DS4 is soundly based, as the 

methodology is in line with Government guidance. The pitch targets are expressed as the evidenced 

need, however, the council that it should be made clear that this are minimum requirements. Any 

extra sites needed to meet traveller requirements can be considered under Policy H3 in regard to 

future planning applications. 

 

Q7.7) Explain how the Plan deals with pitch targets for gypsies and travellers in accordance 

with Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS). 

 

The Plan sets out the required residential and transit pitch requirements for the Plan period, as 

suggested in PPTS. The GTAA study adopts the definition of ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ set out within 

the Government’s Planning policy for traveller sites (first published in March 2012 and updated in 

August 2015). 

 

Q7.8) Is it justified and in accordance with national policy to leave pitch allocations to a 

separate Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations Plan Document?  Please explain.  Should Policy 

H3 provide spatial direction to guide the allocations in the separate Plan document?    

 

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites states that pitch allocations ‘should’ be included in the Local Plan, 

however, the document does not state that pitch allocations ‘must’ be included in the Local Plan. In 

addition the PPG (12-012-20140306) makes it clear that multiple documents can be produced such 

as Site Allocations. This approach has been followed elsewhere such as Solihull2. The stage of the 

Gypsy and Traveller work is slightly behind the Borough Plan, therefore, waiting until all the Gypsy 

and Traveller sites are identified and sufficient evidence base has undertaken would cause delay to 

the adoption of the Borough Plan. Consequently, the council consider that setting out the pitch 

allocations in a separate site allocations document is justified and in accordance with national policy. 

The council consulted on the Site Allocations in 2015 and is currently following an updated project 

plan for its delivery. Some of the proposed sites in the Site Allocations have been identified for 

alternative uses therefore, it is necessary to undertake a further call for sites. The council is currently 

undertaking a call for sites for Gypsy and Traveller sites that closes on 26 March 20183. Since the 

consultation on the site allocations, three additional caravan pitches have been completed in the 

                                                           
2 http://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Planning/appealsenforcement/planmaking/gypsyandtraveller  
3 https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/news/article/349/call_for_traveller_sites  

http://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Planning/appealsenforcement/planmaking/gypsyandtraveller
https://www.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/news/article/349/call_for_traveller_sites
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2015/16 monitoring year4. There is currently an application in progress5  which is seeking to make a 

temporary permission become permanent. 

  

 For the purposes of the Borough Plan, the council considers that the spatial direction of the sites will 

be considered through the Site Allocations document. The criteria used to assess the sites will ensure 

that they are sustainable development. However, there is uncertainty of where sites might come 

forward at this stage of the process, therefore, this approach is favoured so as to allow flexibility and 

not be overly prescriptive.  

 

Q7.9) Explain how the criteria in Policy H3 are the most appropriate for speculative 

applications. Should paragraph 7.47 be amended to clarify that Policy H3 will be used to 

determine applications on unallocated sites after the Gypsy and Traveller Site Allocations Plan 

is adopted.   

 

The criteria in Policy H3 are considered to be the most appropriate for speculative applications as this 

provides consistency between using the same principles as the SHLAA in assessing both strategic 

housing and non-strategic housing sites in the same way. The criteria has also been consulted on at 

each stage of the Borough Plan. Yes, the council agrees that paragraph 7.47 should be amended to 

clarify that this policy will be used to determine applications on unallocated sites after the Site 

Allocations document is adopted.  

 

                                                           
4 
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplica
tionReference=032595&strRecordType=P  
5 
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplica
tionReference=035177&strRecordType=P  

http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=032595&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=032595&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=035177&strRecordType=P
http://apps.nuneatonandbedworth.gov.uk/BT_NBBC_Planning/BT_NBBC_Planning_application.asp?strApplicationReference=035177&strRecordType=P

