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Home Builders Federation (HBF) 
Respondent ID 3.0006  

Matter 2 – Housing Need 
 
NUNEATON & BEDWORTH BOROUGH PLAN EXAMINATION 
STAGE 1 HEARINGS –  MATTER 2 – HOUSING NEED 
 
Inspector’s issues and questions in bold type. 
 
This Hearing Statement is made for and on behalf of the HBF which should be 
read in conjunction with our representations to the two pre submission 
Borough Plan consultations dated 18th December 2015 and 13th March 2017 
respectively. This representation answers specific questions as set out in the 
Inspector’s Matters, Issues & Questions document issued on 17th July 2017. 
 

ISSUE 2.1 General Approach 
 

Q.1 The Government intends shortly to consult on a standard 
methodology for OAN as set out in the Housing White  Paper – February 
2017. If published prior to 18 August what are the potential implications 
of the methodology for the Plan and the under pinni ng evidence 
prepared for the wider HMA? 
 
The DCLG Planning Update Newsletter dated 31st July 2017 confirms that the 
Government’s consultation on the standard methodology is delayed until 
September 2017. The letter also states that if a Local Plan is submitted for 
examination on or before 31st March 2018 the Plan may progress using the 
existing methodology for OAHN as set out in current guidance. However if 
that Plan is withdrawn from examination or found unsound the new Local Plan 
would be prepared using the standardised methodology.  
 
Issue 2.2 Demographic Starting Point 
 
Q.2 Is the OAHN based on an appropriate functional HMA? 
 
Yes. The Coventry & Warwickshire HMA is the appropriate functional area.  
 
Q.3 Should additional provision be made for needs a rising from 
adjoining areas? (unmet need from Birmingham has be en suggested) 
 
Yes. Additional provision for Birmingham’s unmet housing needs (circa 
38,000 dwellings) will have to be made (following agreement on its re-
distribution) because Stratford upon Avon and North Warwickshire District 
Councils are constituent parts of both the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA and 
the Greater Birmingham HMA. Whilst NBBC is not physically adjoined to 
Birmingham there may be consequential ripple / knock on effects for all 
Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities from the city’s unmet housing 
needs.  
 
Q.4 What are the implications for NBBC OAN of the l atest 2014-based 
SNPP and DCLG household projections? Does it remain  appropriate to 
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apply the 2012 projections figure of 423 as the sta rting point compared 
to the lower figure of 348 from the 2014 projection s as presented in the 
JG Consulting August 2016 Report (Fig 11.1)? 
 
The HBF understands that the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA authorities 
collectively agree that using the 2012 projection figures is the appropriate 
demographic starting point (also see answers to Matter 1 Q20 & Q21).  
  
Issue 2.3 Adjustments to the demographic starting p oint 
 
Q.5 Has appropriate consideration been given and wh ere necessary 
appropriate adjustments made to the CLG household p rojections to take 
account of household formation rates (HFR) being di fferent to those in 
the past, for example due to them having been previ ously supressed by 
undersupply or changes in the age structure of the population? 
  
It is appropriate to make adjustments to HFR in younger age groups which 
have been previously supressed in the case of the Coventry & Warwickshire 
HMA and Nuneaton & Bedworth the proposed adjustments of only 2% and 
1.4% respectively are considered appropriate as demographic adjustments 
but overly modest as market signal adjustments (also see answer to Q9). 
 
Q.6 Should an adjustment be made to reflect a longe r 10 year migration 
period? 
 
The longer term trend is more reflective of change within the HMA. 
 
Q.7 Does the related SHMA work over-inflate populat ion projections? 
(with reference to net international migration to C oventry and natural 
population change across the HMA). 
 
The SHMA does not over-inflate population projections. It is also known that 
the population estimates on which household projections are based have 
persistently underestimated migration to the UK. It is not credible for OAHN to be 
based on low net migration projections when the reality has been shown to be 
consistently higher suggesting that there is no reason to believe that migration 
numbers will decline at any time soon.  
  
Issue 2.4 Past Delivery and Market Signals (afforda bility) 
 
Q.8 What are the market signals in the Borough indi cating for housing 
affordability including (i) land prices, (ii) house  prices, (iii) rents, (iv) 
affordability, (v) rates of development, and (vii) overcrowding? 
 
Market signals in the Borough were not re-assessed in the 2016 Updated 
Report as considered unlikely to have changed since September 2015. This 
data is now somewhat dated so it may no longer reflect the realities of the 
current housing market.   
 
Q.9 What is the appropriate adjustment for market s ignals/affordability? 
Is it only 6 units per annum? 
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The adjustment of 6 dwellings per annum is an appropriate demographic 
adjustment for declining HFR in younger age groups but it is not sufficient as 
a market signal / affordability adjustment. The likely impact on affordability of 
an adjustment of only 6 dwellings per annum will be insignificant (also see 
answer to Q5). 
 
Issue 2.5 Future Jobs 
  
Q.10 How does the assessment of housing needs relat e to the 
anticipated number of jobs and to commuting pattern s out of and into 
NBBC? 
 
Q.11 Is the OAN modelled on employment forecasts fo r 2011 – 2031? Is 
there a potential underestimation if modelling from  2014? 
 
The OAHN is modelled on employment forecasts for 2014 – 2031 therefore 
there is potential to underestimate employment growth between 2011 – 2014. 
 
Q.12 What is the most robust econometric forecast t o use and why? 
Does or should the OAN reflect the “step change” in  job provision set 
out in the Experian Forecast and the West Midlands Combined 
Authority’s Strategic Economic Plan 2016 (SEP) for the wider HMA? 
 
For methodological consistency updated job growth forecasts from CE and 
Experian should have been obtained. It is understood that the Experian 
forecast showed higher levels of economic growth for the HMA than the CE 
update. The OAHN should give due consideration to the step change in job 
provision of the SEP in order to achieve its ambitions. To do otherwise 
restricts economic growth rather than planning for its achievement.  
 
Q.13 Is the HMA wide assumption of 0.7% per annum g rowth in 
employment (2015 Cambridge Econometrics) realistic?  
 
Issue 2.6 Other Factors 
 
Q.14 Are there any other local circumstances such a s the needs of 
particular groups including those that would live i n (i) residential 
institutions and care homes (Use Class C2); (ii) sh eltered housing; (iii) 
and houses in multiple occupation that would justif y a further 
adjustment to OAN? 
 
No. 
 
Issue 2.7 Summarising OAN 
 
Q.15 Are the OAN figures of 4,277 dwellings per yea r in the HMA and 502 
dwellings per year for the Borough justified? 
 
It is acknowledged that the Inspector examining the Warwick Local Plan found 
the HMA OAHN figure of 4,277 dwellings per annum was justified. However 
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HBF concerns remain. It is important to emphasise that the OAHN figures are 
minimums. 
 
Q.16 If your answer to Q.15 is no, what are the alt ernative figures and 
how are they calculated? 
 
The alternative OAHN prepared on behalf of development industry identifies 
an OAHN for the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA of at least 5,000 dwellings 
per annum. 
 
Issue 2.8 Translating Housing Need to a Housing Req uirement 
 
Q.17 Should there be adjustments to increase afford able housing 
delivery? 
 
The  Affordable Housing Background Paper prepared by GL Hearn dated 
April 2016 identified a need for 183 affordable dwellings per annum in 
Nuneaton & Bedworth (assuming 30% of household income is spent on the 
cost of housing) which represents 36% of OAHN in the Borough. In Coventry 
affordable housing need is calculated as 600 dwellings per annum 
representing 28% of OAHN in the city. However viability constraints on 
development in both Nuneaton & Bedworth and Coventry mean affordable 
housing delivery will be 20 – 25% in Nuneaton & Bedworth and less than 28% 
in Coventry so a higher proportion of Coventry’s unmet needs are for 
affordable housing. As a higher affordable housing provision in Nuneaton & 
Bedworth to meet this unmet affordable housing need is also unviable it is 
inevitable that a significant proportion of affordable housing needs will remain 
unmet and insufficient consideration to increasing housing supply to help 
support delivery of affordable housing was undertaken. 
 
Q.18 What is the 10% (1,004 dwellings) in the housi ng requirement for 
“flexibility”? 
 
This is confusing as a 10% flexibility contingency is a matter for consideration 
in determining housing land supply (HLS) rather than the housing 
requirement. NBBC should be meeting unmet housing needs from Coventry in 
full before considering flexibility contingencies in its HLS. 
 
Q.19 Is there robust evidence of supply / capacity issues or other policy 
objectives which would inhibit delivery of the full  OAN and / or 
adjustments for a higher housing provision target t o meet the full 
apportionment of unmet need identified in the MOU? 
 
There is no robust evidence on supply / capacity or other policy objectives to 
inhibit the delivery of OAHN in full. The Coventry & Warwickshire HMA 
authorities collective position is that full OAHN can be met across the HMA 
 
Q.20 Would a higher housing requirement (higher tha n the 13,374 in the 
Plan or 14,060 (if the full unmet need was accommod ated as per table at 
para 3 of the MOU)) be sustainable? Based on histor ical performance 
could the market realistically deliver on average i n excess of 670 – 700 
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dwellings per annum over a sustai ned period (plus any backlog since 
2011)? Is there evidence that supply (market delive ry) has been 
constrained in the Borough by a lack of available p lan-led housing land?  
 
A housing requirement of 14,060 dwellings is sustainable. The historical 
performance demonstrates that such housing numbers are deliverable (see 
pre-recession completion rates in 2002). The HBF agree with the Council’s 
statement that there will be a step change in housing delivery following the 
proposed Green Belt land releases. Historically there is evidence that land 
supply has been constrained in particular in locations such as Bulkington. 
  
Q.21 Is the proportion of the overall housing requi rement proposed to 
be delivered through large strategic sites appropri ate? Will there be a 
balance of sites to secure the anticipated levels o f necessary delivery? 
 
8,851 dwellings out of the proposed housing requirement of 13,374 dwellings 
are on 11 strategic sites. The HBF always supports as wide a variety of sites 
as possible. This approach is also advocated in the Government’s Housing 
White Paper because a good mix of sites provides choice for consumers, 
allows places to grow in sustainable ways and creates opportunities to 
diversify the construction sector. 
 
Q.22 Should the housing requirement be met evenly o ver the plan period 
or should different requirements be set for differe nt parts of the period? 
Is the housing trajectory at p28 of the Plan realis tic and are there 
appropriate review mechanisms if delivery deviates from projections? 
 
The housing trajectory on page 28 is out of date which should be updated. 
The HBF have suggested a possible stepped housing trajectory (see answer 
to Matter 3 Q9). 
 
Q.23 Should the plan’s housing requirement figure b e clearly identified 
in the plan as a minimum requirement? 
 
Yes. The housing requirement should be identified as a minimum requirement 
so that full housing needs are planned for in accordance with the NPPF. 
 
Q.24 Has the Sustainability Appraisal process robus tly considered the 
options for a housing requirement figure? Is there a clear audit trail, in 
combination with the SHLAA as to why the full MOU h ousing provision 
cannot be met? 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal does not test the option for a housing 
requirement of 14,060 dwellings (see para 4.1.33) therefore there is no robust 
evidence to support not meeting in full OAHN as set out in the MOU. Indeed 
the approach applied in the Sustainability Appraisal is not in accordance with 
the Statement of Common Ground between Warwick DC and Nuneaton & 
Bedworth BC which states that the meeting of unmet needs would be tested 
and supported by a Sustainability Appraisal yet the Sustainability Appraisal 
states that the meeting of housing need in full option is unreasonable and so it 
is not considered further. Therefore the Council has pre-judged the option with 
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no evidence to support its decision.   
 
Issue 2.9 Potential Main Modifications 
 
Q.25 What specific changes, if any, are needed to m ake the Plan sound 
in terms of it setting out an appropriate housing r equirement for the 
period 2011 to 2031 such that OAHN in the HMA will be met where it is 
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving s ustainable 
development? 
 
The OAHN of the Coventry & Warwickshire HMA should be met in full in order 
to do so the housing requirement set out in the Nuneaton & Bedworth 
Borough Plan should be increased. There is no justification for not doing so. 
The flexibility of 1,004 dwellings should be meeting the unmet needs of 
Coventry as part of the housing requirement. The Borough Plan should 
include additional housing allocations (plus a further contingency to provide a 
flexible HLS) to meet OAHN of HMA in full.  
  
 
Susan E Green MRTPI 
Planning Manager – Local Plans  
 


