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NOTE REGARDING EXAMINATION DOCUMENT NWBC24  

1. Thank you for your response to my letter of 12 June 2019.1 Much effort has clearly been put 
into addressing the points I raised. I note the Council intends to wait until a decision has been 
made in relation to a Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid related to highways improvements, 
upon which implementation of the plan’s strategy is dependent, to establish the way forward 
definitively.   
 

2. However that should not prevent other work in the mean-time. In that context I have some 
questions in relation to the Council’s response. As with other questions, they are without 
prejudice to the outcome of the examination. They do not indicate that I have yet reached a 
firm view on any matter. They aim towards establishing a set of potential Main Modifications 
(‘MMs’) for consultation and to clarify my understanding of certain matters. Some procedural 
points are also noted.   
 

3. It remains the Council’s intention to seek to provide around 9,598 homes, as discussed in 
INSP18. That is to be delivered to a stepped trajectory. However the trajectory now proposed 
differs from that in the latest schedule of potential MMs.2 Which prevails? It remains my 
indicative view that it may be acceptable for the housing trajectory to address any shortfall over 
the plan period, with a 5% land supply buffer. As set out in INSP18, the Council should 
additionally maintain a reasonable degree of flexibility/ headroom to ensure requirements are 
met.   
 

4. Policy LP8 ‘Windfall allowance’ in the plan as submitted indicated that 60 dwellings a year 
would likely arise from windfall between 2018-2033, or 900 over the plan period. NWBC24 
Annex F now only forecasts windfall sites contributing towards overall provision from year 
2022-23, or 720 over the plan period. Is that correct? If so, an MM will be required. 
 

5. In the Council’s Affordable Housing Report [NWBC24, Annex B] it is forecast that around 47% of 
future housing needs would be for affordable housing. That exceeds the 30-40% requirement in 
policy LP9, levels assessed in the Council’s viability evidence.3 What consideration has been 
given to the implications of NWBC24 Annex B in respect of viability, and addressing any 
potential shortfall in affordable housing provision?4  
 

6. With regard to the latest schedule of MMs,5 could the council clarify that they have suggested 
site H3 become a ‘reserve’ site pending more detailed consideration of flooding vulnerability 
[NWBC24 Annex S]? Does that have implications for its anticipated capacity? What is the 
‘Development Constraints Diagram’ referred to in respect of MM33/ paragraph 7.54? Is that 
intended as a geographic illustration of the policy, which should be on the policies map?  

 

7. NWBC24 Annex H sets out that a ‘lapse rate’ of 1.14% for permissions has been applied to five 
year housing land supply calculations. Has that lapse rate also been applied to forecast supply 
from allocations? Should a lapse rate be applied to employment allocations? How has the 
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 INSP18. 
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 NWBC24 Annex D, NWBC20D. 
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 NWBC13, CD6/2A. 

4
 Noting Planning Practice Guidance Reference ID:2a-029-20140306.  
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 NWBC20D. 



figure of 1.14% been arrived at; appendix E to NWBC24 Annex H indicates a mean average of 
around 3%? Is the table below accurate? 
 

Year 
Delivery all houses 
(NWBC11) net 

Accumulating No of 
dwellings permitted 
(NWBC24 Annex H) 

Proportion of 
consents to 
completions 

Lapse/ permission 
expiry rate 
(NWBC24 Annex H) 
% 

2011-12 98 723 13.55 1.23 

2012-13 75 827 9.07 1.21 

2013-14 38 1006 3.78 6.86 

2014-15 119 1020 11.67 7.55 

2015-16 223 1056 21.12 1.8 

2016-17 251 1135 22.11 2.03 

2017-18 363 1306 27.79 0.77 

2018-19 203 1279 15.87 2.82 

Total/Av. 1,370 8,352 15.62 3.03 

 
8. I note the Council’s reticence for development requirements to be expressed as minima. 

However I am, at this stage, firmly of the view that the plan would be unsound without doing 
so. Detailed reasoning will ultimately be set out in my report. Indicatively, however, such an 
approach would be necessary for flexibility, with regard to economic trends and the wider 
strategic context to the Borough, and to ensure that the plan does not, by inference, prevent 
development from coming forward that would be beneficial. Expressing development 
requirements as minima seeks to ensure appropriate leeway such that the plan can respond to 
changing circumstances over time, rather than undermining its objectives.  
 

9. I look forward to your response to the above points, either when the outcome of the HIF bid is 
clear or earlier. I will correspond separately on some minor procedural and administrative 
points, with a view to ensuring the examination progresses as swiftly as possible. However I 
would point out in this note that the Council should ensure that the policies map as submitted 
is consistent with all potential MMs (which will ultimately need to be consulted upon alongside 
MMs).6 The Local Development Scheme should also be updated in respect of timing. 

 

10. The Council should be aware of paragraph 9.3 of the Planning Inspectorate’s Guide to Local Plan 
examinations (July 2019). Amongst other things, that sets out how consultation and hearing 
sessions are likely to be required to consider the outcome of further work arising from a pause 
in the examination. I will need to take a firm view on that matter in due course, depending on 
the outcome of the HIF bid and the significance of any potential changes to the plan since 
submission. My indicative view is that it would likely be prudent to consult on changes to the 
plan/ evidence which has come forward at examination before proceeding to do so in respect of 
MMs. I would of course welcome views from the Council on how best to proceed, at the 
appropriate juncture.  

Thomas Bristow  
INSPECTOR  

2 October 2019 

                                                           
6
 Including with reference to the changes proposed from version CD1/1 to CD0/1 as described in NWBC11, any 

implications of revisions to the route of HS2, and with regard to various representors who have made detailed 
observations regarding the accuracy of Green Belt boundaries (including SLP16, SLP125, SLP113).   


